
 

 
 
 
 

Mediating European Democracy 
Comparative News Media and EU Treaty Reform in  

14 Member States (2004-2007) 
 
 

Ulrike Liebert 
Hans-Jörg Trenz 

with  

Alexander Gattig 
Sönke Maatsch 
Regina Vetters 



 
 

 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
WP 5 – Civil Society and the Public Sphere  
 
 
 
Restricted Research Report  

Mediating European Democracy: 
Comparative News Media and EU Treaty 
Reform in 14 Member States (2004-2007) 
 

 
Ulrike Liebert  
Hans-Jörg Trenz  
 
with Alexander Gattig, Sönke Maatsch  
and Regina Vetters  
 

 

 

December 2008 
 
 
 
Cover picture: Participants at the RECON Summer School (Advanced Methods 
and Techniques in Media Analysis, Bremen, 22 July – 22 August 2007) in Berlin, 
August 2007. Back row, from left: Ando Kitus, Cristiano Bee, Alexander Gattig, 
Adrian Crespo Ortiz, Pieter de Wilde, Hans-Jörg Trenz, Vlastimil Necas. Front row 
from left: Radostina Primova, Joanna Serdynska, Priyasha Kaul. 



 
 

 

 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
WP 5 – Civil Society and the Public Sphere  
 
 
 
Restricted Research Report  

Mediating European Democracy: 
Comparative News Media and EU Treaty 
Reform in 14 Member States (2004-2007) 
 

 
Ulrike Liebert  
Hans-Jörg Trenz  
 
with Alexander Gattig, Sönke Maatsch  
and Regina Vetters  
 

 

 

 

 

December 2008 



 
 

 

Acknowledgements 
 

For this RECON WP5 “Media Report”, we acknowledge the assistance and co-authorship 
of Dr. Regina Vetters and Dr. Alexander Gattig. Regina Vetters has drafted parts three, 
four and five of the report and Alexander Gattig, apart from managing the RECON 
research group has generated the data set on which the analyses of part five and part six 
are based. This report would not have been possible without the original input of our two 
independent research teams who have provided the comparative data for part four of the 
report: The ConstEPS team in Bremen and the “EU-constituency” research group in Berlin 
and Leeds. In particular we would like to thank Kathrin Packham and Alexandra 
Wyrozumska Maatsch, for revising parts three and four of the present report as well as to 
Paul Statham for authorizing the use of the British “EU-constituency”-data. Furthermore, 
our thanks go to the country experts and participants of the RECON Summer School for 
producing the data sets that have been used in part five, six and seven of the report, and 
to Sönke Maatsch for elaborating all the quantitative outputs, comparable tables and 
figures from the ConstEPS and the RECON data sets that have been incorporated in parts 
four, five and seven of this report. Part six rests on an article co-authored by Alexander 
Gattig and Ulrike Liebert, to be submitted to a refereed journal. Part seven summarises 
work in progress on a paper presented by Ulrike Liebert and Hans-Jörg Trenz at the ECPR 
Joint Session in Rennes, and at the RECON operationalisation workshop in Oslo, both in 
April 2008.  



 
 

 

Table of contents 
 

1. Introduction................................................................................................... 1 

2. In search of the European public sphere: State of the art .............................. 4 

2.1 Conceptualising the European public sphere .....................................................5 

2.2 Segmented Europeanisation of National Public Spheres .....................................6 

2.3 Tackling the European Democratic Deficit by Promoting the Public Sphere............6 

2.4 Empirical developments in public sphere research .............................................6 

2.5 The scope of Europeanisation.........................................................................7 

3. Methods of comparative media analysis......................................................... 9 

3.1 Claims-making analysis (CA)........................................................................10 

3.2 Political Discourse Analysis: A Quantitative-Qualitative Comparative Framework .12 

3.3 Sampling Strategies....................................................................................15 

3.3.1 Quantitative sampling strategies (EU-CONSTITUENCY) ..............................15 

3.3.2 Qualitative Sampling Strategies (ConstEPS) .............................................16 

3.3.3 RECON Sampling Strategy .....................................................................18 

3.4 Coding Schemes.........................................................................................19 

3.4.1 CA-Coding Scheme (EU-CONSTITUENCY) ................................................19 

3.4.2 Atlas.ti supported Coding Scheme for PDA (ConstEPS)...............................21 

3.4.3 RECON Coding Scheme .........................................................................23 

3.5 RECON WP5 Methodology: QQC-PDA.............................................................24 

3.5.1 Theoretical framework ..........................................................................24 

3.5.2 Research design...................................................................................24 

3.5.3 Research group....................................................................................24 

3.5.4 Training and research schedule ..............................................................25 

3.5.5 Outcome .............................................................................................26 

3.5.6 Evaluation ...........................................................................................27 

4. Findings from comparative media analysis I: The TCE Gridlock.................... 28 

4.1 Looking at individual countries: qualitative case studies (summaries) ................28 

4.1.1 Czech Republic (Petra Rakusanova Guasti)...............................................28 

4.1.2 Estonia and Latvia (Tatjana Evas)...........................................................29 

4.1.3 France (Regina Vetters, Sönke Maatsch)..................................................31 

4.1.4 Germany (Regina Vetters) .....................................................................32 

4.1.5 Poland (Aleksandra Wyrozumska Maatsch)...............................................32 

4.1.6 United Kingdom (Kathrin Packham) ........................................................33 

4.2 Cross-national quantitative analysis ..............................................................34 

4.2.1 The media salience of constitutional contention in the ratification period ......34 

4.2.2 Openess and participation: types and origins of actors in EU-constitutional 
debates.......................................................................................................35 

4.2.3 Topics of debate...................................................................................38 

4.2.4 Argumentative Strategies ......................................................................40 

4.2.5 Justifications........................................................................................42 

4.2.6 Interactions, linkages and cleavage lines .................................................45 

4.3 Different approaches - similar findings? .........................................................48 



 
 

 

5. Findings from comparative media analysis II: the route to the Lisbon Reform 
Treaty .............................................................................................................. 53 

5.1 Looking at individual countries: 14 qualitative case studies ..............................53 

5.1.1 Bulgaria (Radostina Primova) .................................................................53 

5.1.2 Czech Republic (Vlastimil Necas) ............................................................53 

5.1.3 Denmark (Guri Rosen) ..........................................................................54 

5.1.4 Estonia (Andro Kitus)............................................................................55 

5.1.5 France (Samba Diop) ............................................................................55 

5.1.6 Germany (Tim Schöning).......................................................................56 

5.1.7 Hungary (Akos Huzar)...........................................................................57 

5.1.8 Italy (Christiano Bee)............................................................................57 

5.1.9 Netherlands (Pieter de Wilde).................................................................58 

5.1.10 Poland (Michal Bukowski) ....................................................................59 

5.1.11 Spain (Adrian Crespo) .........................................................................59 

5.1.12 Sweden (Maximilian Conrad)................................................................60 

5.1.13 Turkey (Berna Numan)........................................................................61 

5.2 Comparative analysis of media coverage cycles ..............................................61 

5.3 Cross-national patterns of media discourses: actors, topics, arguments, 
justifications ...................................................................................................67 

5.3.1 Actors and origins ................................................................................67 

5.3.2 Topics.................................................................................................72 

5.3.3 Argumentative Strategies ......................................................................76 

5.3.4 Justifications........................................................................................79 

5.3.5 Interaction patterns..............................................................................81 

6. Transnational media debates: quantitative analysis..................................... 84 

6.1 Results .....................................................................................................86 

7. Media discourses of EU TREATY REFORM: which democracy?....................... 95 

7.1 Three Logics of Constitutional Politics in Europe..............................................95 

7.1.1 The consensual-restrictive logic of “quasi-constitutional arrangements” through 
treaty reform ...............................................................................................95 

7.1.2 The consensual-expansive logic of supranational constitutional settlement ...96 

7.1.3 The politics of contentious constitutionalism.............................................97 

7.2 Reconstructing constitutional politics: media discourse analysis ........................98 

7.3 Operationalisation of the three constitutional logics .........................................99 

7.4 Summary of the empirical findings.............................................................. 101 

7.5 Conclusion: Lessons for Democratic Constitutionalism ................................... 105 

Annex ............................................................................................................ 111 

A: Synopsis of selected Newspapers for the Ratification Phase ............................. 111 

B: Synopsis of selected Newspapers for the Post-Ratification Phase ...................... 113 

 



 
 

 

Tables 

Table 1: The Structure of a Claim ..........................................................................10 

Table 2: Qualitative and Quantitative Sampling: Newspapers and Articles on TCE 
ratification..............................................................................................18 

Table 3: Selection of Newspaper and Articles for the Post-Ratification-Phase ...............19 

Table 4: Four Vital Elements of Public Discourse ......................................................22 

Table 5: Outcomes of WP5 Research Workshop, by country ......................................26 

Table 6: Types of Actor ........................................................................................35 

Table 7: Origins of Actor ......................................................................................37 

Table 8: Origins of Actors in more detail (EU-CONSTITUENCY) ..................................38 

Table 9: Types of Constitutional Topics (ConstEPS) ..................................................39 

Table 10: Types of Constitutional Topics (EU-CONSTITUENCY) ..................................40 

Table 11: Types of Argumentative Strategies (ConstEPS) .........................................41 

Table 12: Argumentative Strategies and the Politicisation of the Constitutional Debate .42 

Table 13: Categories of Justification (ConstEPS) ......................................................44 

Table 14: Types of Justification (EU-CONSTITUENCY)...............................................44 

Table 15: Mapping Constitutional Conflict in National Media Debates (ConstEPS)..........46 

Table 16: Shares and Types of Linkages in France, Germany and the UK (EU-
Constituency) .......................................................................................46 

Table 17: Types of Actors.....................................................................................69 

Table 18: Origins of Actor.....................................................................................69 

Table 19: Sex of Actor .........................................................................................69 

Table 20: Most visible Actors ................................................................................72 

Table 21: Topics .................................................................................................74 

Table 22: Most frequently mentioned topics ............................................................75 

Table 24: Argumentative Strategies per country......................................................77 

Table 25: Ranking of the Union’s Objectives ...........................................................81 

Table 26: Actor Relations (Aggregation) .................................................................81 

Table 27: Actor Relations (Country Specifics) ..........................................................82 

Table 28: Top 12 sub-codes in media coverage of constitutional debates (2005-2007) in 
Europe .................................................................................................89 

Table 29: Trends for sub-codes over time (across countries and within countries), 
correlations (2005-2007)........................................................................90 

Table 30: Results for the factor analysis of codes (2005-2007)..................................92 

Table 31: Three Logics of Constitutional Politics in the Public Sphere ........................ 100 

 

 



 
 

WP 5 Research Report 1 

1. Introduction 
 
 
“In the new world of the early twenty-first century, what does it mean to communicate 
across societies, cultures and languages?” (Chilton 2004: 198). The present report 
analyses the meanings involved in the “reconstitution of democracy in Europe” from the 
perspective of the public sphere and hence the mass media. It aims at contributing to 
RECON, as well as to the current “state of the art”, in this expanding research field by 
adopting the method of comparative political discourse analysis in four respects:  
 

1. By systematically taking stock of public sphere research; theoretically and 
methodologically, with a particular focus on empirical comparative media analysis;  

2. By assessing strengths and weaknesses of qualitative and quantitative methods 
and their applications to European media analysis in order to develop a 
methodology for the present research project, aimed at combining the depth of 
qualitative interpretative analysis with a largest possible scope of cross-national 
quantitative comparison;  

3. By constructing the most comprehensive empirical knowledge base about media 
discourses on EU treaty reform that exists so far. This seeks to incorporate, 
firstly; the findings on TCE ratification, failure and crisis (2004–5) from two 
previous research projects (EU-CONSTITUENCY1, ConstEPS2) and, secondly; 
constructing a new data set on the subsequent “reflection period” and run-up to 
the Lisbon Treaty (RECON: 2005–7).   

4. Finally we test the RECON models of democracy by drawing on this 
comprehensive comparative survey of media discourses debating the most recent 
stage of the European treaty reform. 

 
With our approach to comparative empirical discourses analysis, and its application to the 
representation of EU constitutional treaty reform in print media debates, we explore the 
reconstitution of democracy in Europe from the perspective of member state publics, 
supplementing the institutional perspectives on constitutional politics (work package 2) 
and on political representation (work package 3). Hence, by developing a cross-national 
comparative framework and research design we shed light on the conditions, dynamics 
and constraints of democratizing the EU from below. The guiding question is whether the 
mass media foster those kinds of political discourses that are considered constitutive for 
a European public sphere and a democratic Europe. Alternative scenarios for the 
democratisation of the EU are derived from the three theoretical RECON models (REF):  
 

• Is the public sphere constrained to the preservation or reconstitution of national 
democracies?  

• Does it take part in the construction of a federal polity through the emergence of 
representative structures and multi-level public spheres?  

• Does it promote a novel, post-national and deliberative democracy embedded in 
global civil society and world discourses of justification? 

                                                
1 For a first publication of the findings from the ESF project, see Jentges et al. (2007); Vetters et al. (2008), 
Trenz et al. forthcoming. 
2 See “Europe in Contention: Debating the Constitution”, special issue of PEPS 2007, for findings from the 
comparative media analysis of the ConstEPS project, with comparative case studies by P. Rakusanova Guasti 
(Czech Republic), Tatjana Evas (Estonia, Latvia); Sönke Maatsch (France), Aleksandra Wyrozumska Maatsch 
(Poland) and Kathrin Packham (UK), see: 
<http://www.informaworld.com/smpp/title~content=g780767412~db=all> (accessed 29.10.2008).  
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Europe’s projection of democratic principles, beyond its borders, is evaluated here across 
member states’ public spheres, along the lines that are set by the RECON models. Hence, 
the research design developed for WP 5 aims at testing RECON’s central research 
hypotheses about the conditions for and dynamics of democratization in a compound 
polity. The varying public spheres are assessed as to whether and how they enhance the 
reconstitution of democracy in Europe.  
 
We choose the post-Laeken process of constitutional treaty reform - from drafting and 
negotiation to ratification, reflection and renegotiation - as the empirical domain and 
opportunity structure for assessing the preconditions, quality and effects of the public 
sphere in practice. In this sense, we “test” the process dynamics and mediating 
mechanisms that provide the basis for the RECON models of democracy. We want to 
assess the model assumptions in relation to communicative practice in terms of their 
preconditions and impediments, their societal repercussions and resonance and in terms 
of possible gains of legitimacy. The empirical assessment of controversial ideas in the 
practices of the national media systems can then be linked back to test the consistency 
of normative democratic theory and the viability of putting normative choices into 
practice.  
 
Within WP 5, we assess existing empirical methods and data sets from two recently 
concluded research projects and construct a third data set aimed to particularly shed 
light on:  
 

• the articulation of democratic principles and practices in mass media debates 
about EU constitutional treaty reform politics;   

• the role of governmental and EU-institutional actors in mediating the legitimacy of 
a European constitutional order 

• the role of civil society actors and sectoral publics in structuring public opinion and 
will formation and decision-making; 

• the convergence vs. divergence of media discourses with citizens’ sentiments and 
attitudes towards a democratic Europe;  

• the role of public intellectuals in framing European democratic issues and debates;  
• representations of traditional and new collective identities and citizens’ 

preferences and attitudes on European integration. 
 
By exploring the three empirical data sets, we make a contribution to the normative 
debate on democracy in Europe with respect to four questions:  
 

a) How are EU-constitutional politics mediated from strong publics (e.g. the 
Convention) to the general public? To what extent can EU constitution-makers 
rely on the mass media to bring up topics of common concern and to guide 
normative debates; 

b) How do domestic actors, like political parties or associational actors, perform in 
giving voice to the “silent majority” (unorganized civil society) in the national 
public sphere? Or rather  

c) as agents in the process of European integration?  
d) what are their implications for the promotion of what kind of a democratic 

Europe? 
 
This research project faces important methodological challenges given our ultimate aim 
of observing long-term trends, encompassing patterns in the development of a (trans-) 
European public sphere and of assessing its impact on the reconstitution of democracy 
within and outside of Europe. Therefore, the present report reviews alternative 
approaches, brings together and compares different research designs and analyzes data 
sets from two recent research projects and their findings from mass media debates 
during the post-Laeken process of constitution-making.  
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The report structure is divided into six parts:  
 
• Section two reviews the state of the art of European public sphere research and 

exposes the theoretical rationale that informs the empirical methodology and research 
design developed for WP5. 

 
• Section three introduces two methods of comparative media analysis: “claims 

analysis” (CA) and “political discourse analysis” (PDA). In order to illustrate how these 
methods play out in the research field of European constitutional debates, we shall 
draw on two research projects, each of which adopted one of these methodologies to 
scrutinise constitutional ratification debates in three member states (EU-
CONSTITUENCY3) and respectively; seven cases (ConstEPS4). Finally we describe the 
research design that we deploy for RECON WP5. Further development of the 
qualitative-quantitative comparative method for PDA that fits our largely extended 
scope of 14 countries.   

 
• Section four summarises the findings from qualitative case studies and quantitative 

analyses from our two previous research projects on European treaty reform in the 
mass media (EU-CONSTITUENCY and ConstEPS).  

 
• Section five presents the RECON WP5 data set on media discourses on EU treaty 

reform in 2005-7, hence the period following the ratification crisis and leading to the 
Lisbon treaty. This provides the summaries of qualitative case studies from thirteen 
member and candidate states, as well as a quantitative descriptive analyses of cross-
national patterns on the basis of qualitative case studies (Maatsch). 

 
• Section six offers a statistical analysis of cross-national trends and dynamics involved 

in transnational media interactions that have been involved in contentions about EU 
constitutional treaty reform. This is, furthermore, on the basis of the whole media 
corpus and the quantitative data sets produced by Atlas.ti supported auto-coding 
(Gattig).   

 
• The concluding section seven takes up the key research question that drives RECON 

and the present subproject WP5. Seeking to answer the question of “how democracy 
can be reconstituted in Europe” we test the three normative RECON models of 
democracy in the light of our empirical findings from mass media discourses across 
new and old member states over the past five years. 

                                                
3 The “EU-constituency” research project ““Building the EU’s social constituency: exploring the dynamics of 
public claims-making and collective representation in Europe and assessing the implications for the EU’s 
legitimacy” was funded by the European Science Foundation during 2005 - 8, and directed by Hans-Jörg Trenz 
(ARENA, University of Oslo) in c-operation with Paul Statham (University of Leeds and University of Bristol), 
Klaus Eder (Humboldt University of Berlin) and Agustín José Menéndez (University of León) (see: 
<http://www2.hu-berlin.de/struktur/constituency/index.htm> accessed 29.10.2008) 
4 The ConstEPS research project “Citizenship and Constitutional Treaty Reform: Transforming the Public Sphere 
in East-West European Integration”, directed by Ulrike Liebert, is located at the Jean Monnet Centre for 
European Studies (CEuS), University of Bremen, and supported by a grant from Volkswagen Foundation (May 
2005 – June 2008). The comparative data set on media discourses about the EU Constitutional Treaty during 
the period October 2004 – October 2005 was collected by a Bremen based research group of PhD fellows: 
Sönke Maatsch (France), Kathrin Packham (Germany and the UK), Tatjana Evas (Estonia and Latvia), Petra 
Rakusanova Guasti (Czech Republic) and Aleksandra Wyrozumska Maatsch (Poland) were responsible for the 
qualitative component of the methodology; in addition, Alexander Gattig and Sönke Maatsch, assisted by 
Ewelina Pawlak, have conducted the quantitative media analyses, see:< http://www.monnet-centre.uni-
bremen.de/projects/ consteps/ index.html>. 
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2. In search of the European public sphere 
State of the art 
 
 
The concept of the ‘public sphere’ has surged to a prominent place on the European 
research agenda. It reflects attempts to better understand and assess the nature of the 
evolving European social space and how this is structured by networks of communication, 
social norms and popular sentiments that are concerned with European integration and 
governance. In the traditional terms of Western democracy, the public sphere has been 
seen as the communicative infrastructure of the democratic state. More recently, in East 
Central Europe, it emerged as a habitat for societal opposition against the authoritarian 
state and became an engine for democratisation. After the reunification of Europe in 
2004, the idea of a ‘European public sphere’ claims a doubly prominent role on the 
conceptual and empirical map of European integration research. From a normative point 
of view, the idea of a European public sphere promises better governance, improved 
legitimacy and citizen’s information and will formation within the European polity. In 
empirical terms, exploring and testing expectations about the manifestations and 
presence, patterns and dynamics, conditions and consequences of a European public 
sphere – helps us put controversial normative ideas to a reality check. Ultimately, 
empirical research on the practices of the European public sphere aims to assess 
opportunities for and constraints on a democratic Europe.  
 
There are controversial questions that have sparked theoretical debates on how the 
(emerging) European public space is linked to the issue of democracy. What normative 
requirements should a democratic public sphere fulfil? How to promote a European public 
sphere that transcends the boundaries of the national communication community, given 
that the European Union lacks preconditions such as a common language and media 
system? In which ways does the public sphere require a developed civil society? 
 
Contributions to these debates stand for the multi-disciplinary research field that 
confronts us with very different theoretical and practical questions of a European public 
sphere:  
 

• Historians look for precedents and traditions of a European civil society and public 
sphere (Kälble 2002; Kocka 2004).  

• Cultural sociologists analyse attitudes and public opinion in relation to European 
integration that is shaped by media discourses (Diez Medrano 2003; Bruter 2004, 
Bruter 2005).  

• Political sociologists analyse the scope of legitimacy and the legitimacy of a new 
political order (Eder 2004, 2005, Trenz 2005) or focus on the role of language and 
communication in relation to identity and community building (Kantner 2004, 
Kraus 2004).  

• Communication and media scientists apply new methods of media content 
analysis and deliver first empirical insights into the functioning of the European 
media landscape and the scope and quality of news coverage on the EU 
(Koopmans and Statham 2003, Koopmans and Pfetsch 2004; Kevin 2003; de 
Vreese 2003),  

• More traditionally oriented political scientists investigate the openness and 
transparency of European governance and EU-decision-making (Kohler-Koch 
2006).  

• Normative political theorists and constitutional lawyers design new procedural 
rules of democracy and an anticipated European constitution (Eriksen 2005, Preuß 
2004; Peters 2005).  
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This new and still largely unexplored terrain is exemplary for the kind of difficulties that 
imprint this new generation of European integration studies, especially in the post-
enlargement context. Such a multidisciplinary debate also risks mutual misunder-
standings, for obvious reasons. It is therefore time to review our repertoire of theoretical 
ideas and compare it to what we actually empirically know about the practices of the 
European public sphere.  
 
2.1 Conceptualising the European public sphere 

For normative and empirical accounts alike, the nation state is seen as the paradigmatic 
container of a public sphere that would rely on a common language, territory and 
authority. Communication would also be restricted to distinctive spaces of meaning and 
discursive exchange. Public sphere research is consequently biased in favour of the 
national public sphere. Nation- and public sphere building is seen as co-evolutionary 
through the differentiation of a well functioning system of mass communication (Deutsch 
1953; Gellner 1983; Anderson 1991). 
 
The debate about the European public sphere concerns two issues: Whether to model it 
(1) after what we presume to know about the national public sphere or (2) if not, in what 
respects we should assume that it will significantly differ from that. The first position 
would start from the taken for granted reality of the national public sphere, using it as a 
critical yardstick against which to measure the European case. Many authors continue to 
stick to the classical Habermasian notion of the public sphere as a critical space of 
intermediation and communication that is open to the participation of everybody, in 
which issues of common concern are discovered, discussed and proceeded and in which a 
specific communicative power holds the government accountable (Habermas 1992, Neyer 
2000; Eriksen 2005, Preuß 2005, Hüller 2005). For constitutional lawyers, like Preuss 
(2004), the public sphere is a constitutive feature of political community; the “incarnation 
of the res publica” (p. 49) that binds the public good to collective will formation. For 
sociologists, like Eder (2004: 66), the public sphere unfolds as a discursive universe that 
becomes institutionalised in the process of nation-building. Some political scientists are 
concerned with the normative requirements for the public sphere to control governance. 
Landfried (2004: 125) develops a model of interwoven public spheres that through the 
positive experience of difference discover topics of shared relevance. For Risse (2004: 
149), the public sphere is foremost a discursive community that allows for the 
recognition of actors as legitimate participants in political discourse and constructs its 
collective identity as a political community. Finally, media and communication analysts 
like Kevin (2003), Norris (2000) and Díez Medrano (2003) are most pragmatic equating 
the public sphere simply with the (national) media system.  
 
A minimalist definition of the European public sphere, on which most might be able to 
agree, denotes an open communicative space that is linked to the approval and criticism 
of evolving forms of European governance. This kind of European public sphere produces 
visible communication about the performance of European political actors and 
institutions. It is a political public sphere in so far as that it refers to the normative 
expectations, attitudes and opinions expressed in the sphere of politics (Eder 2004; 
Trenz 2002; 2005). 
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2.2 Segmented Europeanisation of National Public Spheres 

However, the majority of authors would discard the possibility of an encompassing 
European public sphere built along the template of the national public sphere (Gerhards 
1993, 2000; Schlesinger 1994, 2003). Most importantly, its major precondition - a pan-
European media system - is considered to be difficult, if not impossible. Furthermore, 
given the diversity of languages, media cultures and traditions, European audiences are 
expected to remain segmented along national lines. Finally, it is argued that political 
communication in Europe will continue to be channelled through national civil society 
organisations, parties and elected representatives. As a result, the practices of news 
production with regard to the EU are likely to remain segmented. European actors and 
European issues will appear, if at all, in domestic and not in European debates 
(Preston/Horgan 2006: 37). This conceptualisation of the “European public sphere light” 
has shifted the research agenda to the Europeanisation of public and media 
communication. Here, the national public sphere and European communications are 
coupled either through intensified exchanges between different national public spheres 
(horizontal Europeanisation) or through the infiltration of European actors and issues in 
national public spheres (vertical Europeanisation; Koopmans/Erbe 2004). 
 
2.3 Tackling the European Democratic Deficit by Promoting the 
Public Sphere  

Research on the public sphere in Europe is deeply entrenched with the normative debate 
about the reallocation of democracy in Europe. It is modelled either at the European 
level, after a stronger or lighter version of the national public sphere, or conceptualised 
in terms of horizontal or vertical Europeanisation of national public spheres. This is at the 
heart of the RECON project. Our research on the European public sphere is driven by 
concerns about the normative deficits of European integration: the so-called “EU – citizen 
gap” that is grounded on a communication deficit. Unarguably, the EU seeks to promote 
its legitimacy by fostering public accountability, openness and participation, in other 
words: democracy (Commission 2006). It is surprising that the European Parliament, 
compared to the Commission, in a context that calls for democratic accountability and 
transparency in the EU has thus far attracted considerable less interest in its search for 
power and influence by improving public communication (Morgan 1999; Corbett; Liebert 
2007).  

 
2.4 Empirical developments in public sphere research  

The European public sphere did not originate as an analytical concept. Its importance is 
rather the fruit of normative concerns with the deficits of European integration. 
Nevertheless, this concept has stimulated a new, rapidly expanding empirical research 
domain, aimed at explaining current developments of European integration, institutional 
reform and governance. When we look at the recent Conventions for the Chartering of 
Fundamental Rights and the Convention drafting an EU Constitutional Treaty, new 
examples from the European Commission initiatives (transparency directive; public 
communication etc.) demonstrate how normative expectations and empirical research 
resonate in the exploration of ongoing processes of deliberation, negotiation and 
communication in the EU (Eriksen et al. 2003, 2004; Liebert et al. 2006; Geyer 2001; 
Heinelt et al. 2002, Hooghe 1996; Kohler-Koch 2007; Steffek et al. 2007). 
 
Empirical research on the European public sphere has generally proceeded pragmatically 
in disaggregating the concept of the national public sphere and focussing on the scope, 
the mechanisms and the effects of the Europeanisation of national media systems.  
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2.5 The scope of Europeanisation5 

The scope of Europeanisation of the national media communication is analysed in 
different dimensions. A first group of researchers was devoted to the analysis of the 
dynamics of European news-making, agenda-setting and diffusion.6 The scope of 
Europeanisation is determined by analysing the inputs, throughputs and outputs of 
political communication on the EU: 
 

a) The scope of political communication: the role of European actors and institutions 
as the initiators of debates on Europe and their agenda-setting strategies is taken 
into account. This includes the analysis of media and communication policies of 
the EU (Brüggemann 2005), the role of public intellectuals and media 
entrepreneurs (Lacroix 2005) or the contestation within political parties 
(Eijk/Franklin 2004).  
 

b) The scope of mediation: This is comprised of the information management 
through journalists as the mediators of Europeanisation in the Member States. 
Research has focused mainly on the organisational capacities of journalism and 
the media so far. Field studies were carried out to analyse the performance of EU-
correspondents and the agenda-setting and control function of the Brussels corps 
de presse (Meyer 2002, Siapera 2004, AIM research consortium 2007).  

 
c) The scope of public reception and resonance. This includes research on the 

changing attitudes and preferences of the public as the receivers of political 
communication on the EU (Bruter 2004, Hooghe 2003). Attentive structures and 
the knowledge of European citizens are regularly surveyed with the use of the 
Eurobarometer, which becomes the common reference point for institutional 
actors, as well as the European research community, to observe European publics. 

 
A second group of researchers has promoted mainly the content analysis of European 
news coverage.7 The public sphere is not seen as an arena of contention but as an arena 
of framing discourses and identities. Research has focused on the contents of unfolding 
debates, on general issue structures and modes of interpretation accordingly: 
 

a) Europeanisation of attentive structures. The scope of Europeanisation is measured 
here in the general level of media attention towards political news from the EU or 
other member states. Accordingly, vertical Europeanisation refers to the general 
visibility of Europe measured in the extent to which European events, actors and 
issues are covered by national news media. Europe is thus conceived as an 
observatory space in which attentive structures for ongoing events are 
symmetrical and political debates are synchronised (Tobler 2006). 
 

b) Europeanisation of meaning structures. The scope of Europeanisation is measured 
here in the degree to which issues are discussed under a common frame of 
interpretation, which allows us to identify problems of shared relevance (Kantner 
2003, Risse 2002). Europe is thus conceived as an interpretative space in which 
meaning structures converge, common standpoints are crystallised and a 
collective self develops (Diéz Medrano 2003; Risse 2004)8. 

                                                
5 The following chapter is adapted from Trenz (2008). 
6 Within the European research field, contributions within this research area were provided, in particular by the 
FP6 funded project “Adequate Information management in Europe, available at: <http://www.aim-
project.net/> (accessed 29.10.2008). 
7 Within the European research field, contributions within this research area were provided, in particular by the 
FP5 funded project EUROPUB, available at: <http://europub.wz-berlin.de/> (accessed 29.10.2008). 
8 Within the European research field, the Europeanisation of meaning structures has found wide attention. From 
a historical perspective and a perspective of cultural sociology, see, in particular, the FP5 funded project 
EMEDIATE, available at: <http://www.iue.it/RSCAS/research/EMEDIATE/> (accessed 29.10.2008) 
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c) Europeanisation of interactive structures. The scope of Europeanisation is 
measured here in the degree to which communication binds participants of 
different provenience together. Europe is thus perceived as an interactive space in 
which people of different national provenience can become engaged in common 
discourse (Wimmel 2006, Brüggemann et al. 2006).  

 
Last but not least, the examination of the effects of Europeanisation of public and media 
communication has helped to opening up a Meta discourse on European integration 
focusing on the collective representations of the community of European citizens. The 
effects of Europeanisation on identity formation is the subject of ongoing debates that 
reflect upon the collective self and belonging. In regard to these terms, Kaelble (2002) 
and Giesen (2002) reveal very similar findings in their historical reconstruction of a 
European self-understanding enshrined in a specific form of discourse about the 
commonness of the Europeans. Both point out the role of intellectuals as key persons to 
carry on such semantics about Europe’s unity and unification. Also Kantner (2006) 
analyses the emergence of a shared ethical self-understanding of the Europeans, which 
develops through conflict and debates about issues of common relevance.  
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3. Methods of comparative media analysis 
 
 
European public sphere research displays a large range of methodologies and techniques 
for a mass media contents analysis.9 This is particularly true for the research projects 
that have examined public debates on the post-Laeken process of European 
constitutional treaty – making and ratification.10 In the following, we discuss two 
approaches in more detail – claims analysis and comparative discourse analysis. The first 
was applied by an EU-CONSTITUENCY funded research project and the second one by a 
Volkswagen Foundation funded research project, both to examine a similar subject 
matter, namely the TCE ratification debates during 2004 – 2005.11 At several points 
along the way, researchers from the two projects have exchanged and discussed their 
views, experiences and findings. Although these projects have followed different 
approaches and used different techniques, they have yielded to quite complementary and 
converging empirical results. The reliability of measurement is thus supported by cross-
checking data along similarly constructed variables. Moreover, the critical exchanges 
between both methodologies have enabled the coordinators of both projects to devise a 
research methodology for RECON WP5. The previous is capable of constructing the most 
comprehensive and varied comparative data set on media discourses about European 
constitution-making existing so far, for qualitative as well as quantitative analysis. The 
qualitative-quantitative comparative methodology that we adopt here for RECON enables 
us to test and refine comparative discourse analysis further; complementing its 
interpretive depth and comparative scope with the rigor of CA.   
 
This section first of all sets out to clarify to what extent claims-making analysis (CA) and 
political discourse analysis (PDA) share a common ground and where they differ. Namely 
it regards their disciplinary roots and research focus, their conceptual framework, 
comparative scope and their methodological limitations. Regarding their research focus, 
CA - as it was previously adopted by an EU - 5th FP Integrated Project, EUROPUB12 - has 
been primarily interested in political mobilisation and the interaction of collective actors, 
such as political parties or social movements, measured by their visibility in the mass 
media (Koopmans 2007; Statham 2008). Thus CA adopts a rigorous, largely quantitative 
approach focusing on actors, their claims and linkages. This is placed in contrast to a 
variety of approaches to discourse analysis that adopt exclusively qualitative methods 
(Wodak/Krzyzanovski 2008): Asking what language can tell us about society, CDA looks 
at a range of different genres, from political speeches to internet chats. The Qualitative-
Quantitative Comparative Political Discourse Analysis (QQC-PDA) that we develop here 
for RECON differs from both the CA and CDA since it seeks to link both, qualitative and 
quantitative methods.  
 
In the following, we start by giving a short overview on the basic elements of the 
methodologies of CA and PDA and then describe the qualitative-quantitatively 
comparative approach to discourse analysis that has been experimentally developed first 
by ConstEPS and then further developed and applied to RECON WP5. Having discussed 

                                                
9 For an overview of innovative approaches to media, political communication, and discourse analysis, see 
RECON WP5 kick-off Conference ” „Reconstituting Democracy from below: New Approaches to Civil Society and 
the Public Sphere“, Hanse-Wissenschaftskolleg/Delmenhorst, May 22-25. 2007, with presentations by Monika 
Mokre (EIF), Claes de Vreese (Amsterdam), Helmut Wessler (SFB 597/IUBremen), Cathleen Kantner (FUB); 
Ann Zimmermann (EuroPub, Karlsruhe); Christoph Meyer (Birckbeck/London); Brit Helle Arskog (Univ. Bergen); 
Jacek Kolodciej (University Krakau); Regina Vetters (ESF); and the ConstEPS research group including Tatjana 
Evas, Alexander Gattig, Sönke Maatsch, Kathrin Packham, Petra Rakusanova Guasti and Aleksandra 
Wyrozumska Maatsch. See: http://www.reconproject.eu/projectweb/portalproject/BremenMay07.html 
10 Mokre et al. (EIF); Liebert et al. (ConstEPS/UniHB); Eder/Statham/Trenz (ESF/HUBerlin). 
11 See footnotes 2 and 3 above. 
12 EUROPUB was coordinated by Ruud Koopmans and Paul Statham at the WZB in Berlin (Koopmans/Statham 
2002). online at <http://europub.wz-berlin.de> (accessed 03.11.08). The EU-Constituency team gratefully 
acknowledges the permission to make use of the EUROPUB codebook for developing its own methodology. 
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thereafter the different sampling strategies and coding schemes deployed by EU-
CONSTITUENCY, ConstEPS and RECON, we will discuss in the concluding paragraph of 
this section whether and to what extent the empirical findings obtained from these 
different methodologies are comparable.  
 
3.1 Claims-making analysis (CA) 

Public demands and expectations concerning the EU constitutional project are raised in a 
variety of ways, from public statements to protest and collective mobilization. To explore 
the contentious field of EU constitution making and the positioning of various actors 
within it, the method of public claims analysis (Koopmans and Statham 1999) was used 
for one part of the EU-CONSTITUENCY research design.13 An instance of political claims-
making is defined as a unit of communicative action in the public sphere (Statham 2005: 
12). It is important to explicitly note that a claim is not limited to the verbal act of 
claiming something the every-day usage of the word implies. A claim consists of “public 
acts which articulate political demands, decisions, implementations, calls to action, 
proposals, criticisms, or physical attacks, which, actually or potentially, affect the 
interests or integrity of the claimants and/or other collective actors in a policy field” 
(ibid.).  
 
The method has its roots in protest event analysis (Rucht et al. 1998) and does not take 
the article as a unit of analysis but rather as an individual act of claims-making.  
 

In contrast to media content analyses which often study journalists’ 
representations of actors and events, claims-making analysis takes news as a 
‘source’ for claims-making by reported ‘third-party’ actors. Claims analysis sees 
reported news as a record of public events, and retrieves information on this 
aspect. 

(Statham 2007: 112/113)  
 
By making claims, collective actors strategically attempt to make their political demands 
appear more publicly rational and legitimate than those of their opponents, thereby 
potentially opening up policy decisions to wider deliberation processes. At the same time 
it is fully acknowledged that newspaper coverage is not an undistorted and complete 
mirror of reality. From the multitude of claims that are issued each day, by a variety of 
groups in liberal democracies, only a few are actually reported in the media. However, it 
is precisely this publicly visible aspect of claims-making that is of interest, as these 
claims have the potential to impact on public perceptions or on policy-making. In fact, 
claims-making that does not mobilise any media attention may be considered invisible 
and incapable of having any public impact. The explicit aim of the analysis is therefore to 
explain the pattern of those claims that actually reach the mass media and which have 
the opportunity to become part of the processes of public debate and policy deliberation 
(Firmstone/Statham 2007: 4). 
 
Table 1: The Structure of a Claim 
Date/ 
Time 

Claims-
maker 

Action 
form 

Addressee Issue of the Claim Justification 

On 
30/03/05 

Valéry  
Giscard  
d’Estaing 

publicly 
advises 

Jacques 
Chirac 

not to get involved in 
the constitutional 
debate as president but 
rather as a private 
person 

because the French 
are dissatisfied with 
Chirac's government  

                                                
13 In another part of the project, a more qualitative method was developed for assessing “the impact of media 
voice in the ratification process”, i.e. the extent to which journalists “make use of their opinion-making power 
to shape and influence the debate on European integration” (Trenz 2007: 7, Trenz et al. 2008). By analysing 
editorials and commentaries and using the computer tool Atlas.ti, this approach aims at identifying the 
arguments and frames used by journalists when evaluating European issues. 
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Claims can be put forward by individual or collective actors (including journalists). In 
both cases, they act as claimants who choose particular forms of action and often speak 
to addressees. They articulate their concerns and ideally provide justifications to support 
their demands. Table one depicts the structure of a claim.  
 
The method of claims-making analysis aims to reconstruct the topography of the public 
sphere. Individual claims-making acts are embedded within a relational field that 
expands spatially and socially. It registers when and where a claim was made, who or 
which actor made the claim, how it was inserted into the public sphere and what it was 
about. While these variables are mandatory components of a proper claim, some might 
go beyond this and give us additional information on the addressee at whom the claim 
was directed and why a certain action should be avoided or undertaken. With these 
indicators claims-analysis eventually provides us with criteria many media content 
analysts on the European public sphere also rely on: topical networking, the 
interconnection of arenas through actors and similar structures of meanings and patterns 
of legitimation. 
 
The method of claims-making is particularly appropriate to measure the Europeanization 
of media spaces. It allows us to identify contested topics of different national public 
spheres and to connect them to different actors. Thus, claims-making offers insights into 
the strategic elements of political contention and reconstructs the deliberative quality of 
actors’ statements. It analyses rational actors who interpret the social world and make 
their own contributions on the basis of individual calculations or reasoning. Unlike 
methods that measure passive attitudes or preferences (e.g. opinion-polls) or methods 
that measure subjective views and intentions (e.g. interviews), the claims-making 
approach reveals the relative visibility of actors’ factual mobilisation efforts and their 
publicly expressed positions (Statham 2007: 8). This is important information because, 
although we may learn from opinion polls and interviews that a specific group holds a 
particular European position, we still do not know to what extent this position is also 
successfully mobilised and made visible to other actors and the general public.  
 
Another benefit of CA is that it can flexibly be applied to cross-national, cross-sector and 
cross-actor comparison (ibid.). In a cross-country comparison claims-making analysis 
helps to establish the scope of political contention and the degree to which different 
actors and argumentative strategies relate to each other. Applied to the EU, a matrix of 
horizontal and vertical Europeanisation can be applied, which indicates the routes for the 
dynamic exchange of claims-makers across national borders (Koopmans/Statham 2002). 

 
On the critical side, it could be noted that CA – regarding the ways it has been applied so 
far – has certain limitations regarding the causal assumptions on which its analytical 
framework is based (claims as strategic acts within the public sphere), the conception of 
the agent (the assumption of purposeful actors struggling to place their claims in the 
media), the lack of attention to the role of the media (journalists not only as explicit 
claims-makers but also as important interpreters of public debates) and its capacity to 
arrive at more fine-grained assessments of the deliberative quality of political 
communication (in addition to the contents and the direction of a claim considering also 
its argumentative strengths and the type of justifications delivered). The EU-constituency 
project has responded to this criticism by applying a strict constructivist’s notion of 
claims-making as media representations of communicative action within the public 
sphere. This allows us to reconstruct the strategic, as well as the normative, elements of 
collective action as they are represented in media discourse. It also emphasizes the role 
of journalists not only as amplifiers but also as constructors of meaning. In addition, it 
relies on a theoretically grounded differentiation of justifications as the “normative 
repertoire” from which the legitimacy of a particular act of claims-making can be derived.  
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3.2 Political Discourse Analysis: A Quantitative-Qualitative 
Comparative Framework  

This section draws on the case of the ConstEPS project in order to characterise the QQC-
PDA methodology and its components: a discourse theoretical framework, a qualitative 
sampling method, Atlas.ti supported coding and analysis and a multi-linguistic research 
design; as they were applied for analysing media debates about the post Laeken process 
of European Union treaty reform.14 Compared to CA, we contend that the PDA 
methodology differs in the following dimensions: (1) a focus on deliberative quality; (2) 
the notion of discourse as an independent variable shaping agency; (3) the conception of 
actors/speakers as not necessarily strategic agents; (4) the view of the media as agents, 
beyond mere platforms; (5) the specific contribution to theorising political conflict on 
European integration; (6) the combination of qualitative and quantitative methods of 
analysis and (7) the multi-linguistic research design. 

 
(1) The analytical framework on which the PDA rests is specifically designed for exploring 
the deliberative quality of discursive practices. It is not merely the number and range of 
actors, claims and addresses that are of interest here but rather the deliberative quality 
and dynamics of the debate: the kind of argument that is made, the justification that is 
given for it. For instance: a reference to a shared European principle or to a national 
tradition and the discursive mechanism that link European topics to the domestic context. 
Thus it brings a broader scope and differentiated lenses to media studies than CA or 
conventional approaches to media contents analysis. Generally speaking, PDA rests on a 
two-track theoretical framework linking language and politics (Chilton 2004). On the one 
track, PDA pursues language based political action and interactions, thus including 
claims-making actions and interactions by individual and collective actors. Regarding the 
other track, PDA is concerned with how humans represent – or “construct” – the political 
world through linguistic communications. In this representational sense, “discourse” is 
conceived in terms of “coherent chains of propositions” constituting a “discourse world” 
by which speakers/writers and hearers/readers establish “mental representations”, or an 
“ontology”, by postulating certain entities “explicitly or implicitly as existing” (Chilton 
2004: 61).  
 
(2) While claims-making analysis focuses on the instrumental use of language and 
ultimately reconstructs discourse as a purposeful action (or at least represented as a 
purposeful action), discourse analysis seeks to capture the independent, creative force of 
language to convey meaning and representations of the social world. Discourses are 
analysed according to their ability to structure and coordinate individualist perceptions of 
this social or political field. Discourses are thus a way of world-making and world 
representation. They are “the primary terrain of the constitution of objectivity as such” 
(Laclau 2005: 68). Individual actors move within discourses but can only partly choose to 
shape and modify them. A statement that is extracted from a media debate is therefore 
not simply conceived as an individual speech act (as it would in claims-making analysis) 
but always related to the broader meaning structure from which it originates. Discourse 
thus unfolds through actors’ contributions (speech acts or actions) albeit that these acts 
are not necessarily seen as original or intentional but rather as representing a shared set 
of concepts, categories and ideas (Dryzek 2005: 1).  

                                                
14 For a summary of the methodology of “qualitative and quantitative comparative political discourse analysis” 
that we have applied in the ConstEPS project for analysing constitutional treaty debates in eight member 
states, see U. Liebert: Introduction: Structuring Conflict about Europe. National Media in Transnational 
Discourse Analysis, in Liebert ed. 2007: pp. 251ff.; a detailed description of this method is given by 
Gattig(Liebert/Packham/Rakusanova/Wyrozumska: “Qualitative-Quantitative Comparative Political Discourse 
Analysis (QQC-PDA): Theoretical Framework, Method, Research Design“, JM-Centre for European Studies, 
University of Bremen ConstEPS-Working Paper 2008.  
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(3) The power of discourses arises in their “ability to structure and coordinate the actions 
of individual subject wholly or partly to them” (Dryzek 2005:3). Differing from CA, PDA 
builds on the assumption that agency is constituted through communication and language 
that establishes the “meaning” of action (id.). While claims-making emphasises the 
intentional or rational component of speech and action, discourse theory points out the 
representative nature of discourse that attributes speech and agency to individual actors. 
Actors’ positions do not exist prior to the relational complex of discourses but are 
constituted by it (Laclau 2005:68). A discourse can be comprised of preferences, positions 
and arguments of individuals who have no formal relationships to each other and who have 
no direct interaction (Dryzek 2005:3).  
 
(4) Claims-making analysis, “media voice impact studies” and QQC-PDA hold different 
views on the role of the media. The media are mainly perceived as a key arena of 
political contestation and deliberation for claims-making analysis. As such, the media 
need to be strategically occupied by political actors in order to communicate with voters 
over substantial issues. In this sense, media are seen as mirror of political life. For 
political discourse analysis, the media are not simply a neutral infrastructure for 
amplifying political events but also a key player in framing debates and issues. As such, 
the media actively takes part in the construction of political reality as represented by 
media discourse. In the framework of PDA, and differing from mainstream media content 
analysis, media debates are seen as both a reflection of political discussions as well as a 
part of social interaction on their own. While journalists are viewed as one type of actor 
beside another, of which they report, the latter are perceived as speakers who raise their 
voices. Studies on the “media voice” explicitly share the latter view with the PDA. In 
sum, QQC-PDA “determines how political elites and mass media construct public opinion 
– and, hence, potentially, how the social constituencies of the emerging European polity 
conceptualise the EU, its legitimacy, and the roles and competences of member 
governments, citizens and civil society” (Liebert 2006: 2/3). 
 
(5) The ConstEPS research project provides a primary example of how PDA applied to 
media debates can provide novel empirical evidence for theory-building on patterns and 
dynamics of political conflict about European integration (Marks/Steenbergen 2004). In 
this framework, EU constitution-making does not just provide the most recent discursive 
battleground in the building of the European polity. It provides a field for testing 
alternative models of political conflict, each comprised of differing contentious issues, 
actors and framing strategies, contending justifications and contrasting ideas about the 
Constitutional Treaty’s legitimacy. By scrutinising constitutional discourses in national 
media publics, we explore cross-national patterns of convergence and divergence in the 
structure of political conflict about Europe. Finally, we can assess the scope and depth of 
transnational discursive exchanges (Liebert 2007). In addition, special attention is given 
to the missing link between individual and collective actors’ disposition and capabilities 
and the EU’s evolving constitutional order.  
 
More generally, political conflict is defined as a matter of individual and collective 
preferences that are shaped by discursively constructed frames and through public 
debates. Conflict theories of European integration are interested in identifying general 
patterns of political conflict across different contexts. PDA, in the field of national media 
debates, can contribute to this aim, given that it yields new insights into how patterns of 
political conflict about European integration vary, depending also on language based 
context. In addition to relationships between actors, PDA assesses patterns of political 
cleavages and the structuring of political conflict about Europe in both national and 
transnational arenas and also in terms of argumentative strategies and modes of 
justification. In these terms, PDA functions as a device for identifying cross-national 
dynamics of political communication and conflict.  
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(6) As a first methodological implication, following on from the double track analytical 
framework on which it is premised, PDA requires qualitative interpretation aimed at 
understanding words, sentences and their meanings. Secondly, in order to make political 
discourse analysis a truly comparative, qualitative interpretation it calls for a 
methodology capable of systematically mapping comparable meanings across different 
discourse worlds and, moreover; across different languages. Here, the comparative scope 
of political discourse analysis will vary, depending on the linguistic diversity of the 
research group and the language proficiencies that its individual members bring to the 
field of study. It is to be noted that for the sake of inter-subjective reliability, and the 
validity of comparable interpretive findings, research activities cannot be simply 
delegated to decentralised units (researchers in different countries) but must be 
embedded in a linguistically differentiated, highly interactive research group.  
 
(7) To fit the methodological preconditions for comparative political discourse analysis 
across a larger set of linguistically diverse contexts, ConstEPS has established – and 
RECON WP5 has subsequently further advanced - a novel, qualitative-quantitative 
comparative research design for political discourse analysis (QQC-PDA). When assessed 
alongside each other, this framework and the research design combine the strengths of 
in-depth qualitative interpretations of discursive representations and justification as well 
as the benefits of comparative, quantitative analyses. Complementing qualitative findings 
with a quantitative approach, QQC-PDA provides an in-depth analysis of national media 
discourses while securing a high level of systematically structured comparability. Applied 
to mass media debates, QQC-PDA relies on the following three elements:  
 

• a research collective composed by one native speaking expert for each country 
that is included in the comparative analysis (ConstEPS: 7; RECON: 14); this group 
collectively constructs a common coding scheme to ensure that this is sufficiently 
“grounded” in the diverse linguistic contexts;  

• a research process consisting of in-depth qualitative coding procedures on the 
basis of carefully selected, comparable and limited samples from different national 
media; where all coders use the same coding scheme and the computer software 
Atlas.ti;  

• a quantitative analysis of Atlas.ti - outputs from these manually coded qualitative 
samples are compared to the outputs from automatic coding procedures, which 
are conducted by Atlas.ti on the basis of the entire set of articles.  

 
Translated into operational terms, this methodology for media discourse analysis of EU 
constitutional treaty reform debates within the ConstEPS project has provided 
systematically comparative answers to the following questions:  
 

(1) Which actors have taken part in the debate, both in terms of origin and type, and 
what were the dominant patterns of interaction between them?  

 
(2) With which subject matters (“topics”) was the debate structured?  

 
(3) Which argumentative strategies have been used: predominantly definitive, desig-

native, evaluative or advocative statements? Was the emphasis on positive or 
negative evaluations, advocacy or metaphors?  

 
(4) Which motivations and justifications have been either acknowledged or denied by 

dominant actors and which role do references to ideas about and visions of 
Europe play in that regard, in history or the future?  

 
(5) Finally, which were the patterns and dynamics of Europeanisation and 

transnationalisation?  
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3.3 Sampling Strategies   

Not only theoretical frameworks and methodologies of media analysis have substantially 
differed between the ConstEPS and the EU-CONSTITUENCY projects but also the 
strategies for newspapers’ selection (“sampling”). The choice of sampling strategies was 
determined by different research interests that both projects aimed at:  
 

- The EU-CONSTITUENCY project aimed at statistical representativeness of its 
findings. The articles for the final sample were therefore selected randomly from 
the leading national daily newspapers, hence, from those with the highest largest 
circulation.  

- The ConstEPS sampling strategy, by contrast, did not seek statistical 
representativeness but was aimed rather at covering the plurality of political 
discourses present in the print media, including dailies and sector specific media 
as well as weeklies.15 

 
3.3.1 Quantitative sampling strategies (EU-CONSTITUENCY) 

Similar to the EU-CONSTITUENCY research project, the sample of newspaper articles on 
which the claims-analysis was conducted was retrieved from a larger sample that 
covered the whole period of constitution-making. This extended from the Laeken summit 
of December 2001 until the aftermath of the Dutch and French referenda in August 2005. 
For Germany, France and the UK two leading quality newspapers were chosen: 
Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung (FAZ) and Süddeutsche Zeitung (SZ); Le Monde and Le 
Figaro and The Guardian and The Times. The German sample also included two regional 
newspapers Sächsische Zeitung and Stuttgarter Zeitung, as well as the tabloid Bild. 
However, in the analysis here we will concentrate on the broadsheets (for the regional 
papers see Vetters 2007). Electronic databases (LEXIS-NEXIS, FACTIVA, and Newspaper 
Archives on CD) were used for the sampling of the articles through standardised key-
word searches. Here, a combination of keywords was used. Every article that contained 
the terms “constitution* and Europe* or EU” and had more than one paragraph on 
constitutional issues was included in the sample. Newspaper sections dealing with book 
reviews, sports, or television were excluded. A manual re-sampling was necessary to 
filter out articles with coincidental hits of the keywords or those not fulfilling the “one-
paragraph or more” criterion.  
 
The in-depth analysis of the structure of media claims-making focuses on the period of 
ratification here when intense politicization took place. For the German and French 
papers, three key phases are covered: the signature of the Treaty establishing a 
Constitution for Europe” (15 October - 15 November 2004), the referendum in Spain (1 
February - 31 March 2005) and the referenda in France and the Netherlands (1 May - 15 
June 2005). In order to be able to cope with the large sample, every second article was 
selected for coding for the broadsheets. Due to the dense coverage in the last phase 
before the referenda, an additional selective rule had to be applied to the French 
newspapers that coded only every third article. In the end, the dataset contained 230 
codes articles for Germany and 386 French articles with 651 and 915 claims respectively. 
The British sample was comprised of roughly the same phases and additionally the 
announcement of the decision to hold a referendum in the UK. Yet a different selection of 
articles was made. Articles from each newspaper were collected every other day during 
the different phases. For example: the Guardian on Monday, the Times on Tuesday, and 
the Guardian on Wednesday etc. This strategy allowed for the collection of claims from 
every day without double coding claims that were reported in both newspapers on the 
same day. In total the sample was comprised of 150 articles with 460 claims.  
 

                                                
15 Assuming that in some countries weeklies have a stronger impact on public opinion formation than dailies, for 
instance in Germany (Kevin, 2003; Trenz, 2004). 
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The dataset for Germany and France was analysed in a 60 day coding session supported 
by a team of 12 coders. The coders had a good knowledge of the European integration 
process and were trained in a three-day coding school. Throughout the whole period of 
analysis, the project leaders provided supervision and were systematically cross-checking 
coding results to improve the standards and overall comparability of data. High emphasis 
was placed on continuous exchange among coders to develop a common understanding 
of the applications of coding rules and to ensure inter-coder reliability. The British team 
worked with a smaller team of five coders. Two of them already brought in experience in 
claims-analysis from the earlier Europub-project (in which they worked with a similar 
codebook) so that they could help and supervise the other research assistants. 

 
3.3.2 Qualitative Sampling Strategies (ConstEPS) 

In the framework of political discourse analysis, a selection strategy aimed at statistical 
representativeness of articles from only the major papers would not make much sense. It 
might merely represent the majority of the voices with an under proportionate impact on 
public opinion and simultaneously be missing minority voices with over proportionate 
effects. Frequently, media outlets with high circulation rates do not have the strongest 
impact on public opinion formation. Hence, it is more significant for sampling to capture 
the diversity of voices, topics, arguments and justifications. Especially if comparing the 
old with the new member states, media samples composed of the leading media only 
would in fact not be comparable.  
 
For these reasons ConstEPS opted for a “qualitative” sampling strategy that is supportive 
of QQC-PDA, namely; constructing samples that reflected the diversity of discourses in 
every country under study. This choice demonstrates that comparative political discourse 
analysis may cover a larger and more varied range of countries but requires researchers 
with extensive country and language expertise to qualitatively engage with their material 
in interpretative operations. In the following we will describe how this strategy of 
constructing comparative “qualitative samples” from each country specific media debate 
works in conjunction with the in-depth qualitative interpretive method for relatively large 
numbers of cases.  
 
The media samples from Czech Republic, Estonia, France, Latvia, Poland and the United 
Kingdom were collected from selected national newspapers – among them the most 
influential media outlets of each country and different media types; such as daily 
broadsheets, tabloids, weeklies and sector publications in a one-year period from October 
2004 to October 2005. Articles dealing with the “EU Constitutional Treaty” were retrieved 
through corresponding search words from different data bases, such as LexisNexis, 
internet archives, CD-ROMs etc. 
 
The number of media outlets included in the analysis varied between the different 
countries in order to best cover the particularities of the national media landscape. The 
selection of newspapers was based on the circulation rate and readership rate 
respectively, the quality of the newspapers, their political orientation to represent the 
political spectrum and sometimes the language of the publication. The following is an 
example of the kind of important selection decisions made by the respective country 
specialists: While tabloids play a crucial role in the public sphere in the UK, religious 
media are found to be marginal. In Poland, on the other hand, catholic media outlets are 
found to be quite influential though not among the most-selling newspapers.  
 
In total, more than 8000 articles were retrieved from different data bases such as 
factiva, internet archives and CD-ROMs relying on a keyword search that referred to the 
Constitutional Treaty (acknowledging the differences in terminology for each country). 
From this total set of articles a smaller sample of 25 to 38 articles per country was drawn 
for the qualitative analysis. After the whole (pre-selected) sample had been “scanned” by 
the researcher an informed choice was made regarding which articles were to be 
analysed in detail (that is: to be coded). The task is not to seek representation in a 
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statistical sense but rather in qualitative terms: the researcher selects the set of articles 
considered to be representative of the overall debate, including majority as well as 
minority voices. To structure the construction of cross-nationally comparable samples, 
some basic requirements for qualitative representativeness are introduced: the 
distribution of articles from different papers and time period under investigation should 
reflect the proportion of the outlets within the total corpus of articles as well as the 
coverage cycle.  
 
In the ConstEPS analysis, for example, the sample construction was structured by:  
 

(i.) diversity of the media (newspapers, tabloid, weeklies);  
(ii.) dates of publication in order to cover the whole period under study and 

capture all key events;  
(iii.) key actors as to cover the diversity of actors, both at the domestic, the non-

national and European level, including government and opposition, journalists, 
civil society organisations, etc.;  

(iv.) content based on theoretical background and current discussion, in an attempt 
to cover key issues in the respective national debates; and 

(v.) length and variety of article genres, where articles under 250 words were 
excluded from the sample.  

 
Hence, quite similar to the claims-making approach chosen by Trenz et al (2007) 
ConstEPS, QQC-PDA seeks to cover the whole array of article types - e.g. editorials, 
reports, interviews, authors (journalists, guest commentators), and topics (primarily the 
ratification debate and secondary, context issues) any potential reader is exposed to. In 
contrast to the EU-CONSTITUENCY project, however, ConstEPS is not relying on 
statistical representativeness but on a qualitative selection of the articles. The sampling 
method thus does not ensure representativeness in a numerical sense – because it under 
represents “unimportant” articles - but rather serve as a device to structure the 
qualitative selection made by the informed researcher. This qualitative procedure hence 
calls for supplementation by quantitative analysis. Such an analysis enables the 
researcher to compare the analysed sub-samples of articles with the total sample and to 
check whether the findings that were generated qualitatively are robust when analysed 
quantitatively. Thus the approach is capable of combining the advantages of qualitative 
research – in-depth interpretive insight – with the advantages of quantitative research – 
robust and general knowledge. 

 
In conclusion, the overall aim of qualitative sampling is neither to establish the relative 
position of different newspapers, nor is it to focus comparison of types of media, nor is it 
an assessment of the journalists’ role in comparative perspective. Rather, QQC-PDA – as 
it was applied in the case of ConstEPS – aims at a) capturing how the national media as a 
whole dealt with the constitutional debate in the domestic public spheres to prepare the 
ground for them and (b) conducting a systematic comparison of the vital elements of 
these national constitutional discourses. 

 
Table two gives an overview of both sampling methods adopted by ConstEPS and by CA 
with the names of the different newspapers and the number of articles selected for the 
analysis of the ratification phase. A more detailed synopsis on each country’s newspapers 
can be found in the annex. 
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Table 2: Qualitative and Quantitative Sampling: Newspapers and Articles on TCE 
ratification 
ConstEPS - PDA 

No. of Articles 
Country Newspapers Total Qualitative 

sample  
Czech Republic MF Dnes, Právo, Blesk, Týden, Reflex, 

Respekt 
1476 
(973) 

38 

Estonia Postimees, Päevaleht, Molodyozh Estonii 315 25 
France Le Figaro, Le Monde, L’Express, Le Point, 

Le Nouvel Observateur 
4071  26 

Latvia Diena, Neatkariga Riga Avize, Vesti 
Segodnja 

325 
 

31 

Poland Gazeta Wyborcza, Rzeczpospolita, Super 
Express, Europa/Fakt, Wprost, Newsweek 
Polska, Tygodnik Powszechny, Nasz 
Dziennik 

696 29 

United Kingdom The Times, The Guardian, The Sun, The 
Daily Mirror, The Economist, The Observer 

943 30 

EU-CONSTITUENCY - CA 
No. of Articles 

Country Newspapers Total Quantitative 
sample  

France Le Figaro, Le Monde 2002 386 
Germany FAZ, SZ (+ Stuttgarter Zeitung, 

Sächsische Zeitung, Bild) 
867 

(+332) 
230 

(+163) 
United Kingdom The Times, The Guardian no full 

sample 
150 

 

3.3.3 RECON Sampling Strategy 

For the analysis of the media debates accompanying the TCE ratification failures, 
reflection period and drafting of the Lisbon Reform Treaty (2005-7) we have adopted 
QQC-PDA and a qualitative sampling strategy that provides us with a comparative 
dataset from 14 EU countries. Among them are eight old member states (Denmark, 
France, Germany, Italy, Netherlands, Spain, and Sweden), four member states acceded 
in 2004 (Czech Republic, Estonia Hungary, and Poland) as well as Bulgaria, which joined 
during the post-ratification phase and Turkey as a prospective member state.  
 
The sampling followed the logics established in the ConstEPS QQC-PDA. All mother-
tongue country experts selected – depending on the degree of pluralism of national 
media systems - between two and six different relevant print media outlets for their 
countries and sampled all articles on the constitutional debate during the period between 
the 1st of June 2005 and the 30th of June 2007. Articles dealing with the “EU 
Constitutional Treaty” were retrieved through corresponding search words from different 
data bases; such as LexisNexis, internet archives, CD-ROMs etc. An overview of the 
distribution of articles over time was given. On this basis, an informed choice of 40 
substantial articles was made for the qualitative analysis of the debate. The selection 
criteria followed the rules described earlier, thus, the articles had to be roughly 
proportional to the share of articles per month in the overall sample. They also tried to 
select the substantially most relevant ones. Those were defined by a certain length (more 
than 250 words) and relevance regarding the diversity of actors, constitutional topics, the 
coverage of European and domestic issues and density of argumentation. Table 3 gives 
an overview on the different countries selected for the analysis, their newspapers and the 
number of articles selected for the analysis of the post-ratification phase. A more detailed 
synopsis on each country's newspapers can again be found in the annex. 
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Table 3: Selection of Newspaper and Articles for the Post-Ratification-Phase 
NO. OF ARTICLES COUNTRY NEWSPAPERS 
Total Selected 

Bulgaria Labour, Standard, Capital 400 40 
Czech Republic Blesk, Hospodarske noviny, Pravo, MF Dnes, Reflex, 

Respekt 
1049 40 

Denmark Berlingske Tidende, Politiken, Ekstra Bladet 1386 40 
Estonia Postimees, Sl Õhtuleht, Molodyozh Estonii 503 40 
France Le Monde, Le Figaro, Libération 2689 40 
Germany Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung, Süddeutsche Zeitung, 

tageszeitung, Die Welt 
2618 40 

Hungary Magyar Nemzet, Népszabadság 611 40 
Italy La Repubblica, Il Corriere della Sera, Il Sole 24 Ore 1328 40 
Netherlands NRC Handelsblad, de Volkskrant, de Telegraaf 1873 40 
Poland Gazeta Wyborcza, Rzeczpospolita, Polityka 979 40 
Spain El País, El Mundo, El Periódico de Catalunya 1754 40 
Sweden Dagens Nyheter, Svenska Dagbladet, Aftonbladet 496 40 
Turkey Hürriyet, Zaman, Cumhuriyet 583 40 
UK The Times, The Guardian 659 40 

 
Getting an overview of the country’s media system, sampling the articles through 
different databases and selecting relevant articles was done individually but all 
researchers were introduced to the method and discussed the codebook together in a 
common coding school. Afterwards they coded together in one computer lab during four 
weeks in July and August 2007 at the University of Bremen. Throughout the whole period 
of analysis, ConstEPS and Recon researchers were providing supervision and support, 
questions and potentially problematic or missing codes were discussed on a daily basis 
among coders and project staff and coders also cross-checked their results with each 
other in order to enhance the comparability of data. The same is true of the initial phases 
of analysis. All country experts worked with the same templates, discussed preliminary 
results and findings, and decided jointly on how to analyse the data for their individual 
papers. 
 
3.4 Coding Schemes 

3.4.1 CA-Coding Scheme (EU-CONSTITUENCY)  

In the coding process, actors and their interventions (either through direct or indirect 
speech or through agency) are the primary reference point for identifying acts of claims-
making. Single claims-making acts are broken down into six elements, for each of which 
a number of detailed variables are coded (for codebook see Koopmans 2002). 
 
1. Location of the claim in time and space (WHEN and WHERE is the claim made?)  

Variables: CYEAR, CMONTH, CDAY, COUNTRY, REGION, CITY  
2.  Claimant: the actor making the claim (WHO makes the claim?)  

Variables: ACTS, ACTTYP, ACTNAME, ACTSCOP, ACT, ACTCOUN, ACTPAR  
3.  Form of the claim (HOW is the claim inserted in the public sphere?)  

Variable: FORM, PART,  
4.  The addressee of the claim (AT WHOM is the claim directed?)  

Variables: ADRS, ADREVAL, ADRSCOP, ADR, ADRCOUN, ADRPAR,  
5.  The substantive issue of the claim (WHAT is the claim about?)  

Variables: ISSUES, ISSCOP, ISCOUN, ISPOS  
6.  The justification for the claim (WHY should this action by undertaken?)  

Variable: JUST, JUSTS, JUSTSCOP, JUSTPOS  
 
In grammatical terms, we may write such claims as a SUBJECT-ACTION-ADDRESSEE-
ACTION-OBJECT-JUSTIFICATION CLAUSE sequence: an actor, the subject, undertakes 
some sort of action in the public sphere to get another actor, the addressee, to do or 
leave something affecting the interests of a third actor, the object, providing a 
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justification for why this should be done. Many claims are not as differentiated as this 
type. The only information we always need for coding is information on the FORM (some 
sort of act in the public sphere has to be identifiable) as well as information on ISSUE, 
OBJECT ACTOR, or JUSTIFICATION that allows us to determine whether the action 
relates to our topical fields. 
 
As stated above we define an instance of claim-making (shorthand: a claim) as the 
expression of a political opinion by physical or verbal action in the public sphere. This 
definition implies two important delimitations: (1) instances of claim-making must result 
from communicative acts by an individual claimant and (2) they must be political in 
nature. A European claim is defined as a claim in which either EU/EEA actors appear as 
an element of communicative action16 or in which the issue of the claim is European. In 
the latter case, European claims are identified through numerical categorisation along a 
pre-established list of issues covering substantial, procedural as well as normative 
elements of European integration. 
 
Note that a claim, in contrast to the ConstEPS/RECON coding, does not equal individual 
statements. The claim is the action of holding a speech, publishing an article, issuing a 
letter of opinion etc. Hence a claim can include a multitude of statements with different 
issues. A newspaper article however can, in referring to other actors’ communicative 
actions, contain several claims. To qualify as an instance of claim-making a newspaper 
text must include a reference to an ongoing, or concluded, physical or verbal action in 
the public sphere, i.e. simple attributions of attitudes or opinions to actors by the media 
or by other actors do not count as claim-making. To give an example: “The Greens want 
to extend recognition to people persecuted by non-state organizations”. This sentence 
would qualify as a statement following the ConstEPS/RECON criteria but not as an act of 
claims-making following the EU-CONSTITUENCY coding rules. By contrast, the sentence 
“The Greens said they wanted to extend recognition to people persecuted by non-state 
organizations” would have qualified as instances of claim-making because they contain 
references to actual verbal action by these actors.17  
 
A further example of the lack of differences of coding practices is the presentation of 
survey results. Aggregate results, such as “70 percent of the German population is 
against […]” are not considered as claims but are coded as statements. In the claims-
making approach, surveys are only coded if the results are used to formulate demands, 
to criticize other actors, etc., or when particular actors explicitly state their 
(dis)agreement with the survey results. In contrast to ConstEPS/RECON statements or 
actions by different actors are considered to be part of one single instance of claim-
making if they take place at the same location in time (the same day) and place (the 
same locality) and if the actors can be assumed to act 'in concert'.  
 
In conclusion, an instance of claim-making is a unit of communicative action in the public 
sphere. Such a unit of communicative action may involve several actors acting in concert, 
it may extend over several days or even longer and it may involve coordinated action 
over a larger geographical area simultaneously. An instance of claim-making is NOT 
identical with individual statements. For example, a speaker at a press conference may 
make several statements, perhaps even on completely different topics. Nevertheless, this 
is one instance of claim-making because both statements are made in the context of the 
same communicative act as an instance of the unfolding of debates within the public 
sphere.  
                                                
16 In the various grammatical senses of the word either as a speaker (proponent) or as an addressee or as an 
object actor (opponent actor, supported actor). Note that the category of object actors, for lack of statistical 
significance, has not been further analysed 
17 Exceptions to this rule are claims by journalists/editors, guest commentators or in the opinions sections of 
newspapers. In this case, the publication of the article/opinion is regarded as the action in question and the 
presence of action verbs or nouns is not required (obviously, a guest commentator is not going to begin his 
article with “I claim :[…]”).   
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3.4.2 Atlas.ti supported Coding Scheme for PDA (ConstEPS) 

Comparative Political Discourse Analysis requires the construction of a cross-linguistically 
valid coding scheme, supported by a coding manual and Atlas.ti assisted computer 
support. These three tools together provide the technical basis for the theoretically 
grounded multi-linguistic methodology of comparative discourse analysis.  
 
To construct a cross-linguistically valid coding scheme capable of structuring the 
comparative analysis of political discourses across different linguistic fields, its basic 
elements – the “codes” - need to be tested whether they hold within each of the different 
linguistic contexts. Only if its single codes resonate with comparable connotations and 
evoke similar meanings, will the coding scheme become a valid instrument for 
qualitatively and quantitatively comparative discourse analysis. The ConstEPS research 
group has developed a three step procedure for constructing such a cross-linguistically 
valid coding instrument:  
 

a) In the first “top down” step, a coding scheme is set up in the English language 
from categories of codes and sub-codes that are derived from the contents of the 
“real world” subject matter and processes under investigation that will structure 
the respective public debates (here: the constitutional text and the processes of 
negotiation, ratification, reflection);  

b) In the second “bottom up” step, a process is used where the research team will 
engage individually and collectively with the coding scheme to contextualise it in 
multiple linguistic contexts. Individually, the country experts will test the codes by 
translating and applying them to texts of their native language. By translating the 
codes into the national languages, individual country experts will identify semantic 
fields of corresponding terms and eventually also encounter limits to appropriate 
translation. 

c) Collectively, the group will discuss and resolve such problems of inter-discursive 
translatability, such as misfits of meanings associated to the same code across 
different languages. Solutions may consist of renegotiating specific codes. The 
revised coding scheme will be a result of clarified codes in some cases and of 
further differentiating of the scheme in other cases. Or, in extreme cases, of 
suppressing too controversial codes.   

d) During the first three steps, a coding manual will be compiled to provide all 
analysts with the same instructions about how to apply the coding scheme, thus 
ensuring homogeneous coding across the different media publics. Supporting the 
coding scheme, the coding manual aims at securing comparable results from 
analysing media discourses in multiple linguistic contexts. 

 
The basic unit of analysis in QQC-PDA is a statement. A statement is a contribution to a 
discourse that can be attributed to single actors (speakers) or authors/journalists. 
Statements are identified through the following elements (the “vital elements of 
discourse” (see Dryzek/Berejikian 1993) :  
 
The primary reference point for the marking-up of a statement within a text is this 
configuration of four “vital elements”. Statements are singled out and marked as single 
coding units (“quotations”) within the article whenever these four vital elements of public 
discourse are met. In contrast to claims-making, statements are not identified primarily 
through actors and agencies but through the distinction of topics that are linked to actors 
(the “ontology”). 
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Table 4: Four Vital Elements of Public Discourse 
Ontology 

  
Construction of entities that are recognized as existing 
Identity constitutive discourses 
Representations of social actors in discourse  
Personifications through specific metaphors 

Agency 
 

With different degrees, from autonomous subjects, to objects that are 
acted upon 
Presentations of self and other 

Motives  
(recognized or denied 
for agents): 

Material self-interests 
Identities 
Civic virtues 

Relationships 
(described by concepts 
or metaphors): 

“Taken-for-granted” hierarchies 
Relations between self and other 
Natural/legitimate vs. unnatural/illegitimate. 

Source: adapted from Dryzek/Berejikian 1993 
 
For example the ConstEPS coding scheme consists of 700 codes and is structured by the 
following seven categories. The box summarises the most basic categories of codes: 
actors, topics, argumentative strategies, justifications, interactions and relations and 
domestic context issues:  
 
(1) For all articles, basic document-level information such as source, title, author, origins of 

author etc. are coded. 

(2) actors – both individual and institutional including the actor’s origin;  
(3) topics – divided into following subcategories:  
 • substantive topics (codes based on the areas included in the Constitutional treaty),  
 • constitution as such (Constitution in general as well as particular text-related issues          

such as references to the translation) and  
 • procedure (codes referred to the dynamics of the constitutional process); 

(4) argumentative strategies - distinguishing between four major categories of statements:  
 • definitive,  
 • designative,  
 • evaluative (positive, negative and neutral) and   
 • advocative, as well as  
 • different elements of style (e.g. direct speech, metaphor, unusual language and 

aggressive language);  
(5) justifications – four major categories of justification are distinguished:  
 • interest (subcategories capturing European, state, sectoral and strategic interests),  
 • ideas (past, present and future visions of Europe, shared collective identities);  
 • democracy (including transparency, accountability, participation, representation, 

coherence, elite-citizen link etc.) and  
 • political ideologies – concentration is on alternative conceptions of rights including 

subcategories such as human rights, negative and positive freedoms, equality, 
diversity, xenophobia, liberalism, republicanism etc. De-justifications were also 
included;  

(6) Interaction and relations – this category captures different types of relationship among 
actors: 

 • both horizontal and vertical, from EU level down to citizens on the domestic level, also 
allowing for multi-level engagement of actors.  

 • the type of relationship among the actors ranging from alliance, co-ordination and co-
operation through interdependence to competition, collision and polarized conflict; and 

(7) issues of domestic context – topics within which the constitutional issue appears and 
distinguishes between EU, national and international issues. The cross cutting category was 
the place of origin which was assigned to actors, topics, justifications and context issues. 
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The revised coding scheme can be considered a valid instrument for comparative 
discourse analysis only if it has stood a crucial pilot test. In this check, country experts 
will apply the Atlas.ti computer assisted coding scheme to the same set of English 
language articles and will obtain the same results.  
 
To sum this section up, the coding scheme accompanying QQC-PDA provides codes on 
who issues a statement (actor), about what (topic), how (motivation – advocative/ 
evaluative), why (justification) and eventually in reaction to whom or what.  
 
The coding scheme and manual for the ConstEPS QQC-PDA was tested on an English 
language pre-test sample of 15 articles before applying it to the qualitative sample. Each 
sample was coded by one native-speaking country specialist, all of whom had been 
involved in designing the coding scheme and manual. Furthermore, inter-coder 
reliabilities were tested by cross-checking between team members to ensure the 
comparability of individual samples. The QQC-PDA allows for a simple means of 
additionally cross-checking the validity of a researcher’s coding due to the stringent 
coding of vital discourse elements. The content of any given statement (who speaks 
about what, how, and why) must be assessable, regardless of language skills, by merely 
reading the codes applied in Atlas.ti. 
 
3.4.3 RECON Coding Scheme  

By integrating the codebooks developed by ConstEPS and EU-CONSTITUENCY, as well as 
drawing on the RECON framework paper (Erikson/Fossum 2007), a draft code-book was 
produced that aimed at testing the three RECON models. It needed to be made 
operational by the research fellows in a joint process of application, discussion and final 
operationalisation.  
 
The development of the coding scheme was based on the earlier ConstEPS QQC-PDA 
structure and the vital elements of the first analysis was kept as a basic structure for 
collecting information about the article, actors, topics, arguments and justifications as 
well as interactions and relations. At the same time, the previous coding scheme was 
heavily revised to capture the particularities of the new debate. Not only relations among 
actors were expressed explicitly, mentioned as an issue and included but also linkages 
between the actors; by addressing, criticizing or supporting others. The results can be 
shown in a nine-fields-matrix established by CA (EU-CONSTITUENCY). 
 
The topics not only covered debates on EU-policies and the institutional architecture 
related to the Constitutional Treaty but also references to past stages of the 
constitutional process and to what extent this past is relevant in more recent debates. 
Moreover, future options and strategies after the no-vote on the Constitution were 
identified. With regard to justifications the main distinction was made between interests 
(e.g. sub-national, national, European, sectoral, gender, citizens), identities (e.g. its 
territorial scope, different types of identities, references to others) and rights and 
principles (e.g. citizenship rights, principles of rights, gender justice, rule of law). Finally, 
codes to distinguish between different policy models were introduced. The aim was to 
establish whether the EU is acknowledged as something more than a common market, or 
an intergovernmental Union of sovereign states; as a federal union with supranational 
authority or as a multilevel polity based on cosmopolitan democracy for instance. 
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3.5 RECON WP5 Methodology: QQC-PDA 

3.5.1 Theoretical framework 

The methodology for the international comparative RECON WP5 is premised on the 
assumption that we need to include a double focus on the pragmatic as well as on the 
representational aspects of mediatised political discourses (Chilton 2004: 30ff; see above 
section 3.2) in order to systematically explore mass media debates on EU constitutional 
treaty reform (TCE). Given the different conceptual underpinnings and methodological 
implications of each of these premises for the research design and methods of analysis, 
none of both can be reduced to the other:  
 
For designing the research process appropriately, we need to make sure that the 
following is included into the research team (1) expertise on EU constitutional politics; to 
secure extensive knowledge about the institutional and collective actors, their strategic 
interests and the substantive issues at stake and (2) at least one “country expert” with 
native language proficiency, for securing “everyday life” familiarity with public discourses 
in each member country under investigation.    
 
3.5.2 Research design 

As part of the integrated research project “Reconstituting Democracy” (RECON), funded 
by the 6th European Framework of the European Commission, the Jean Monnet Centre for 
European Studies at the University of Bremen hosted a four weeks “hands-on training 
and research workshop” on “Advanced Methods and Techniques in Media Research” (22 
July – 17 August 2007). This training and research workshop aimed at systematically 
exploring the role and performance of the mass media in different old and new member 
states. This followed the failed referendums in France and the Netherlands for the Treaty 
establishing a constitution for Europe (TCE). The aim of the Research Workshop was 
twofold:  
 
Firstly, the participants should be made familiar with different theoretical approaches to 
the analysis of textual data and should be equipped with the practical knowledge of how 
to carry out analyses of such data on their own. This included familiarizing participants 
with the computer package Atlas.ti, specifically designed for textual analysis, as well as 
providing the participants with a guideline on how to set up reports of media analysis; 
following the standards of professional international journals.  
 
The second aim was to produce comparative media data that enabled WP5 researchers to 
investigate the similarities and differences in the media debates of the respective 
countries under study. Special focus was put on the question: which of the respective 
models of democracy, central to the RECON project, occur in which media debates and 
are these models being reported on in a positive, negative, or neutral manner. 
 
3.5.3 Research group 

Participants were recruited from Universities across Europe with a special focus on 
selecting a mixture of participants that speak different languages in order to ensure the 
coverage of a maximum of countries. Students were recruited mainly among PhD 
candidates in the social sciences, media and communication studies or European 
integration/European politics with experience or strong interest in discourse analysis and 
media studies. In some specific cases the Summer School was also held open for more 
experienced researchers who wanted to refresh their knowledge of media analyses. The 
announcement proved to be attractive and thus several promising applications had to be 
rejected. The selection process was tightened by the fact that only one expert per 
country could be selected. Due to the apparently attractive set-up of the Summer School 
it was possible to enlarge the number of countries under study from 13, as announced in 
the project description, to 14. The research workshop was composed of an international 
set of participants who had been recruited through partly open “calls for participation” 
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according to their ability to research and interpret the newspaper coverage of the period 
in-depth following the failed referendums on the TCE in France and the Netherlands in 
fourteen countries. The respective countries were Italy, Poland, Sweden, France, 
Hungary, Great Britain, Estonia, Czech Republic, Turkey, Spain, Bulgaria, Denmark, 
Germany, and the Netherlands. In addition, the debate in the Russian-speaking 
newspapers in Estonia was analysed as well. This provided a unique opportunity to study 
old and new member states as well as the European debate in countries outside the EU 
(Turkey and Russia). 
 
Instructors and supervisors for the Bremen Research Workshop were recruited from two 
previous research projects that had been dealing with qualitative and quantitative media 
analysis (“Citizenship and Constitution: Transforming the European Public Sphere in East-
West European Integration” - ConstEPS, directed at the University of Bremen, and 
“Building the EU’s social constituency: Exploring the Dynamics of Public Claims-making 
and Collective Representation in Europe and assessing the Implications for the EU’s 
Legitimacy – EU-CONSTITUENCY, directed at the Humboldt University in Berlin). The 
teachers of the Summer School were (again in alphabetical order): Dr. Alexander Gattig 
(University of Bremen); Prof. Ulrike Liebert (University of Bremen); Sönke Maatsch 
(University of Bremen); Prof. Hans-Jörg Trenz (University of Oslo) and Dr. Regina Vetters 
(Humboldt University of Berlin). 
 
3.5.4 Training and research schedule 

(1) As part of the activities of Work package 5, from 17-19 May 2007, a conference on 
“Reconstituting Democracy in Europe: New Approaches to Civil Society and the Public 
Sphere” took place at the Hase-Wissenschaftskolleg in Delmenhorst, Germany. Just like 
the Summer School, the conference was organised by the University of Bremen and the 
University of Oslo. A half day meeting was reserved during the conference to instruct the 
participants about the aim of the Summer School, discussing their selection of the media 
samples for their respective countries and the set-up of the Summer School.  
 
(2) Between the conference and the beginning of the Summer School the participants 
individually constructed their media samples under supervision and according to 
guidelines from Bremen/Oslo such that participants were bringing with them the media 
samples, the complete media debate in their respective newspapers, to Bremen. 
 
(3) The Research Workshop started with an introductory week covering several general 
topics in media analysis, e.g.  
 
• different types of media analysis such as discourse analysis, frame analysis, and 

claims-making,  
• particularities of EU coverage in the media, 
• sampling strategies for producing media samples and 
• how to translate theoretical research questions into a codebook. 
 
Participants were provided with a reading package (around 500 pages) with a wide range 
of basic reading. In addition, participants were familiarized with the three RECON models 
and the program Atlas.ti for the qualitative analysis of the respective media samples.  
 
(4) The second and third weeks were devoted to the coding of 40 articles that each 
participant had sampled from the general media debate in his or her respective country. 
The coding process took place under supervision in order to test, discuss and clarify the 
appropriate definitions of codes against specific quotes both within the group and with 
external supervision. Excellent research assistance in the process of developing the code 
book was provided by Kathrin Packham, Joanna Serdynska, and Aleksandra Wyrozumska 
Maatsch (all University of Bremen). Preliminary findings of these analyses were 
presented at a two day workshop in Berlin at the Humboldt University, where the EU-
CONSTITUENCY project is hosted.  
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(5) In the final week, the fellows were instructed on how to present these findings in 
professional reports, how to use Atlas.ti in order to do quantitative media analysis, e.g. 
word counts in the complete sample and finally how to analyse these outputs statistically, 
i.e. what potential statistical procedures can be applied to such outputs.  
 
3.5.5 Outcome 

At the end of the fourth week, as a result of joint training and research activities, each of 
the fourteen fellows had produced five kinds of outcomes: 
 

h. a sample of all articles from - on average – 3-4 major newspapers, in which the 
TCE was covered in the period under study (June 2005 – June 2007); 

i. a selection of 40 articles from this complete sample that had been coded following 
the joint coding scheme; 

j. a number of tables providing quantitative output with respect to the frequencies 
of specific actors, topics, evaluations of these topics and justifications in the 
respective media debates, with assistance of Sönke Maatsch. These include cross-
tabulations of which topics are evaluated negatively etc.; 

k. for her/his country case study, a power point presentation of the preliminary 
findings, as the raw draft of country reports (to be delivered by the end of 
September 2007) and 

l. search strings in national language to be implemented in Atlas.ti for the 
quantitative analysis of the respective complete samples. 

 
Table 5: Outcomes of WP5 Research Workshop, by country  
No. COUNTRY I.  

Total 
articles 

II. 
Qualitative 
Sample of 
coded 40 

III.  
Quantitative 
tables with 
outcomes 

IV   
Quantitative 
search 
strings  

V. 
Country 
report 

1 Bul 400 X X X X 
2 Czech 1049 X X X X 
3 Den 1386 X X X X 
4 Eston 503 X X X X 
5 Fra 2689 X X X X 
6 Germ 2618 X X X X 
7 Hung 611 X X X X 
8 Italy 1328 X X X X 
9 NL 1873 X X X X 
10 Pol 979 X X X X 
11 Spain 1754 X X X X 
12 Swe 496 X X X X 
13 Turkey 583 X X X X 
14 UK 659 X X X --- 

 
All of these outcomes were transferred to the organizers of the Summer School and 
hence, to the RECON project. Finally, participants agreed to submit a written report in 
accordance to the guidelines specified in the Summer school. This report contains a 
detailed analysis of their qualitative sample, an overview of the tables sketched above as 
well as a close description of their samples and their media selection.  
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3.5.6 Evaluation 

The organisers have ascertained that the Summer School served its two major aims: It 
has not only supplied many future researchers with adequate knowledge on how to set 
up and conduct media research but has also proven useful for the RECON project in 
providing comparable data on the media debates in several European countries, including 
some that have not been investigated before.   
 
The organisers have been extremely impressed with the group’s motivation and their 
ability to maintain a high level of dedication throughout the complete period.  
 
Most participants found the programme quite intense, especially during the two weeks of 
coding articles, but unanimously agreed that the Summer School was very effective in 
transmitting the knowledge necessary to set up and effectively conduct research in media 
analysis.  
 
An evaluation was conducted by carrying through a quick survey after completion of the 
Summer School (e.g. with an average of 3.8 on a 4-point scale measuring agreement 
with the statement “I have learnt a lot during the Summer School”) as well as from 
personal/one-to-one communication with several of the participants afterwards. 
Consequently, the participants expressed their willingness to use the techniques acquired 
in the Summer school in their future research and specifically for their own PhD projects. 
This was supported by the opportunity for each participant to keep carry a version of the 
Atlas.ti program with which they familiarised themselves during the Summer School. 
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4. Findings from comparative media analysis 
I: The TCE Gridlock 

4.1 Looking at individual countries: qualitative case studies 
(summaries) 

 
Each country had its specific way of dealing with the European constitutional process and 
of debating its contents, mode of ratification or the results of other countries’ ratification, 
notably the French and Dutch no-vote. Before actually comparing the structural 
differences between the countries, a summary of each national debate will give an 
overview of the particularities of each case: the highly contested and domesticated 
debate among the French, the rather passive but diligently observing stance of the 
Germans, the surprisingly Europeanised debate with a pro-active Prime Minister Blair in 
the UK, the polarised exchange in the Czech Republic being dominated but not solely 
shaped by the TCE-sceptic President Klaus, the pro-European but largely legalistic debate 
in Estonia and the more comprehensive discussion, that was quite critical, towards the 
French in the neighbouring Latvia and a rather elitist and low-key debate in Poland. 
 
4.1.1 Czech Republic (Petra Rakusanova Guasti) 

Overall, the Czech domestic debate shows strong tendencies towards Europeanization of 
domestic political conflict. The European Constitutional Treaty has become a symbol of 
the cleavage between the government and opposition in both political and ideological 
terms. While the government manifested strong pro-European and pro-constitutional 
tendencies and the new Prime Minister Social Democrat Jiří Paroubek made ratification 
the focal point of his agenda, the opposition both on the left (Communists) and on the 
right (the conservative Civic Democratic Party) was very critical of the Constitutional 
Treaty both in substantive and procedural terms. Thus, political and ideological conflict 
plays a key role in fuelling the Czech Constitutional debate (reflected in high profile of the 
issue in the Czech media as compared to say its profile in Poland, Estonia or Latvia see 
Wyrozumska 2007; Evas 2007).  
 
The constitutional treaty was understood and presented as a further step in the direction 
of EU integration in the Czech Republic. The link was often made between the Czech 
Republic’s accession to the EU and the constitutional ratification by the Czechs. It is 
important to note that the politicians of the opposition parties made a distinction between 
support for the country’s membership of the EU (which they tended to support although 
to differing extents) and the Constitution (which they opposed).  
 
The discussion in the Czech media can be summarized as (1.) rather general with very 
few actors capable of (or indeed interested in) a more complex and in-depth discussion 
of substantive constitutional topics, leaving many of their claims unjustified; (2.) 
polarized conflict on several levels, including that of the governmental coalition and 
opposition and (3) personalisation, which sees the Prime Minister Paroubek and President 
Klaus becoming personal adversaries. The high polarization and politicization of the 
Czech Constitutional debate accounts for the dominant role of the political elite in the 
debate at the expense of other actors; such as members of civil society and the citizenry. 
 
Overall, two major discursive strands can be identified within the Czech debate on 
ratification of the Constitutional Treaty: The first portrays the Constitution as the logical 
continuation of EU integration and is linked it to the country’s accession to the EU and (2) 
the Constitution is seen as the main formative document determining the ideological 
character of the European Union. The first discourse is used by both sides of the debate. 
While supporters of the Constitution stress the need for the further integration of Europe 
and the democratic values of the Constitution, which would establish an “ever closer 
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Union,” its opponents claim that the constitutional Treaty changes the conditions under 
which the Czech Republic joined the EU; stressing the shortcomings of the documents in 
both substantial and procedural terms. The second discourse strand is ideologically highly 
loaded. The main point of friction is the clash between opposed views of the Constitution 
as establishing a European social model; this is evaluated positively by constitutional 
supporters such as the Social Democrats, and negatively by constitutional opponents, 
such as President Václav Klaus or the Civic Democratic Party. While the constitutional 
opponents from the Left view the Constitution as dangerously entrenching liberalism in 
Europe, the constitutional opponents from the Right see it as economically illiberal.   
 
Thus we can summarise that the Czech constitutional debate has a moderately pluralist 
pattern and a two-dimensional cleavage structure. The conflicting line is between the 
European proponents and opponents drawn both in ideological terms (the left-right 
cleavage) and in terms of the division national sovereignty vs. European interest. At a 
domestic level, the need for debate on the Constitution and visions of Europe was used 
as an argument in the ratification debate. The opponents of the constitution used the gap 
between elites and citizens on the European level to de-justify the constitution.  
 
Furthermore, based on our findings, we can support Kopecký and Mudde’s typology of 
party positions on Europe (Kopecký and Mudde 2002) because our media discourse 
analysis has demonstrated that the Czech political elites distinguish between support for 
the country’s EU membership and support/criticism of the Constitution/constitutional 
Treaty. Thus we can confirm our initial assumption that alongside support for European 
integration—both retrospective in regard to the actor’s own country and prospective in 
regard to further Eastern enlargement and support for the EU in general (which is rather 
diffuse)—support of/opposition to the Constitutional Treaty is an equally important 
dimension and constitutes a useful extension of Kopecky and Mudde’s typology. This 
division line between supporters and opponents of the Constitution does not arise solely 
from the Constitution per se but is rather an expression of a more general pattern of 
transnational political conflict between competing models for the European polity.  
 
4.1.2 Estonia and Latvia (Tatjana Evas) 

The Estonian Parliament ratified the Constitutional Treaty almost one year after the two 
negative referenda with an overwhelming majority of 73 votes in favour and one against. 
The vote coincided with Europe Day on the 9th of May 2006 in order to make full use of 
the few symbolic means left to express support for the project and to send out a 
message to the other member states. This stance had already been taken shortly after 
the first shock from the French rejection was absorbed and the media began to discuss 
the need of new EU member states to take a more active role in promoting the 
continuation of the ratification process. 
 
The Latvian Parliament ratified the EU Constitution by a majority of 71 votes to 5 literally 
hours after the Dutch voters rejected, sending a message from the new to the old Europe 
that the ratification process should continue. “With our vote I would like to say that we 
believe in Europe,” the Latvian foreign minister Artis Pabriks told the press – an 
indication of the largely uncontested support of all major Latvian parties for the 
Constitutional Treaty. The dominant political line was characterised by a pro-European 
integration attitude, right-wing political values, support of liberal market economics and 
the promotion of social freedom. Even the president of Latvia was – contrary to his 
Estonian counterpart – actively involved in the national debate.  
 
The analysis of the Constitutional Treaty debates in Estonia and Latvia allows us to draw 
three conclusions that can be summarized as follows:  
 
First, the structural elements of the media coverage as well as the substantive debates 
on the Constitutional Treaty in Estonia and Latvia differ. It is thus misleading to analyze 
the Baltic countries as a monolithic block. Although structured of different importance, 
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the common weakness of both debates is their inability to generate or satisfy public 
opinion in the ‘strong sense’ of national public spheres; meaning roughly to present fair, 
inclusive and critical argumentation that is accessible to everyone affected. In other 
words, deliberation entailing the active involvement of various actors as well as an 
intensive exchange of information was largely missing.  
 
The comparative analysis of the media structures in Estonia and Latvia indicates that the 
low degree of concentration, both in terms of ownership and in their approach to 
coverage, determines the ability and motivation of the media to develop and promote 
public debate. Therefore, even in relatively comparable socio-political contexts, the 
organization of the media has an impact on the structuring and production of the public 
debate. Small national media markets, especially in Estonia, are unable to provide self-
produced coverage all the time and often rely on ‘transnational’ networks and projects.  
 
Secondly, the process following the signing of the Constitutional Treaty in Rome was 
controlled by a limited number of experts and advisers, similar to the constitutional 
drafting (Pettai/Veebel). In both countries constitutional debates reflect and reproduce 
national politics in terms of right-of-centre national ideological support of European 
integration and do not change or substantially challenge this highly asymmetrical 
tendency. Although political parties in Estonia held opposing views on the appropriate 
mode of ratification there is no evidence that any one majority party was opposed to the 
Constitutional Treaty itself. Equally all main political parties in power in Latvia supported 
the TCE. In the Latvian context, some political disagreement arose regarding the 
desirability of ratification of the TCE just a few days after the French rejection.   
 
In conceptual terms, the Estonian national debate was neatly divided into two different 
stages: the first one being the “lecturing mode”; characterized by monologic top-down 
communication that is dominated by national elites. It also highlights the TCE’s positive 
features including the office of the EU minister of foreign affairs, the Charter of 
Fundamental Rights and cooperation with third-party countries. The second stage: 
“reaction mode”, saw the national actors bitterly criticizing French and Dutch rejections. 
The French were criticized for their overly narrow and interest-based egoistic attitude to 
this important European initiative. The Latvian debate was more complex and did not 
follow the ‘two stage’ Estonian trend.   
 
Overall, the national media in Estonia and Latvia constructed one predominant political 
discourse characterised by a strongly pro-Constitutional alliance by elites. They showed 
coherence in party positions, lack of socioeconomic and ethnic cleavages as well as 
emphasis on issues of foreign and security policy in relation to Russia. This consensus 
was based on a strong rejection of a Federal Europe (especially in Estonia) and based on 
a legal-normative understanding of the Constitutional Treaty. The legal-normative 
understanding that the elites promoted concentrated on the formal validity of the 
Constitutional Treaty, predominantly addressing the question of the legal nature of the 
Treaty and its compliance with national law. Thus, the legitimacy of the Constitution was 
seen to depend entirely on whether or not it was contrary to national law. Questions 
about, and therefore public discussion of, the political-moral validity of the TCE were not 
generated by the public sphere in either Estonia or Latvia.  
 
The legal-normative asymmetry, inter alia, explains why both national discussions 
reacted very sceptically to the French debate. The national public spheres in Estonia and 
Latvia were not able to connect their national legal-normative discourses with the 
political-moral discourses characteristic of the French debate. In other words, the French 
debate simply did not fit the legal-normative discourses constructed by the national 
media. The political-moral debate in Estonian and Latvia was not per se rejected by the 
elites but dismissed by political elites as unnecessary by pointing to the EU accession 
referenda that had just been held.   
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The gender representation, the strong notion of compromise as well as the diversity of 
actors involved demonstrate that the Estonian media debate was similar in character to 
what is traditionally seen as Nordic political culture. Likewise, the lack of left-orientated 
parties and the gender element effectively distinguish the Estonian and Latvian national 
discourses from other east-European countries. The strong emphasis on foreign policy 
and security issues in turn gives a specifically ‘Russian twist’ to the Estonian and Latvian 
debates. 
 
There is evidence of transnationalisation in the constitutional debates in Estonia and 
Latvia. The degree of Europeanisation of the Constitutional debate is relatively high in 
terms of references to EU actors and EU events. It mounts to a degree where purely 
national events play only a minor role in the national debates on the TCE. However, there 
are considerably few references to the European common interest, ideas, visions, 
identities and shared norms, although these are nevertheless by no means entirely 
absent. 
 
Finally, our analysis alarmingly indicates that the national media coverage of the 
European Constitutional debate in the majority language media is neither interested in 
nor able to represent the concerns of the non-EU ethno-linguistic minorities residing in 
both countries or to involve the minorities in the debate. National political elites in the 
media coverage of the Constitutional debate showed no interest whatsoever in the 
substantial ethno-linguistic minority population. Similarly, the opinion of the ethno-
linguistic minority of political and social activists was not represented in the 
Constitutional debate as framed by the majority language media. The minority language 
media, in turn, covered the Constitutional debate only to a very limited degree. 
Therefore, ethno-linguistic minorities who were not able to access the majority media 
due to the lack of linguistic proficiency, especially in Estonia, were prevented from 
properly following the Constitutional debate. An analysis of the Russian-language media 
indicates that the articles published there are more opinionated, more politicized and 
more pluralistic with a greater openness to alternative discourses than their equivalents 
in the majority media.  
 
4.1.3 France (Regina Vetters, Sönke Maatsch) 

The rejection of the Constitution by French voters on the 29 May 2005 not only changed 
but eventually put an end to the European constitutional project. The discussion prior to 
this decision did not fully reflect the referendum’s repercussion on the whole of Europe. 
Although the meaning of the Constitutional Treaty and its implication for future European 
integration were discussed, domestic issues played quite an important role and the 
discussion was mainly held among French actors. Yet, “the scope of arguments and 
justifications clearly transcended national boundaries” (Maatsch 2007: 261). 
 
Among the French actors, a high share of statements dealt with the internal conflict in 
the Socialist party and to a certain extent also with conflict within the conservative 
government parties. This clearly indicates that the cleavage line was not simply running 
between the left and right side of the political spectrum; nor was there a mere split 
between Eurosceptics and pro-Europeans. Instead, visions of a more political and social 
Europe were expressed and the question was whether the Constitution lived up to this 
vision of Europe or whether it was a step towards a liberal common-market Europe. 
“government and executive actors were the most fervent promoters of European 
integration” (Vetters/Jentges/Trenz 2007: 22) while civil society actors and parties 
expressed their opinion for and against Europe. A small number of specific individuals 
shaped the debate on the whole, while European actors from other member states only 
occasionally got the opportunity to raise their voices. This explains why the idea of the 
Constitution as a compromise between conflicting visions of Europe was hardly ever 
mentioned. In contrast, justifications with a European scope – such as allusions to 
European common interests, different visions of Europe as a whole or Europe’s common 
history and identity – were more common than justifications with a purely national scope. 
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No matter which actor, it was rarely the content of the Constitution itself that was dealt 
with. It was rather the procedural aspects of ratification as well as approval and 
disapproval of the document. Only the Charter of Fundamental Rights, often highlighted 
by supporters of the Constitution, was a bit more visible among the substantive 
constitutional issues – again pointing to the debate of a social Europe. In addition, a 
possible accession of Turkey, assessments of the government’s general performance and 
the Services Directive in combination with the discussion of a social or a liberal Europe 
was hotly debated. 
 
4.1.4 Germany (Regina Vetters) 

The German parliament voted to ratify the constitution with a huge majority in May 2005 
just days before the French referendum. The decision was consciously scheduled that 
way and understood as a signal towards the French people. It was, however, never 
foreseen to give the German people an opportunity to have their say on the ratification 
or to publicly balance the pros and cons on the Constitution. Except for the far left Party 
of Democratic Socialism all main political parties were officially in favour of the 
Constitution. Hence, no contestation and politicisation around the Treaty ever really 
developed in the German media – which on their part were quite loyal to the European 
project. Instead, the media closely followed the French discussion and were rather 
passive but interested observers. 
 
The close connection to France was not only due to the fact that the consequences of the 
French referendum would also affect Germany but also a result of the close cooperation 
of the two countries as engines of the integration process. In turn, the German 
ratification was flanked by a public letter from the French President, Jacques Chirac, to 
the German chancellor, Gerhard Schröder, in which he congratulated him on the approval 
and emphasized the symbolic importance of this decision for the French. Moreover, right 
before the vote, former Convention leader Valéry Giscard d’Estaing spoke to the deputies 
and expressed the wish that the French would follow the German example. Again, there 
was no mention of the German people and some German parliamentarians were more 
concerned with the perceived image of Germany in Europe than with their voters’ 
preferences. An example of this is the comment of one CDU-politician who criticized one 
of his colleagues for abstaining from the vote, claiming it would be a disgrace for the 
country in the presence of the former French President, Valéry Giscard d'Estaing. German 
citizens, on the other hand, were far more sceptical towards the Constitution as well as 
the integration process in general. They openly expressed their understanding for, and in 
some instances even their gratitude towards, the French. 
 
4.1.5 Poland (Aleksandra Wyrozumska Maatsch) 

The Polish referendum on the Constitutional Treaty was put on hold after the French and 
Dutch rejections. The Kaczynski government was among the first to call for a brand new 
Constitution or Treaty claiming that the original version had practically no chance of 
being ratified in Poland. Instead of being against the Constitution, however, the analysis 
of the Polish debate points rather to a somewhat supportive but severely under-informed 
public. A comprehensive debate did not evolve and instead the European Constitution 
proved to be a low-key issue. 
 
Overall the Constitution was discussed in three distinct ways in the Polish media. The 
normative debate examined the Constitution against the various different visions of the 
future of the European Union. The electoral debate discussed the Constitution in relation 
to domestic politics and a cross-border debate reported on the debates in other member 
states (Wyrozumska 2007: 315). All three strands were dominated by journalists, 
experts/academics and executives, which points to a generally low level of diversity 
among the Polish actors and a rather elitist character of the debate. In addition, in 
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contrast to the neighbouring Czech Republic, for example, low personalization was a 
striking feature of the debate. 
 
One of the most hotly contested issues was not the ratification mode but the timing of 
the referendum and the question of whether it should be scheduled to coincide with the 
presidential or parliamentary elections. Political actors were afraid that the turnout might 
be too low. In addition, the French referendum was observed and mainly interpreted as 
an issue of French politics in which the domestic context of the “No” was more important 
than the Constitution itself. Especially regarding the Services Directive Poland stood in 
clear opposition to the French public and expressed their support for a liberal Europe. 
Experts and journalists even criticized the Constitution because it copied the French and 
the German model of a social state. While journalists identified vote-seeking and office-
securing as the main motives for political parties, politicians themselves tended to justify 
their positions in terms of democratic values, participation, national or citizen’s interest. 
Approving the document was often a natural logical progression among the proponents of 
the Constitution due to their support for accession. Constitutional opponents, on the 
other hand, were not necessarily against Polish membership in the EU but did not want to 
further deepen integration. 
 
4.1.6 United Kingdom (Kathrin Packham) 

The TCE debate ‘hit home’ when the British government officially announced in November 
2004 that the UK would hold a referendum on the European Constitution. An exact date 
was not given, although it was made clear that Britain would be among the last member 
states to ratify. In early 2005 Jack Straw published the wording of the referendum 
question. Blair’s referendum pledge was perceived as being irrevocable. So the 
observation of the French referendum, in particular, took place not only under the 
question of what its outcome implied for the constitutional and for the integration process 
but also for the prospects of the British referendum; for the British people’s “own say on 
the European masterplan” (THE SUN 31 June 2005). 
 
A controversial debate took place, even in this uncertain pre-campaign environment 
because the Constitution was highly contested. It featured a panoply of ‘speakers’ with 
about an equal share of state and non-state, domestic and foreign actors and touching 
on a broad range of issues. In this situation, the ‘No’-side appeared more active as well 
as aggressive than the Constitution supporters. Most interestingly, the high prominence 
of citizens within the newspaper coverage suggests that the media follow those who are 
put in charge of the ratification process by referenda. Citizens’ allegedly deep disaffection 
with the constitutional process was well represented by the media as vox populi. These 
findings support the general scepticism regarding the outcome of a possible British 
referendum on the TCE or any future reform treaty. 
 
French actors were the second most often mentioned group of actors because of the 
referendum. French citizens were treated more positively in comparison to the French 
elites, particularly President Jacques Chirac, who were met with rather abusive coverage. 
The British press displayed a distinct western bias by almost entirely excluding actors 
from the eastern member states, although these might have proven allies in respect to 
the constitutional and economic reform debate.  
 
It can be noted, regarding these issues, that the UK’s ‘red lines’ (e.g. Charter, tax, etc.) 
are deeply rooted in the public’s memory and are likely to be re-introduced into the 
debate in any subsequent phases of constitutionalisation and integration. It was however 
the process, and not the content, that received the most attention. While the UK has 
often been labelled as the ‘awkward partner’ within the Union, a eurosceptic attitude 
towards, or perception of, the Constitution was by no means dominant in the British 
press. When eurosceptics tried fuelling fears of a European superstate and the 
consequent loss of national sovereignty and democracy, supporters of the TCE referred 
e.g. to the new division of competences or the early warning mechanism for national 
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parliaments. A high level of controversy also becomes apparent in the practice of ‘myth-
making and shaking’ with the opposing camps accusing each other of spin-doctoring – or 
plain lying.  
 
However, immediately after the second referendum had failed in the Netherlands the 
dominant position in Britain was that the Constitution was dead and the government 
cancelled the UK vote. Incidentally, Britain was to take over the EU Presidency at this 
time. This provided the government with a ‘window of opportunity’ to re-cast the 
question of the EU’s legitimacy as one of output legitimacy, as opposed to a question of 
‘democratic input’ and ‘constitutionalisation’ calling for a Europe of projects with practical 
results for citizens. Thus, it shifted the focus of debate away from ‘what Europe is’ to 
‘what Europe is for’, namely to address the challenges of a globalised economy and fulfil 
citizens’ demands for socio-economic security. The UK put forward its own social and 
economic model as an alternative to the outdated ‘European’ one, the failure of which 
had led the French people to reject the Constitution. The British thus opted for a 
pragmatic, output-oriented way out of the constitutional crisis. 
 
Overall the British ratification debate displayed different patterns of Europeanisation, i.e. 
national segmentation, (horizontal) transnationalisation, and vertical Europeanisation, 
depending on which issue was prominent and who was in command of the respective 
procedure. Finally, the ratification process has especially promoted cross-border opening. 
The referenda grabbed peoples’ attention and triggered public debate, even across 
borders.  
 
4.2 Cross-national quantitative analysis 

4.2.1 The media salience of constitutional contention in the ratification period 
(Oct. 2004 – Oct 2005) 
Newspaper coverage is a reliable indicator for measuring the salience of EU-constitution-
making to the national audience. The absolute amount of information that is made 
available by the journalists measures the knowledge that becomes accessible for the 
citizens. According to the normative model of deliberative supranational constitution-
making, ratification is the moment convey the basic consensus that has been generated 
within strong publics to the general public (Fossum/Menéndez 2007). This should be 
measurable, first of all, in enhanced media debates that speak to the general electorate. 
Second, we should expect that media attention cycles converge between different 
national constituencies becoming engaged in simultaneous debates focusing around 
similar events and shared issues of concern. 

 
The coverage cycle shows that despite the different degrees of salience of the 
constitutional debate in various countries, there were similarities with regard to the 
distribution of articles in several countries. The main agenda setter was obviously the 
French referendum with the prior debate on the constitution and the question on how to 
deal with the outcome in the aftermath. We can see that the debates had their peaks in 
the same time, namely May – June 2005, which is the period right before and after the 
referendum in France. 
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Figure 1: Coverage Cycle of the Constitutional Debate 2004/2005 
 

4.2.2 Openess and participation: types and origins of actors in EU-constitutional 
debates 

Newspaper discourse further tells us about the main participants of the debate who 
speak to and inform a wider public. This indicates the openness and the participatory 
structure of the normative debates on Europe. The constellation of actors who gained 
visibility in the framework of constitutional media debates gives us an idea whose project 
it actually was; who got engaged in the debate; who mobilized on the issue and whether 
the constitutional project was rather an elite-driven or a citizens’ project. In addition, it 
shows to what extent the debate was organized transnationally and in how far foreign 
actors were given a direct voice or foreign arguments were incorporated into national 
public discourses.  
 
Table 6: Types of Actor  
 ConstEPS (qualitative sample) EU-CONSTITUENCY 

(quant. sample) 
 CZ EST FR LV PL UK FR GER UK 

Governments/Party Actors 49% 36% 54% 41% 33% 31% 66% 55% 62% 

EU Actors 10% 17% 16% 11% 17% 23% 12% 15% 16% 

Experts 7% 12% 2% 7% 18% 11% 14% 12% 10% 

Citizens/Civil Society 13% 17% 27% 6% 25% 24% 5% 6% 7% 

Media 21% 17% 0% 35% 8% 11% 4% 13% 7% 

Total N 228 82 303 460 198 398 1208 725 484 

N of Articles 38 25 26 31 29 30 386 230 150 
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With regard to the dominating actors there are a lot of similarities in both research 
projects. National governments and executives as well as party actors were clearly at the 
head of the debates in all countries. In France and the Czech Republic the ratification 
debate followed the contentious logics of constitution-making. There was a polarized 
debate between the government and (oppositional) party actors as well as internal party 
conflicts. French President Jacques Chirac was by far the most successful actor in terms 
of media appearances, although he himself was only reluctantly entering the referendum 
debate at a relatively late stage (his much expected statement in favour of the 
Constitutional Treaty and of an unconditional “yes” in the referendum was only made in 
late March 2005) (Maatsch 2007: 265). Still, Chirac was considered the principal person 
holding the governmental position together and “representing” French towards the EU 
(which also explains the high salience of Prime Minister Jean-Pierre Raffarin).  
 
Besides the high salience of the governmental position in the debate, also members of 
the oppositional socialists became highly salient in the media debate. The struggle within 
the Parti Socialist was at the heart of the French constitutional debate. Opposition and 
severe criticism with the rather unpopular Jacques Chirac was rewarded with media 
attentione The fact that the PS was internally divided on the EU constitutional issue 
further increased media salience. The two opponents delivered a perfect media spectacle: 
PS-Leader François Hollande, as a supporter of the Constitution, and the Socialist 
heavyweight Laurent Fabius who urged people to reject the document, .  
 
In the Czech case, it was again the head of the state, President Václav Klaus who 
became the dominant proponent of constitutional debates towards the Czech general 
public. Only when the Social Democrat Jiri Paroubek resumed office as Prime Minister in 
spring 2005 did he become an opponent of comparable rank and with some kind of 
ability to shape public opinion. “Both actors not only articulated opposing view of the 
European Constitution and had diametrically different visions of the future of Europe, but 
held completely opposing views as such (neo-liberalism vs. social justice and the welfare 
state model)” (Rakusanova 2007: 351). 
 
In the other countries in which the constitutional debate remained a relatively low key 
issue, a more consensual logic applied with governmental and party actors as the main 
amplifier of constitutional debates though both were not necessarily competing. In 
Germany and Latvia the parliamentary ratification of the document brought party actors 
formally back in, but oppositional parties mainly supported the constitutional document. 
In lack of domestic contention, all countries keenly observed the French debate and in 
doing so partially imported the actor types dominant in the French discussion.  
 
In further differentiating these two data sets for comparison, one should keep in mind 
that both projects underlie different units of analysis. The EU-CONSTITUENCY project 
analysed only those statements, which built a basic discursive relationship between a 
proponent (a claims-maker) and a potential addressee (e.g.. actor X says that actor Y 
should do something). The ConstEPS QQC-PDA project, on the other hand, coded 
statements as expression of opinion of a particular actor (including the journalist herself) 
on a constitutional topic. This decision was driven by the critical observation that the 
claims-making approach restricts the space of discourse to strategic and relation-based 
statements, which might constitute only a small part of the totality of actors’ statements 
to be found in newspapers’ articles. In addition, it needs to be acknowledged that there 
might be national variation in the the extend to which newspaper story-telling builds on 
claims-making, which is due to national journalistic cultures and different styles of 
writing. For that reasons the ConstEPS project chose to analyse the totality of statements 
on pre-defined constitutional topics to be found in pre-selected articles. Table seven 
illustrates these differences in the comparatively high number of actors appearing in a 
much smaller sample of articles. 
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Table 7: Origins of Actor 
 ConstEPS EU-CONSTITUENCY 

 CZ EST FR LV PL UK FR GER UK 

National 42% 42% 71% 60% 58% 49% 60% 30% 33% 

Other Member States 30% 44% 23% 40% 35% 33% 25% 49% 49% 

EU 27% 4% 6% 0% 6% 14% 14% 18% 17% 

International 1% 10% 0% 0% 0% 3% 1% 3% 2% 
Total N n.a. 294 539 n.a. 378 684 1249 726 488 

N of Articles 38 25 26 31 29 30 386 230 150 

 
Both projects confirm a highly domesticised debate in France and some quite 
(horizontally) Europeanised debates in several other member states. As with the 
coverage cycles, no clear cut pattern can be identified. Neither small vs. big countries, 
nor new vs. old nor Europhile vs. Eurosceptic countries can be grouped together. Even 
the two structurally and geographically close Baltic countries Estonia and Latvia diverge 
greatly on this variable, confirming Evas who argues that “public debates in the two 
countries in question here are shaped differently” (2007: 375). There are even 
differences with regard to which other non-national actors appear in the two countries. In 
the Estonian press “the main actors are French or European in origin”, “in the Latvian 
press other actors both from neighbouring countries and the member states play an 
important role” (Evas 2007: 382). In addition, the share of international (Russian?) 
actors in the Estonian press is much higher than anywhere else. What both countries had 
in common, however, was the absence of actors from political and civic organisations 
representing the Russian-linguistic minorities the countries. The Russian-language media 
in the two countries (Molodyozh Estonii and Vesti Segodnja) were more sensitive with 
regard to minorities and “devoted more attention than the majority media to the views of 
actors outside the mainstream political elite” (Evas 2007: 384). Both provided 
Eurosceptics and left wing parties with the opportunity to explain their positions on the 
topic of the TCE. 
 
From both projects, it emerged that the constitutional debate in the UK was more 
Europeanised than suggested in earlier studies on the British media. At the same time, 
the new openness had a bias towards older member states and “almost entirely excludes 
actors from new member states” (Packham 2007: 286). This is in line with the 
Firmstone/Statham-data set according to which only 3 percent of all actors came from 
one of the Central or Eastern European countries. Packham argues that the British press 
passed up a golden opportunity to expand its horizon as “it could not as easily have 
claimed to be isolated, either in relation to the Constitution or to its liberal economic 
agenda. Poland, the Czech Republic and Estonia would probably haven proven allies in 
these respects” (ibid: 287). The other countries were hardly more open towards the new 
member states. According to the EU-CONSTITUENCY-data, only four percent of all actors 
in France and six percent of the actors in the German press originated from the new 
member states. In both cases, Polish voices were best represented, followed by Czech 
actors. In order to complete the picture, it should be noted that some of the new 
member states also paid relatively little attention to the new member states. For 
instance, while Latvia was quite interested in neighbouring Lithuania Estonia was not. 
Evas suggests, that the “lack of ‘news-worthy’ events in those countries or the lack of 
active debate there on the issue of Constitutional Treaty ratification” (2007: 382) might 
explain this fact. Similarly, Rakusanova describes the relationships to newer and smaller 
member states in the Czech Republic as “limited and evaluated negatively” (Rakusanova 
2007: 352).  
 
A more detailed breakdown of the data for France, Germany and the UK presented in 
Table eight gives us some further insights into the dynamics that evolved between the 
different national public spheres. 
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Table 8: Origins of Actors in more detail (EU-CONSTITUENCY) 
 Origin FR GER UK 
France 60.1% 23.7% 25.6% 
Germany 5.9% 30.3% 6.6% 
UK 2.4% 3.9% 33.0% 
Netherlands 5.5% 5.0% 4.1% 
Spain 3.1% 3.0% 3.5% 
Other Member States 8.2% 13.9% 9.0% 
EU 13.5% 17.6% 16.6% 
International 1.2% 2.6% 1.6% 
Total N 1249 726 488 

 

First of all, the high salience of the French debate is confirmed. Both the German and the 
British media devote about a quarter of their coverage to French claimants and were 
closely following the exchange of blows among French actors. This is not too surprising; 
given that the French vote in the referendum had a strong signalling function to the rest 
of Europe and the destiny of the constitutional Treaty was ultimately depending on 
approval in all member states. In this respect, the lack of attention, which the French 
media paid to the parallel ratification processes in other Member states is far more 
telling. It might point to a re-nationalising effect of national referenda, which reduce the 
awareness of a) the interconnectedness of European nation states and b) the 
compromise structure of the European project. The reactions in some of the new member 
states (in Estonia and Latvia they were strongly negative) show that the other countries 
had little understanding for this national mode of debate and thought that the French 
voters acted rather selfishly (Meyer 2007).  
 
Secondly, the other two referendum countries, Spain and the Netherlands, also featured 
quite prominently in the other countries – even in France. Following the logic by which 
media operate, the relatively uncontested approval of the Spanish voters received less 
attention than the Dutch No-vote that closely followed the French rejection. On the other 
hand, the Dutch discussion remained in the French slipstream as it mainly confirmed that 
the EU was sliding towards some kind of crisis. Thirdly, size does matter as Germany and 
the UK were both quite visible in the two respective media spheres, despite their lack of 
politicised debates. Finally, European actors or bodies were rather weakly represented in 
all three constitutional debates. Furthermore, the multi-level character of the emerging 
EU polity was only weakly reflected in the configuration of voice in all the three countries. 
There was a nationally focused French public sphere that mainly represented the French 
national electorate as a rather ‘closed constituency’, and two horizontally Europeanised 
member states that closely followed what was going on elsewhere. 
 
4.2.3 Topics of debate 

The broad diversity of actors involved as well as the transnational outreach of the debate 
does not necessarily mean that a wide diversity of topics was dealt with. The issues that 
were taken up give an indication about the concerns of particular actors and their 
alignment along particular cleavage lines, e.g. national or ideological. On an aggregated 
level one can conclude that the debates were less concerned with the contents of the 
Constitution than with procedural aspects of ratification. In all countries analysed by 
ConstEPS the constitutional process accounted for the highest share of all debate 
(compare Table nine). Substantive topics dealing with the different areas included in the 
Constitutional Treaty made up less than a third of the debates in most countries, 
although Packham argues for the British case that they became more important in the 
course of the debate. 
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Table 9: Types of Constitutional Topics (ConstEPS) 

Issue types CZ EST FR LV PL UK 
Constitution in general 22% 21% 39% 5% 27% 29% 

Substantive topics 31% 33% 18% 35% 19% 27% 
Constitutional process 47% 46% 44% 61% 54% 45% 
N 228 279 572 763 409 550 

N of Articles 38 25 26 31 29 30 

 
In the French and German media (as analysed by the EU-CONSTITUENCY-projects) the 
substance of the document – meaning the institutional system, the decision-making 
procedures and the different policy fields, as spelled out in the Constitutional Treaty – 
was only dealt with in about 13 percent and 17 percent of all topics. Technical problems 
referring to procedures of ratification accounted for about 53 percent and 61 percent. At 
lot of space was devoted to the style of campaigning and to the strategic positioning of 
the main participants of the debate. The referendum further had a clear politicisation 
effect on polarising the debate around the strategic choices of the proponents and the 
opponents of the debate. In Le Monde and Le Figaro the negative position received 14.2 
percent and the positive counter position 15.2 percent – or 190 versus 210 responses. 
Thus, both camps had an almost equal say. 
 
All other topics were clearly less important; the third and fourth ranking issues “voting 
campaigns of parliament” and “consequences of the referendum” had only 109 and 103 
entries. In Germany, the style of campaigning and the appropriate position towards the 
constitution (e.g. “in favour or against the CT”) were also addressed quite evenly in 
almost 17 percent of the claims. On the whole, the topics registered in the German press 
proved that the media were more concerned with the people’s vote in their neighbouring 
countries than with the constitutional act passed by their own representatives in the two 
chambers of Parliament. The prediction of a negative vote in France further provoked 
some concerns with German (and partly also foreign) actors exchanging their views 
about the impact and consequences of the failed ratification. For the UK the high 
emphasis on ratification is once more confirmed, and the content of the Constitutional 
Treaty matters even less (7.1 percent). Among the different sub-categories of 
“ratification” the impact of ratifying the Constitution on the constitutional process (e.g. a 
no-vote in France would signal the end of the process) was most important, followed by 
the impact for specific countries (e.g. setting itself at the margins of the EU) and the 
impact on the European integration process in general (e.g. the decision of one 
referendum as a decision on the fate of the whole EU). 
 
In addition to these rather broad categories, the ConstEPS-team also looked at the 
individual agenda of each country. Rakusanova identifies six major issues that dominated 
the Czech debate:  
 

(1) The ratification debate; (2) The domestic conflict; (3) enlargement; (4) The 
internationalisation of the political arena; (5) The French and Dutch referenda and 
their potential failure to ratify the Treaty and the various options for resolving the 
ensuing constitutional crisis, and finally; (6) globalisation.  

(Rakusanova 2007: 352/353)  
 
Evas distinguishes between two different phases of the Estonian debate; the ‘lecturing 
mode’ in which elite actors presented arguments in favour of the Constitution and the 
‘reaction mode’ in which national actors bitterly criticized the French and Dutch rejection. 
The focus of the Latvian national media debate was mainly on how fast the Latvian 
Parliament would be able to complete the ratification process, despite several 
shortcomings of the process e.g. mistakes in the Latvian translation (Evas 2007). 
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Table 10: Types of Constitutional Topics (EU-CONSTITUENCY) 
Constitutional Topic FR GER Constitutional Topic UK 
CT Process General 1.75% 3.3% Content of CT 7.1% 
Form of CT 0.4% 0.9% Procedures/Orga 1.0% 
Institutional System 2.1% 3.3% Ratification 89.8% 
Procedures of Decision-making 2.1% 2.2% à Decision to ratify the CT  10.4% 
Content of CT 8.7% 11.4% à Implications for bal. of power 1.0% 
Positioning/Orga 32.0% 17.5% à Impact for specific countries 14.0% 
à Yes 15.6% 9.2% à Impact on the const. process 17.3% 
à No 14.2% 7,6% à Impact on European 

integration 
12.9% 

Ratification/Methods/Results 53.0% 61.3% à Impact on EU compt./policies 5.5% 
   à Dynamics of voting 

campaigns 
11.9% 

   à Ratification and public 
opinion 

15.7% 

   à Others on Ratification 1.0% 
   Rights, Duties, Obligations 2.1% 
Total 1349 850 Total 705 
N of articles 386 230 N of Articles 150 

 
Maatsch identifies two opposing strands of discourse in France:  
 

For supporters, the Charter of Fundamental Rights was a major achievement 
because it also included social rights under the heading of ‘Solidarity’. […] 
Opponents of the Constitution, on the contrary, concentrated on its third part (the 
policies and functioning of the Union), pointing out how often ‘competition’ is 
mentioned in comparison to ‘social’, stressing the limited legal importance of the 
Charter, and, last but not least, depicting the Services Directive as an example of 
how the EU ranks competition above social goals.  

(Maatsch 2007: 275) 
 
The Polish debate was shaped by the “limited diversity of constitutional topics included in 
the national debate” (Wyrozumska 2007: 321). Furthermore, next to discussions on the 
timing of the referendum, rather marginal topics such as the translation of the 
Constitution were given relatively high attention. In the UK, the constitutional debate was 
concerned with “procedural questions concerning the British referendum and the 
expected campaign”, and the “Constitution and the reasons for supporting or rejecting 
it”. It was “chronologically ‘framed’ by a second debate on socio-economic reform linked 
to the budget negotiations that took place at the European Council’s Spring and Summer 
summits” (Packham 2007: 289). 
 
4.2.4 Argumentative Strategies  

Both projects – EU-CONSTITUENCY and ConstEPS – did not only analyze what was 
debated by whom (topics and actors) but also how it was debated (argumentative 
strategies and justifications). Discourse analysis does not only aim at reconstructing the 
substance but also the style and the rhetoric of the debate. The ConstEPS project did so 
by examining the different kinds of argumentative strategies that were employed. All 
statements that were made were classified as either definitive, designative, evaluative or 
advocative.  
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Table 11: Types of Argumentative Strategies (ConstEPS) 
Definitive Concerning the meaning of terms 
Designative Concerning questions of fact 
Evaluative Concerning the worth of something that does or could exist;  

the positive or negative labelling of actors; justifications of positive 
or negative attributions;  

Advocative Concerning something that should or should not exist. 

Source: adapted from Dryzek/Berejikian 1993 

In Estonia as well as in Latvia, designative statements played the most important role, 
but positive evaluative and advocative statements were also used frequently, mainly “to 
argue that ratification of the TCE should take place as quickly as possible and that it 
should definitely be ratified” (Evas 2007: 390). In the Czech Republic, the argumentative 
strategies were more equally distributed indicating a higher level of commitment and 
beginning politicisation on the issue. In the French debate the clear dominance of 
evaluative and advocative statements indicate the high level of political contestation. The 
few remaining designative and definitive statements were mainly made by the authors of 
the articles. Maatsch concludes that there was less a factual discussion on the 
Constitution but that “the debates provided the occasion to influence public opinion in 
one direction or the other by exploiting the complexity of the constitution and its 
remaining ambiguities” (2007: 270). 
 
In analyzing the Polish debate Wyrozumska Maatsch concentrates on the different 
strategies used by quality, tabloid and sectoral populist papers. While the quality papers 
tried to give objective accounts, the tabloids expectedly published very few articles on 
the constitutional debate and the sectoral Nasz Dziennik developed a distinctive 
argumentative strategy in which even designative statements “contained vocabulary that 
was far from neutral, referring, for example, to a European super-state” (2007: 326).  
 
Finally, in the British debate the share of evaluative (both positive and negative) 
statements was exceptionally high. In addition, there was also a meta-debate in which 
the media provided a “cross-national comparison of the different arguments governments 
use(d) in order to support the Constitution” (Packham 2007: 295). One characteristic of 
the British debate was the high degree of mistrust between the opponents and 
proponents of the Constitution. Instead of recognising the other as a partner in 
discourse, the political opponent was regularly accused as a liar or even portrayed as 
different and detestable. Especially the Eurosceptics used rather aggressive languages as 
illustrated by the following example on the description of the Constitution’s genesis in the 
Times: “It was devised by a grotesque carnival of a Constitutional convention. A 
ludicrously large collection of fanatics, flunkies and functionaries—a Field of the Cloth of 
Fools' Gold—struggled to shape a document in their own image” (quoted in Packham 
2007: 295). However, despite these rather opinionated stances, the debate was not just 
about condemning the Constitution, and on the whole even slightly more positive than 
negative statements prevailed. 
 
The broader focus was not only on speech acts but also on all kinds of targeted actions in 
the claims analysis.Consequently, the study looked at the different action forms actors 
fell back on when making a claim. It shows that in both countries contentious claims-
making recurring to protest and mobilization was rather exceptional (16.4 percent in 
France and 8.2 percent in Germany). Rather unexpectedly, state actors made use of 
public mobilizations twice as much as non-state actors (Germany: 5.4 percent vs. 2.8 
percent; France: 10.5 percent vs. 5.9 percdent). “This means that EU constitutional 
issues did not lead to waves of bottom-up mobilization in the media arena and that the 
politicisation of ratification was mainly engineered top-down by state actors” (Vetters et 
al. 2006: 14). 
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Table 12: Argumentative Strategies and the Politicisation of the Constitutional Debate  
  Shares per country in % 
Argumentative 
strategies 

Czech Rep. Estonia France Latvia Poland UK 

Definitive 11 1 1 3 2 5 
Designative 23 26 10 20 15 3 
Evaluative 32 58 48 58 38 81 
Advocative 34 15 41 19 45 10 
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 

Subtotal positive/ 
negative, for/against 

63 50 78 45 69 77 

of which   

positive, for 43 63 46 55 45 53 
negative, against 57 37 54 45 55 47 

Source: ConstEPS  
 
4.2.5 Justifications 

In the process of Constitution making, the public sphere is needed as the principal arena 
in which to defend particular visions of the EU as a legitimate order. The function of a 
European public sphere is therefore to spread relevant knowledge and information about 
the EU, to reduce the problem of bounded rationality and to force the participants to 
justify their claims (Eriksen 2005: 356). Thus, both projects studied the justifications 
that were put forward by those actors that raised their voice in the debate. In spite of 
this common approach the operationalization of the justifications, as well as the scheme 
that was used for coding, were considerably different. It therefore seems advisable to 
describe the findings separately for each individual project starting with ConstEPS. 
 
In the Czech debate the preponderance of justification and de-justification reflected the 
polarised nature of the discussion. “While supporters of ratification stressed European 
interest and focused on global competitiveness and the EU’s role in the world, opponents 
stressed the unique nature of the European welfare model and the need to avoid 
liberalisation” (Rakusanova 2007: 361). In addition, references to Europe’s troubled past 
of wars, communism and authoritarianism were also used to justify positions, especially 
when European integration was described “as a way to overcome this often problematic 
past” (ibid: 362). Positive attitudes towards the Constitutional Treaty in Estonia were 
often connected with justifications that highlighted the compromise between diverse 
interest group. This compromise was seen “both as an important justification for positive 
evaluation of the Treaty but also as a value in itself” (Evas 2007: 393). Prime Minister 
Juhan Parts, for instance, justified the signing of the Constitutional Treaty as follows:  
 

I am convinced that with due regard for the rights of each individual and in 
awareness of their responsibilities towards future generations and the Earth, 
Europe ‘United in Diversity’ provides us with a better opportunity to pursue the 
great venture which makes Europe a special area of human hope. This is an idea 
enshrined in the Preamble of the European Constitution and my belief in it is the 
reason why today in Rome I am signing this Treaty. 

 
In addition, the Constitutional Treaty is represented as a response to the threat of 
economic globalisation. This played a lesser role in neighbouring Latvia, were all main 
political parties supported the Treaty. More generally, the Latvian debate was 
predominantly focused on interests and less than the others on democracy or political 
ideologies. Being a small and new member state, this debate was often framed in a way 
that the common European interest was defended against the narrow interest of some of 
the old member states. Part of this was the discussion on how to make sense of the 
referenda, which were evaluated very negatively and “seen as narrow-minded and 
French/Dutch national interest-based” (ibid: 397).  
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The most commonly used justifications in France were economic and social interests, 
both for member states and for Europe in general. “With regard to national political 
interests and national sovereignty, there was a principled disagreement between 
supporters on the right and the opponents on the left” (Maatsch 2007: 272). While the 
former claimed that the Treaty would give France more weight, the latter argued that it 
would no longer allow member states to pursue their own policies. The only thing both 
sides had in common was the rejection of a vision of Europe as nothing more than a 
common market but there was no agreement on what impact the Constitution could have 
in this respect. Perhaps because the Constitution on its own was not clear enough as a 
symbol of a liberal Europe, the Services Directive with its country-of-origin principle was 
linked to the constitutional debate and also became crucial as a symbol of the primacy of 
economic goals and the concomitant neglect of French social concerns. Interestingly, the 
French debate’s “self-centeredness and its lack of openness with regard to actors and 
arguments from other member states” (Maatsch 2007: 275) is not reflected in the data 
on justifications. Neither the category “member state interests” nor the nation state as a 
reference point of the justifications were more pronounced in France than in the other 
countries. 
 
For Poland, Wyrozumska Maatsch distinguishes between justifications that journalists 
identified on the part of political parties, mainly vote-seeking and office-securing, and 
justifications that politicians themselves used, e.g. democratic values, participation, and 
national or citizens’ interests. On the Constitutional Treaty and the interpretation of the 
referenda, two positions were dominant. “Some argued that the Constitution indeed 
promoted a social Europe while others believed that the Constitution as such was neither 
social nor liberal but that voting was nonetheless guided by context such as the Services 
Directive or future accessions” (Wyrozumska 2007: 328). This produced a cleavage line 
that nourished the debate about a Polish-British alliance for a liberal Europe against the 
French-German coalition for a social Europe. In a totally different line of thought, the 
approval of the Constitution by Polish voters was reasoned to be “a result of a ‘logic of 
consequentiality’” (ibid: 330). In this view, to ratify the Constitution was a logical 
progression from the earlier approval of the accession. This was opposed by 
constitutional opponents that were in favour of accession and European integration in 
general but who clearly did not want to deepen integration any further. 
 
In the UK, governmental and institutional actors tended to use ‘EU justifications’ and to 
put forward their visions of the most desirable model for the European polity, while 
citizens were more concerned with democracy, which – in the ConstEPS – scheme 
belonged to the transnational category (Packham 2007: 296). Moreover, citizens focused 
more on their own member states’ problems and interests. Historical references – 
especially to the Second World War – were more frequently used in the UK than in any of 
the other countries. In ideological terms two discourses were leading: Anti-liberalism and 
nationalism.  
 
In the EU-CONSTITUENCY-project only three different types of justifications were 
distinguished and connected to different forms of a legitimate order for the EU. 
Accordingly, the emerging EU polity can be conceived as a problem-solving entity, a 
community based on common values, or a community based on universal and 
cosmopolitan rights. However, one central finding of the media survey was that only 
about one third of all constitutional claims that were raised in the media were justified. 
From the perspective of critical media studies, it is certainly not surprising that even 
quality newspapers do not entirely support the unfolding of reasoning in public debates. 
These deficits of media discourses are to be expected and can also be observed in 
national news production (Gerhards et al. 1998), although it remains unclear if a 
justification was not provided by a claims-maker or if it the claim was reduced by 
journalists. 
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Table 13: Categories of Justification (ConstEPS) 
Justifications EST FR LT PL UK 
Interests 33% 37% 64% 44% 33% 
 European common 
interests 

14% 13% 20% 10% 13% 

 Member states interests 16% 15% 34% 17% 12% 
 Sectoral interests 2% 4% 7% 10% 5% 
 Actors’ strategic interest 1% 5% 2% 7% 2% 
Ideas 22% 27% 18% 22% 36% 
 European history 6% 4% 4% 5% 8% 
 European identity 2% 2% 3% 4% 5% 
 Other collective identities 1% 5% 0% 1% 2% 
 Visions of Europe 13% 16% 10% 12% 21% 
Democracy 38% 26% 16% 26% 21% 
Political ideologies 7% 10% 1% 8% 10% 
Total N 186 391 335 356 661 
N of Articles 25 26 31 29 30 
National/domestic 17% 25% 36% 25% 17% 
European 35% 35% 38% 31% 47% 
Transnational 48% 40% 25% 45% 35% 

 
Table 14: Types of Justification (EU-CONSTITUENCY) 

Type of Justification FR D UK 

Problem solving 49.4% 46.6% 49.7% 

Value-Based 26.2% 17.2% 12.1% 

Rights-Based 24.4% 36.2% 38.2% 

Total 607 309 173 

 
As table 14 shows, references to problem-solving clearly prevailed in almost half of all 
justified claims. The emphasis on output-efficiency that was traditionally claimed to 
legitimise EU policies was seemingly almost routinely reproduced in the constitutional 
debate. Especially functional explanations were predominantly used, often by 
constructing a no-choice situation in which the Constitutional Treaty had to be adopted 
simply because there were no other viable alternatives. A typical reasoning based on 
functionality is illustrated by the Dutch Prime Minister, Jan-Peter Balkenende, who stated 
that the ratification process should be continued after the Dutch referendum, as this 
would be the only way to find out where other member states stand (FAZ 02/06/05). 
Another example was EU-Commissioner Peter Mandelson claim that the Constitution 
would enable the EU to contribute more effectively in global leadership because it would 
create a stronger foreign policy and security outlook and help to strengthen its defence 
capabilities (Times 10/02/05). In addition, power-arguments such as “a yes to the 
Constitution strengthens France role in the EU and Europe’s role on a world stage” or 
oppositely “a yes to the Constitution undermines French sovereignty” played an 
important role in the broader problem-solving category. 
 
In comparison, the emphasis on the category of values and identity was clearly less 
important as a justificatory device, particularly in the UK. These justifications were 
mainly based on references to identity, history and traditions that delineate a European 
commonness. For instance, 21 mayors of European capitals wished that the citizens 
should preserve the common patrimony by voting for the treaty, “because this 
Constitution prolongs the visionary ideal of the founding fathers and because the Treaty 
stands for common values like peace and democracy” (Le Figaro 26/05/05). A German 
delegate to the Convention justified the importance of the Constitution by reference to its 
historical values as the Treaty was the culmination of a lesson learned from terrible 
history (FAZ 25/02/05). And British foreign minister Jack Straw claimed that “In an era 
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of globalisation, when nations need to find new ways to work together to tackle new 
problems, Europe needs to be capable of giving citizens the prosperity, security and 
social justice they require in ways which fit the modern world” (Guardian 02/06/05). 
 
Finally, the category of rights and general principles such as solidarity, liberalism, 
democracy or transparency was the least used category in France but considerably 
stronger in Germany and the UK, which seemed to have almost identical overall patterns 
of justifications during the constitutional debate. Here, references to general principles 
such as solidarity or liberalism and principles of legitimation, e.g. democracy, 
transparency and federalism were found. Examples for such statements are about the 
Heads of state who signed the Constitutional document in Rome because they expected 
to make the EU more democratic and transparent (SZ 30/10/04). Luxemburg’s Prime 
Minister and EU President at that time, Jean-Claude Juncker, argued that even after the 
referenda, ratification should continue in the member states that had not voted yet 
because people have the right to have their say (Guardian 02/06/05). By contrast, 
opponents such as the French leftist Jean-Luc Mélenchon used general principles to claim 
that the Constitution deserved a “No” because it was not democratic (FAZ 22/05/05). 
 

4.2.6 Interactions, linkages and cleavage lines 

An important element of discourse analysis in both projects was to reconstruct how the 
media portrayed actors’ linkages and interactions in the process of ratification. This gives 
us further indication about the scope (transnational or domestic) of constitutional 
debates. The QQC-PDA provided a categorisation of different types of relationships. 
Packham notices a trend in the British media to rely mainly on relationships and 
interactions between domestic actors, in particular in the run up to the general elections 
in May and during the Conservative Party’s leadership battle. “Although the election 
campaign did not focus on the European Constitution and the referendum as election 
issues, the stances of important actors on ‘Europe’ were inevitably evaluated” (Packham 
2007: 289). Rakusanova identifies two very different types of relations between actors in 
the Czech Republic. Domestically, the dominant type of relationship “was competitive and 
characterised by conflict”, but “as far as relations between domestic and international 
actors were concerned, more positive types prevailed such as sympathy, alliance, 
coalition and co-operation” (Rakusanova 2007: 352). This was demonstrated by the 
attempts of domestic actors to further strengthen their arguments by reference to key 
European actors and underlines that the country’s politics is already firmly embedded in 
the European setting. In contrast, references to the relationship between the political 
elite and citizens were rather sporadic. Interestingly, each of the country case studies 
investigated by the ConstEPS-team featured a different configuration of political conflict 
that the constitutional debates brought to the fore. A summary is given in Table eight. 
 
In the claims-analysis, the interest was placed on the extent to which actors were linked 
with other actors. This is based on the fact that a public claim can build an interactive, or 
inter-discursive, relation between a claims-maker and the person that is directly 
addressed by his/her claim. The question is whether the evidence points to a rather 
internalised, national public communication or to transnational or even supranational 
communicative structures and linkages. According to Statham and Gray; “claims-making 
acts which link different levels of polities are important carriers of Europeanization 
processes for national public spheres” (2005: 67). Hypothetically, a claims-making act 
may construct a vertical-multilevel relationship between domestic actors and 
supranational European actors or a horizontal-transnational relationship between actors 
of different member states (or other third countries). Other forms of claims-making 
remain within the boundaries of the nation state, comprised of demands about Europe 
between domestic claimants and their respective domestic addressees.  
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Table 15: Mapping Constitutional Conflict in National Media Debates (ConstEPS) 
 Ideological Coalitions and Oppositions 

Czech  
Republic 

Two-dimensional polarised conflict: 
Pro-European Social & Christian Democrats/Government for TCE vs. Communist & 
Civic Democratic Party (pro-EU) opposition against TCE 

Estonia/ 
Latvia 

De-politicisation:  
Majority consensus, with external (Russian) and internal (Russian minority) divisions  

France Two-dimensional conflict: 
1. Eurosceptic advocates of national sovereignty against TCE vs. Pro-Europeans and 

supporters of Charter for TCE,  
2. Pro-Europeans against TCE (because advocating a more political and social Europe) 

vs. pro-Europeans for TCE because of liberal vision of common-market Europe  
Poland Two-dimensional conflict:  

“Fighting Catholicism” & radical right wing parties against the TCE (but in favour of the 
EU) vs. political opposition parties for TCE;  
Right-wing government against TCE vs. Polish citizens supporting the TCE  

UK Two & half dimensional conflict: 
1. Left/Labour allied with (French, German and Spanish etc) EU-friendly supporters of 

the TCE vs. British Conservatives & British eurosceptic citizens (as bedfellows of the 
French Left) against the TCE. The transnational scope of the Constitutional debate 
with French people ‘forces’ Labour to explain what is “left” (or social) about its 
socio-economic program;  

2. Unambiguous criticism by European (including British) citizens of EU/European 
elites concerning the direction and speed of European integration. 

3. Pro-European left-liberals favouring tolerance vs. new populist “fear-nationalism” 

Source: Liebert 2007: 256  

 
This results in a matrix that distinguishes between nine types of claims-making 
relationships, as outlined in Table nine (Vetters et al. 2006; Firmstone/Statham 2007). 
The numbers give evidence of the communicative linkages that developed as a result of 
the constitutional debate. In other words, they tell us who talked to whom and who 
responded. It is, however, important to note that less than a third of all claims were 
directed towards an addressee and thus the total number of addressee-claims is quite 
low. 
 
Table 16: Shares and Types of Linkages in France, Germany and the UK (EU-
Constituency) 
 National 

Addressee 
Foreign National 

Addressee 
EU 

Addressee 
All 

Addressees 
FRANCE 

National claims-makers 53.3% 3.8% 2.7% 59.8% 
Foreign claims-makers 9.6% 9.2% 2.7% 21.5% 
EU claims-makers 11.9% 0.4% 6.5% 18.8% 
All claims-makers 74.7% 13.4% 11.9% 100.0% 
N 195 35 31 261 

GERMANY 
National claims-makers 9.5% 11.6% 7.4% 28.4% 
Foreign claims-makers 2.1% 45.3% 5.3% 52.6% 
EU claims-makers 2.1% 8.4% 8.4% 18.9% 
All claims-makers 13.7% 65.3% 21.1% 100.0% 
N 13 62 20 95 

UK 
National claims-makers 23.9% 2.6% 7.7% 34.2% 
Foreign claims-makers 0.9% 43.6% 10.3% 54.7% 
EU claims-makers 1.7% 5.1% 4.3% 11.1% 
All claims-makers 26.5% 51.3% 22.2% 100.0% 
N 26 31 60 117 
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The French debate was clearly focused on domestic contention. The active role of the 
French electorate and the high level of politicisation encouraged a rather self-referential 
debate in which 53.3 percent of all claims were exchanged among French actors. As 
mentioned previously interventions from foreign actors, or the observation of the debates 
in other member states, took place occasionally but did not result in stable patterns of 
interaction or transnational resonance. Only very few French claims-makers addressed 
actors beyond the nation-state. The share of foreigners trying to speak to the French was 
slightly larger: almost ten percent of claim-relations in the French press were between 
foreign national claims-makers and French addressees but they clearly did not form the 
centre of the debate. From the perspective of the French media, the fact that the vote of 
the French electorate would have repercussions on the whole of Europe barely affected 
the debate.  
 
Regarding the importance of multi-level claims-making between actors who are allocated 
at different levels of the EU polity the report is again rather negative. Vertical linkages 
between national and EU-level actors remained exceptional. There were few instances of 
bottom-up claims from the national to the EU-level. Top-down claims in which EU actors 
targeted national actors were more frequent with twelve percent, but included several 
interventions of (French) MEPs in domestic debates. They acted more as supporters of 
the national opposition, e.g. Front National leader and MEP Jean-Marie Le Pen or his MEP-
colleague and leader of Mouvement pour la France Philippe de Villiers. Besides, a few EU 
politicians that did feel responsible for the constitutional project tried to appeal to the 
French and pleaded for a “Yes”-vote. Finally, hardly any attention was drawn to instances 
of supranational contention such as internal elite communication on the EU arena. Thus, 
in general the findings on the relational structure of public claims-making show that the 
scope for the representation of an encompassing EU public was rather restricted. 
 
The lack of participation on part of EU actors also holds true for the two other countries. 
The main difference was that the main focus in these countries was not on national 
discussions but on claims between actors from other member states – again mainly the 
French. Nationals from other EU member states were the main contributors to the 
constitutional coverage and accounted for more than half of all claims (52.6 percent in 
Germany and 54.7 percent in the UK). However, these foreign claimants hardly built 
horizontal or vertical relationships in addressing German and British actors, or EU actors, 
respectively. 
 
In Germany, national claims-making acts between Germans accounted for 9.5 percent, 
e.g. the CDU/CSU opposition that criticized the government for details in the 
Constitution, such as a missing reference to God. Another share of the 11.6 percent of 
horizontal claims referred to Germans who addressed actors from other EU member 
states. Examples include the open letter by German intellectuals to their French 
colleagues (FAZ, 06 June 2005), a meeting of SPD party leader Franz Müntefering with 
his French counterpart François Hollande to support his campaign for the Constitutional 
Treaty (SZ, 24 May 2005) and a speech by German Chancellor Gerhard Schröder in 
Nancy (SZ, 20 May 2005) (Vetters et al. 2006: 17). In the United Kingdom, the share of 
national claims-makers referring to each other was considerably higher than in Germany 
but still less than half of the French share. The continuing exchange between the Labour 
government and the conservative opposition with the national election campaign – also 
on European issues – is of importance and reflected here. In addition, the announcement 
to have a referendum, as well as the discussion on whether to cancel this referendum 
after the French and Dutch rejections might have played a role. In contrast to the 
German case, “British claims-makers did not enter into debates with actors in France, 
Germany, Holland or Spain” (Firmstone/Statham 2007: 14). Thus, one could conclude 
that British actors were more active in a domestic discussion on the European 
Constitution and more prepared to politicise the issue than Germans. At the same time 
one could say they were even more passive observers of what was going on in other 
member states and on the European level. 
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4.3 Different approaches - similar findings?  

Before proceeding with the actual presentation and analysis of the data set from media 
debates on the route to the 2007 Lisbon Reform Treaty, a few clarifications on the 
methods, measurement, comparability and representation of data are necessary. 
Although both projects on the ratification phase – EU-CONSTITUENCY and ConstEPS - 
had exchanges on methods and results at several points of the analysis, a few discernible 
differences between the two studies should be noted. Both approaches looked at roughly 
the same time period but had different objectives and coding procedures, which have 
been described in more detail above (see 3.1–3.4). The variations in the results, 
especially for the countries that overlap (France and the UK) are a consequence of these 
differences. They also point to the limits of any empirical analysis that can only give a 
picture of the object of analysis depending on the methods and research design one 
chooses.  
 
A first indication of these differences can already be found with regard to the differences 
in sampling strategies. The graphs show the average coverage of the two French 
broadsheets Le Figaro and Le Monde, as sampled by the two projects. 
 

 
Figure 2: Two Samples – Two Graphs.     Source: Own illustration 
 
ConstEPS included all articles retrieved from the data base, while the EU-
CONSTITUENCY-project manually sorted the whole sample and discharged duplicated 
articles; for instance through early and late editions of one newspaper and those that 
only mentioned the Convention or the Constitutional Treaty or merely referred to them in 
order to describe a person, without actually touching upon the issue, e.g. “Valéry Giscard 
d’Estaing, former French president and leader of the Convention on the Future of 
Europe”. Besides, short reports on page one that only referred to articles on later pages 
in the paper were separated out as well as services such as internet links on the topic 
and short reports and also everything that appeared in special parts of the newspaper 
(e.g. “travel”, or “media”). By doing so it turned out that more articles from Le Figaro as 
from Le Monde were left out. The former often made mere allusions to the topic whereas 
the latter had more articles thoroughly dealing with European affairs, particularly the 
Constitutional Treaty. As a result, the number of articles in the EU-CONSTITUENCY-
sample for the two main French papers is only about 60% of the ConstEPS-sample. 
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However, the distribution is in fact fairly similar and shows that the two projects’ data 
collection strategies had a lot in common. 
 
If one aims for a comparison of ratification and post-ratification debates, one should take 
into account the following: Although the QQC-PDA approach and large parts of the 
codebook remained the same, certain coding rules as well as decisions in the analysis 
were changed. The comparability of the data will be hampered by the extent to which the 
approach impacts the results. What we can do, however, is to carefully compare the six 
countries analysed by ConstEPS and the three countries of the EU-CONSTITUENCY-
project and bring these results together (keeping the differences in mind). Secondly, 
there is of course comparability between the 14 countries under investigation for the 
post-ratification phase. It should be noted, though, that the analysis of the post-
ratification phase is not representative in a statistical sense (see above). Discourse 
analysis looks at particular cases of politicisation and exchange between actors. It looks 
at the nodal points of conflict and contestation and is less interested in the daily 
reporting on the constitutional process, which also means that its findings are not 
representative for all articles. It does, however, represent the essence of the whole 
debate in a qualitative sense. In doing so, the approach differs from most content 
analyses (and from claims-analysis) that are more interested in a statistically 
representative overview of certain characteristics on the media debate regarding certain 
topics or events. One should also bear in mind that QQC-PDA explicitly calls for a 
quantitative analysis of the entire dataset as a backup of the findings obtained by in-
depth qualitative analysis. 
 
If one aims at comparing the results a statistical analysis or the counting of the coding is 
the easiest way. To enable the reader to take the particularities of the respective analysis 
into account, the different coding rules and their likely effects will be summed up and 
explained in the following as well as consciously taken selection biases. 
 

• Counting Actors I (CA): Claims analysts are interested in the action taken by 
certain actors (no matter if this action is physical or verbal) and therefore counts 
each action and actor only once at a point in time. Thus, even if one actor and his 
or her arguments are presented in great lengths while another actor is only 
quoted in one single sentence they both count for the same in the statistics. 
Furthermore, since CA coders look for transnational communication, in case of 
doubt it was decided to code in favour of Europeanisation. This means that if an 
actor had two affiliations; the higher policy level was taken (or the more 
important one, if it was obvious). 

 
• Counting Actors II (PDA): Discourse analysis, on the other hand, is more 

concerned with what kind of arguments are presented, which strategies are used 
and who shapes the discourse, thus counting each argument and thereby each 
actor. This also implies that the same actor is coded several times if he or she 
makes several arguments. By counting each argument the discourse analysis 
approach gives a particular weight to interviews and guest commentaries in which 
single actors have the chance to explain their line of reasoning. This follows other 
studies about the European public sphere that were also particularly interested in 
discursive articles (Brüggemann 2006). As a consequence, certain actors who 
voiced their positions in interviews or commentaries were given a rather high 
prominence although they only appeared in one or two articles. Moreover, in order 
to look for the exchange of arguments and different positions on topics, QQC-PDA 
prefers analytical articles and those with a high diversity of speakers and 
arguments to simple reports. This refers to those that are more descriptive and 
factual or shorter news articles in which only one or two actors announced 
something. Hence, the share of actor types and origin is not representative in a 
statistical sense, neither is the degree of politicisation (Packham 2007: Fn. 21). 
For the discourse analysis approach, the interest was in how the actor was 
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presented and if several positions and roles were mentioned, such as “Chancellor 
and EU-President”, “opposition leader and socialist” were both coded. Just one 
actor type was coded if it was made clear which function was more important. 
Naturally, this inflates the number of actors or at least actor types considerably. 
Moreover, it biases the data towards state actors, which are often represented by 
several roles and affiliations whereas civil society actors only appear as members 
of a certain organisation or as individuals. 

 
• Counting Actors III: Within in the RECON-project on the post-ratification debate 

the method was partially changed and the actors concerned were only counted 
once in some country reports. Others author stuck to the old system. The 
differences are indicated in the respective country reports and are partially filtered 
out in the general comparison by referring to appearances in articles. 
 

•  Not counting Journalists (CA): The claims-making study looks for strategic 
action that does not include interpretations (or “speculations”) about the motives 
of others (for instance, attributing reasons – or justifications – for why the French 
rejected the Constitution given by journalists) or unintentional speech actors, for 
instance pedestrians interviewed on the street about their opinion on a particular 
issue and quoted with these statements in the newspaper. As the coders do not 
always know how politicians’ comments found their ways into the papers (they 
might for instance also have just been called and asked to give a comment), this 
is also included as bias towards state actors (although passers-by are not that 
often part of the political news on the EU constitution). 

 
• Counting Journalists (PDA): PDA opted for a rather different approach and 

included journalists referring to the public, the citizen, the people, the electorate, 
the voters, and the organised civil society as if these were active participants. E.g. 
in sentences like “growing contempt felt by many voters for the project designed 
and built by their political masters”, “Britons want their own say”, or “the French 
will vote no” (Packham 2007: Fn. 6). This allows a more comprehensive analysis 
of the voices included by the constitutional discourses in a given public sphere. 
However, journalists were not only coded when they raised their own voice to 
contribute to the debate but also when they were making a designative 
statement, i.e. reporting of factual events concerning the constitutional process. 
As journalists mostly work in their mother-tongue the inclusion of these 
statements not only inflates the general number of actors but also gives a bias 
towards national actors. ConstEPS partially corrected this problem by ignoring 
authors in the calculation of actor types but did not exclude them from the actors’ 
origin.  

 
• Counting Topics: Different from PDA, the coding scheme in the claims-analysis 

only allowed for up to three topics within one claim. If an actor raised more than 
three topics (e.g. in an interview) it remained up to the coder to decide on the 
three most important issues. Within the discourse analysis the interest on topics is 
more central and each topic and argument can be measured. This means the 
topics can be measured not only in greater depth qualitatively but also in more 
detail quantitatively. 

 
• Counting Justifications: Between all three projects the coding schemes differed 

in relation to justifications. Therefore a quantitative comparison is difficult. 
Nevertheless, findings from both projects are presented. 

 
A fundamental issue is inter-coder reliability and the comparability of diverse 
interpretations and applications of coding schemes. Different from the relatively smaller 
ConstEPS team, in the larger RECON group, questions about the code book also resulted 
in delays and different coding practices, even on quite substantial issues. Therefore, one 



 
 

WP 5 Research Report 51 

has to be particularly careful in interpreting the output, especially the tables, and in 
drawing conclusions. These are central questions to any media analysis and as they were 
often discussed by the participants of the Summer School, they should also be covered 
within this report. As the project used a discourse analytic approach, questions of 
representativeness are less important; at least insofar as standard notions of 
representativeness are implied. Instead of constructing the sample so that it is 
representative for the complete set of articles the aim is to make it represent the 
plurality of voices in the national media debates. That is, articles should be selected in 
such a way that they include the major arguments raised in the specific debate and cover 
the major realms of politicisation in a debate. This is a fundamental difference to 
standard notions of representativeness. An important point in this respect is that the 
participants of the Summer School knew their sample when making their initial selection; 
that is, they have read completely and were revising their sample during the coding 
process according to the above mentioned criteria.  
 
As to the reliability of the results across countries and coders, it should be kept in mind 
that there is an additional source of variation, namely that journalistic styles differ 
between countries. For example, some countries will have a higher tendency to present 
debates in guest editorials or interviews – thus presenting opinions - while other 
countries will present this in a more neutral manner. It should be noted however, that 
the above mentioned potential problems do not apply to the comparison of the 
qualitative analysis of the respective countries since it is based on summing up and 
exemplifying the positions of the main protagonists in the debate. Nevertheless, a variety 
of additional actions will be undertaken to account for these potential problems and to 
improve the reliability of the data. These are explained in the following passage. For 
improving the reliability of the data set, a follow-up subsequent to the Summer School 
has been conducted consisting of three parts: 
 

(1)  Atlas.ti with the checking of coding gaps (Maatsch) 
(2) Systematic inter-coder reliability checks of coded qualitative 40-samples 

(Czech, Polish, Estonian, French, German, English, Dutch….) 
(3) Selective quantitative back-up based on search strings against complete 

samples (Gattig). 
 
The first part includes the check of each coded sample for consistency by use of Atlas.ti. 
This means that by applying the logic of the codebook there have to be specific co-
occurrences of codes in quotations whose existence can be tested and – if absent – 
corrected. The second part refers to the fact that in some respects the Summer School 
was a follow-up to an earlier and similar project (ConstEPS) for which country expertise 
in coding and the analysis of media debates is available at the University of Bremen. This 
enables the project to additionally investigate the applied coding procedures in detail, 
critically assess and if necessary correct these procedures thereby enlarging the 
reliability of coding. The third part involves running a quantitative back-up. That is, 
Atlas.ti investigates whether key words specified by a search string do occur in the whole 
media sample of the participants. This allows us to investigate whether and to what 
extent the sample selected by the participants matches the whole sample and also 
whether the actors, topics, and justifications identified as important by the participants 
also appear to be so in the complete sample. In addition since this quantitative back-up 
is dependent on search strings – and not coding procedures – it allows for meaningful 
comparisons of the complete sample between countries. Finally, it should be noted that 
coding particularities of the participants, if applicable, will be reported in the specific 
country reports. Hence, for each critical coding procedure it will be possible to detect the 
rationale behind it thus enabling comparisons between similar procedures. We are 
confident that these measures will enable us to meaningfully investigate the data 
gathered at the Summer School in several additional respects. 
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5. Findings from comparative media analysis 
II: The route to the Lisbon Reform Treaty 
5.1 Looking at individual countries: 14 qualitative case studies 

 
Before the overall characteristics and similarities or differences between countries will be 
discussed and described, each country’s individual way of dealing with the post-
ratification phase will be summarized. While the remaining part of this report takes a 
bird’s eye view on the debate, the summaries – written by the respective country experts 
– give a qualitative impression on the debate and the particularities of each country, with 
the exception of the UK. An in-depth analysis of the countries is provided in the individual 
country reports. 
 
5.1.1 Bulgaria (Radostina Primova) 

The Bulgarian debate was characterized by low political salience of the constitutional 
issue, a lack of national polarization and absence of citizens from the debate. In this 
sense, the Bulgarian discourse can be seen as a reflection of the cleavage between 
political elites, both national and European, and the citizens. Representing predominantly 
foreign actors and topics, the discussion of the European constitution was largely held 
without any domestic voices. The only exception was the issue of membership and the 
potential consequences the French and Dutch rejection could have on attitudes towards 
European integration in general and particularly the membership of Bulgaria and 
Romania. 
 
With regard to argumentative strategies, evaluative statements prevailed, pointing to the 
debate, which was mostly shaped by journalists. They tried to provide reflection and 
exchanges of arguments instead of only providing the citizens with passive observations 
of foreign debates. Considering the types of justifications, there was a high occurrence of 
justifications based on interests and less on identities, rights and principles, which 
represents the collision between national and European interests. 
 
Another particular feature of the Bulgarian debate was the high occurrence of the 
European or member states’ elites. There was a strong tendency towards patterns of 
“horizontal Europeanization” of the national media discourse with a strong presence of 
German, French, British and Polish actors. Bulgarian citizens, on the other hand, hardly 
appeared, which may be due to a top-down approach many Bulgarians took for granted 
as well as to deficient communicative strategies deployed by the government and 
political parties. In general, the empirical findings show a rather pro-European debate 
with strong support of the Constitution and the European project by the Bulgarian 
government and national journalists but at the same time with a rather absent citizenry. 
 
5.1.2 Czech Republic (Vlastimil Necas) 

The Czech post-ratification debate was dominated by two groups. The first included the 
opponents of the ratification process and thus the whole proposal of the TCE concept. 
This position was spearheaded by President Václav Klaus and Civic Democratic Party 
(ODS) representatives, mainly the chair Mirek Topolánek. The second group that 
supported the ratification of the original proposal, and later the Reform Treaty, was 
represented by politicians from the Czech Social Democratic Party (ČSSD), mainly by its 
chair Jiří Paroubek. These two opposing groups of actors also defined the topics during 
the whole period that was covered. They controlled the topics and fought against each 
other during the whole period. 
 
The debate, as analyzed in the selected media sample, was thus in the hands of national 
actors with occasional, rather passive, entries of international actors. Overall, it was 
markedly domestic, reduced to interactions among national actors who were almost 
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exclusively Czech politicians. Thus, the Czech media debate on the European Constitution 
was imbalanced with regard to the presence of political and non-political actors. In 
addition, a gender imbalance was evident with male actors dominating. On the whole, a 
strong politicization and personalization with an overwhelming dominance of male 
domestic actors from the two most powerful political parties characterized the debate. 
 
This structure also influenced the themes that were discussed. Most attention was paid to 
the newly evolving Reform Treaty, the possibilities on continuing the ratification process 
and a rejection of the original TCE. All these topics caused disputes between the two 
aforementioned political streams in the Czech Republic. Hence, following the obvious 
absence of non-political actors in the Czech media debate, a reduction of topics that were 
discussed in connection with European constitution can also be observed. Other topics 
appeared in spurts following the singular events (e.g. German chancellor Angela Merkel’s 
visit to the Czech Republic); however, the three dominant topics appeared during the 
whole covered period. 
 
Thus two opposing trends crystallize in the Czech media debate on the EU Constitution. 
The first is represented by President Klaus who is a loud and outspoken opponent of the 
constitutional project and a supporter of the EU as a free trade area with strictly limited 
authority. The second trend is represented by ČSSD politicians who advocate the idea of 
a federal Europe. These results confirm previous research by Petra Rakušanová (2007), 
especially with respect to the high politicization and polarization of the constitutional 
debate in the Czech media.  
 
5.1.3 Denmark (Guri Rosen) 

The main characteristic of the Danish debate was that it was dominated by Danish actors 
as well as by domestic topics. However, non-Danish actors were also largely present in 
the Danish debate, including both from other Member States as well as from EU-
institutions. At the same time, a noteworthy part of this latter group was Danish 
Members of the European Parliament. EU-events and foreign actors clearly contribute to 
setting the agenda in Denmark. The process taking place at the EU-level not only 
received a lot of attention in the Danish media, but it also engaged Danish actors. 
Nevertheless, the reaction on the part of the Danish actors were perhaps a bit more 
passive than what would have been expected, considering that several of the Danish 
parties made the decision on whether or not to hold a referendum conditional on whether 
or not the new EU-treaty would involve changes in the Danish constitution. 
 
The period under study was portrayed in the media as one characterised by 
intergovernmental conflict, where Heads of states clashed over different visions of 
Europe. And in the countries where a referendum on the Constitutional Treaty had been 
promised, the citizens were presented as close to veto-players. An elaborate 
reproduction of the conflicts between the member states is mirrored by a high frequency 
of non-Danish actors appearing in the Danish debate. Although there is not necessarily 
much interaction between these actors and Danish actors, at least European issues seem 
to have a high salience, also when the domestic debate is rather peaceful. At the same 
time, even if a broad political majority expressed a willingness to discuss how the EU 
could be of use as well as how the EU could serve Danish interests, these remained good 
intentions and did not produce any serious deliberation in the media. This is illustrative of 
the Danish debate in general. The domestic debate that took place – and domestic issues 
were the most salient – was mostly about domestic issues the debate about the debate 
as well as the decision on whether or not to hold a referendum. The Danish debate never 
left the stage of defining what the debate was going to be about. A Citizens’ Agenda 
launched in the second half of 2006 organised a range of events from holding debates 
about specific issues in the Parliament to engaging civil society and citizens, for instance 
through the big European hearing in April. However, these initiatives did not seem to 
cause much of a momentum. Nevertheless, throughout this period and after, a majority 
of the Danish people reportedly wanted a chance to vote on the new Treaty. Thus, 
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although it is uncertain to what extent launching a Citizens’ agenda produced, or even 
added to, this wish, the initiative at least did not have the opposite effect. 
5.1.4 Estonia (Andro Kitus)18 

The main event of the “reflection period”, which followed the rejection of the Constitution 
by French and Dutch voters in 2005 in Estonia, was the TCE ratification in parliament. On 
a superficial look, everything proceeded smoothly. There was some discussion of the TCE 
in different expert groups; political forces announced their positions; the Treaty was 
ratified; polls showed strong support to the EU; no quarrelling, no broken promises, no 
needless dragging. Estonians are good Europeans.  
 
However, the research shows that in the name of speed, rationality and efficiency the 
public debate and participation of the people has been neutralized by certain political 
moves. First, the TCE was announced to be a foreign treaty. Yet, foreign treaties belong 
into the competence of the parliament and the wide public may or may not be included 
into the discussions. In the case of the TCE, it was not. Second, a potential debate 
between political forces themselves was impeded by the fact that parties with the most 
discrepant views on EU topics happened to be in the governing coalition.  
 
Discourse analysis of the Estonian case tallied up the results of these political decisions 
(Kitus 2007). The media discourse reflected the dominance of state actors, the passive 
mode of argumentation and low levels of justification. The civil society’s voice was not 
noticeable. The media, used mostly as a bullet-board by politicians to place 
announcements about their positions on the constitutional crisis, assumed the role of 
transmitter of information in this way rather than mediator of discussion. Under the 
polished surface of strong support to the EU, the research found a rather weak public 
sphere of permissive consensus. Despite these findings, the Estonian media debate 
shows no signs of alienation from Europe. Most statements were based on normative 
grounds, which is to say that Europe is not passively described but normatively 
evaluated. This trend is also confirmed by the relatively high level of horizontal 
Europeanization.19 
 
5.1.5 France (Samba Diop) 

After a rather rude referendum campaign where opponents and proponents struggled in 
defining the meaning of the Constitution, the debate in France turned into explaining the 
consequences of the French and Dutch no-votes for the country itself and for Europe. 
During this reflection period, actors from other member states and actors acting on 
European level became more present in the debate. In this rather open-ended phase of 
“collecting ideas”, the debate was transnationalized but only with regard to political 
elites. It took place among the French government actors, their colleagues from the 
other member states and the European institutions. Oppositional political parties and 
citizens who were very involved during the pre-referendum campaign became less visible 
in the debate.  
 
The change of actors was accompanied by a change of topics. The constitutional text was 
less discussed. The debate revolved around the different propositions to bring Europe out 
of its institutional crisis. In this perspective the contribution of actors from other member 
states who seemed to ignore the French and Dutch votes by continuing the ratification 
process was important. In opposition to the pragmatism and optimism of actors from 
other member states that cling to the TCE, French politicians did not try to get the 
rejected Constitution back on the agenda. Although they saw the need for Europe to get 
a new institutional architecture, they did so without engaging in another discussion on 
the substance of the Constitution. The constitutional debate generated during the 
presidential elections revolved around the question of whether or not a referendum would 

                                                
18 For an extended version of the Estonian case study, see Andro Kitus: Europeanization, democratic deficit and 
the constitutional debate in Estonia; in Innovation. The European Journal of Social Science Research Vol. 21, 
No. 2, June 2008, 111-129. 
19 For more on Estonia see Kitus 2007. 
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be held on a new text. The European “acquis”, as it is prevailing, was not challenged but 
especially parties on the extreme right kept emphasizing that the European Union need 
to be more than a response to globalisation and international security problems. 
 
Summarizing, we can notice a European transnationalisation of the constitutional debate 
in France, which is characterized by the increase of actors from other member states. 
There was certainly a considerable degree of discursive interaction between domestic and 
non-national actors. At the same time, the debate remained rather elitist. It seemed to 
take place without the citizens. Non-governmental organizations were quasi absent 
during the reflection period but some traces of left NGOs were found grouped around 
extreme-left parties, which had already been successful in defining the meaning of the 
Constitution in the pre-referendum phase. Constitutional-friendly organisations were also 
quoted rarely. Hence, the Europeanized post-referendum constitutional debate was 
mainly held among European politicians.  
 

5.1.6 Germany (Tim Schöning) 

After the referenda in France and the Netherlands an intensive debate about the reasons 
and consequences of the no-vote for the European project evolved in the German print 
media and continued for several months. Although there was only very little direct 
exchange between German speakers and actors from other member states, the debate 
was very open towards speakers from other countries especially, but not exclusively, 
from France. Political actors tried to give meaning to the failure and used it to back their 
ideas and concepts on the nature and the future of Europe.  
 
At the beginning of 2006 the character of the debate changed with relevant political 
actors focussing on practical solutions to the problem. Different approaches to overcome 
the crisis (e.g. Mini-Treaty, social protocol, repeat referenda or Reform Treaty) were 
discussed, though mainly by members of governments across Europe or journalists. With 
the German Council Presidency approaching in late 2006, the constitutional debate 
gained momentum in the German press. Nevertheless, the constitutional process 
remained a hardly contested topic in German politics. In line with the perception of being 
good Europeans, the German government was described as an honest and successful 
mediator between the conflicting European governments. Moreover, the German actors 
in the debate mostly favoured pro-integration approaches. Thus, the majority of negative 
statements regarding the Constitutional Treaty or its successor were imported from other 
member states.  
 
Besides, in the predominantly present discussion about the future options two particular 
themes gained at least a reasonable amount of attention. First, there was a small degree 
of contestation about the Berlin Declaration. This document, perceived as a strategic 
move of Angela Merkel to pave the way for an agreement on constitutional matters, 
focused on the Union’s values. While some argued that major values were not mentioned 
in the declaration, others complained about the airiness of the document regarding the 
solutions for the constitutional crisis. Second, there was a conflict with Poland about the 
weighing of votes in the Council of Ministers. What is particular striking about this conflict 
is that hardly any other position in the debate, except the Polish one, was justified with 
regard to national interests or identities. Many actors, in particular Germans, argued with 
European interests most of the time. So, implicitly, the Polish position was described as 
irrational or even egoistic. 
 
In sum, there has been no real contestation about the constitutional future of Europe in 
Germany. Rather, the debate focused on concerns and demands from other countries as 
well as the observation and evaluation of the German Council Presidency.  
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5.1.7 Hungary (Akos Huzar) 

Hungary was among the countries in Europe where all significant political camps, apart from 
some argued questions, were in favor of the European Constitution. The Hungarian Parliament 
was the second to ratify the Treaty in the European Union in December 2005, half a year 
before the referendums failed in France and in the Netherlands. Which are the main actors that 
took part in the debate in Hungary and what are the most important questions that were 
discussed? What possible future options of the European integration process were taken into 
consideration in this special context? After the failed referendums in France and in the 
Netherlands Hungary was rather a bystander of the international processes and not an active 
player, who would seek to carry its points. The quantitative data conducted for this paper 
support this finding.  
 
The debate was not ‘democratic’ in the sense that only a few segment of the society 
participated in it. The vast majority of the actors were representatives of the member states of 
the EU or the different EU institutions. We could hardly find anyone, who represented the civil 
organizations, economic organizations, experts, think tanks etc. We find signs for a high level 
of Europeanization of the debate in so far as speakers with a large variety of national 
backgrounds contributed to the Hungarian debate or, at least, their actions were represented 
and reflected by the Hungarian press. This kind of Europeanization, however, can be also 
interpreted as a silence and low level of interest on the part of the Hungarian actors in the 
whole discussion on the future of Europe and the question of the European Constitution. 
 
In spite of this low interest in the debate, as the quantitative examination shows, there were 
topics, which were actively debated in relation with the failure of the Constitution in France and 
in the Netherlands. These were, first of all, the issue of the minority rights and, second, the 
question of the further enlargement of the European Union. Both of these topics are strongly 
related to the Hungarian minorities living in Romania, Serbia, Slovakia and in Ukraine. 
Regarding these issues, Hungarian actors shared collective positions. Among the Hungarian 
actors, there were, however, also questions which had polarizing effects. The first and 
contentiously debated issue was that of the Christian inheritance of Europe. The second 
question was confined to the reflection period and connected to the evaluation of the politics 
followed by the Polish political leaders. Both of these questions polarized the actors and 
opinions along the left-right cleavage of the Hungarian political system.  
 
It is difficult to test the normative models of democracy theoretically defined by RECON on our 
empirical basis. This is partly the case because the real players of a political game do not use 
clear concepts for the characterization of their position and their visions. On the basis of our 
empirical data, however, we can conclude that the majority of those actors who participated in 
the debate or whose opinions were presented in the Hungarian press were in favor of stronger 
political integration of the European Union.  
 
5.1.8 Italy (Christiano Bee) 

The failure of the Constitutional Treaty after the French and Dutch referenda was 
considered as a shock in the Italian social and political context as it had traditionally been 
pro-European and mainly in favour of further processes of integration. This shock is well 
represented in the media, which frame the status of crisis often with alarmist tones but 
also with a sense of disillusion towards the EU’s political system. While the project of EU 
integration is not questioned as such, the overall approach is severely criticized and often 
described as bureaucratic, not totally democratic and too much subject to domestic 
dynamics.  
 
Generally, media debates on the Constitution in the Italian press show indications of 
horizontal Europeanization with continuous reference to actors from other member states 
structure the news on the TCE debate. The discussion was principally dominated by 
political actors and leaders, mainly working at the national but also at the European 
level. In particular, foreign Heads of States and Governments – above all Angela Merkel 
and Tony Blair – and then leaders of the centre left coalition such as Romano Prodi, 
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Massimo D’Alema or Giorgio Napolitano (President of the Republic since 2006 but having 
been left wing since a long time) dominated the debate. Public opinion, sometimes 
referred to as a whole – using expressions such as the European citizens, the Europeans, 
the European electors – but more often specifically reported by referring to the Italian, 
French and Dutch citizens were another important actor. This needs to be considered as 
a peculiarity of the Italian debate, since it was directly connected to a large discussion on 
the democratic basis of the EU and on the lack of a consensus towards the EU’s 
institutional architecture.  
 
Dominant discussions referred to the inclusion of a reference to the so-called religious 
heritage in the Treaty; the need to define the relationship and the status of Turkey in the 
future EU, the process of enlargement of Europe and the symbolic and democratic 
dimensions of the integration process. These topics were functionally discussed under the 
light of the so-called “constitutional process” discourse and more specifically in 
connection to the different possible future options for proceeding with the European 
integration process. Mapping out possible solutions in order to overcome the state of 
crisis was another recurrent and dominant theme. Particularly the Italian actors were in 
favour of a reformulation of the TCE with some modifications. Journalists but also 
domestic political leaders frequently referred to actors from other countries in order to 
support or criticize their positions on the reformulation of the European Constitution. 
Justifications were mainly based on the general common interests (the need to precede a 
common enterprise) but also in an attempt to define a common European identity. On 
this latter point positions diverged quite equally, as both the democratic and the symbolic 
meaning of the EU were widely discussed and considered essential in order to overcome 
the crisis of the EU.  
 
5.1.9 Netherlands (Pieter de Wilde) 

The Dutch debate on the Treaty during the reflection period was predominantly national. 
The government and national political parties dominated the debate. This coincided with 
a predominant focus on national issues. Directly after the referendum of 1 June 2005, 
the Dutch parliament debated the consequences of the outcome, decided to have a Broad 
Societal Discussion (BSD) and evaluated the referendum campaign. The outcome of this, 
the BSD, signified a procedural decision that framed European integration as a national 
problem. The BSD, and its failure to come into being, dominated the reflection period. 
Therefore, the Dutch reflection period can best be described as a national debate about 
the (lack of) debate. 
 
The Dutch debate was Europeanized to the extent that it focused on governments of 
other member states, the European Commission and Parliament. Interactions between 
Dutch nationals and officials from other member states or the EU-institutions were rare. 
In comparison with national actors, foreign dignitaries were often referred to as 
individuals. Generally, the discussion about the Treaty, the referendum and European 
integration were quite domesticated; often linked to the gap between the Dutch political 
elite and citizens. 
 
Despite the intense contestation during the referendum campaign, there was a 
remarkable lack of contestation over European integration within the Netherlands during 
the reflection period. The government did not clearly state its position on the future of 
Europe and the three mainstream political parties avoided the issue, which became 
particularly apparent during the general election campaign in November 2006. Euro-
sceptical parties, who might have capitalized on the referendum during elections, were 
preoccupied with other issues. Citizens did not force political elites to clearly position 
themselves on European integration nor did they punish parties for misrepresenting their 
position on this issue. Newspapers kept criticising the lack of activity on the side of 
political elites and provided a platform for guest commentaries and public opinion. This 
indicates an increasingly aware Dutch media landscape concerning issues related to 
European integration, even though media attention is still very much focused on the 
political agenda. 
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On the whole, the referendum did not have a major impact concerning the preferences of 
the Dutch government on European integration or parties’ stance on European 
integration. Things quickly returned to normal directly after the referendum. This 
supports a notion of the referendum as a brief anomaly in Dutch politics on European 
integration, rather than a watershed signifying a substantial change compared to the 
pre-referendum period.  
 
5.1.10 Poland (Michal Bukowski) 

After the rejection of the TCE by France and Netherlands, the Polish government decided 
to indefinitely postpone the referendum for the EU constitution. Since Poland belongs to 
the group of countries with the highest public support for the EU (80%) one could expect 
that the issue of TCE would be carefully discussed. However, during the period of 2005-
2007 no serious media debates on the future of the TCE appeared. Thus, in Poland this 
time should be called a “silence period” rather than “reflection period”. 
 
The absence of the TCE debates can be explained by several factors. Probably the most 
important was a prominent political and ideological shift in Poland after the presidential 
and parliamentary elections in 2005. The new right-wing government turned towards the 
interior affairs, bringing up many controversial proposals and ideas. The establishment of 
the IVth Republic was postulated. These controversial plans (e.g., the change of the Polish 
Constitution) and actions taken by the government (e.g., the political and legal conflict 
with the Constitutional Tribunal) influenced the Polish media agenda, moving European 
issues to the background. 
 
These “background debates” were mostly “soft” in nature. No revolutionary ideas or 
innovative solutions appeared. An interview was a predominant genre of the debates. 
European level actors of Polish origins (in particular Members of the European 
Parliament) were most visible, followed by domestic level experts and intellectuals. 
 
One of the most interesting characteristics of those “soft” TCE debates in Poland was the 
silence of the Polish government officials. In spite of the fact that President Lech 
Kaczyński was at the top of most quoted actors, there were no quotations from the Polish 
foreign minister at all. Also, the Prime Minister was quoted less frequently than one could 
have expected. According to public opinion polls most of the Poles did not know the 
Polish government plans towards the EU or towards the TCE. Following the debate as 
represented in the media would not have changed this situation even if the Poles had 
studied them carefully. 
 
As far as EU topics are concerned three issues frequently appeared. These were: (1) the 
issue of energy sources and energetic independence of the EU, (2) the question of 
decision rules in the EU and (3) the question about the future of the EU in general (but 
not necessarily the future of the TCE itself). As one can easily observe, at least two of 
them were directly connected to Poland’s political interests in Europe, namely: diplomatic 
conflicts with Russia and concerns about gas and energy dependence and also the Nice or 
a similar system of voting. Thus, it is not surprising at all that the most visible type of 
justifications in the debates were those based on national interests.  
 
5.1.11 Spain (Adrian Crespo) 

The constitutional referendum in Spain was comfortably agreed four months before the 
French Referendum. However, it had the lowest-participation election since the 
restoration of democracy on 1975 and after the approval European Constitution was no 
longer an important issue in the Spanish public debate. In fact, this is in line with the 
general consensus on many European issues, to the extent that “it is hard to find Euro-
sceptical voices at the Spanish debate” and when they appear, usually “they come from 
other nations” (Crespo 2007). In this sense, constitutional discussions in the news were 
chiefly among European leaders and the discursive role of the Spanish Prime Minister, 
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José Luis Rodríguez Zapatero, was usually rather secondary regarding the main 
referendum controversies. 
 
The French rejection had a special echo at the Spanish press due to the close relationship 
between these two neighbouring countries and their public spheres. In this sense, French 
politics were linked to the Spanish media debate. Especially in commentaries, several 
actors tried to explain the reasons of the rejection from different positions, usually from 
pro-TCE positions. Among them were also many non-Spanish actors (e.g. French 
intellectuals or members of EU-institutions). On the contra-side, some active 
campaigners against the Treaty, and several left-wing actors, justified their opinions and 
tried to explain the failures. According to them, it was mostly the lack of references to 
social rights that caused the rejection. Both pro and anti-Constitution actors saw the 
crisis as an opportunity to improve the European Union.  
 
Generally, the domestic debate about the constitutional crisis between the Spanish 
government and opposition was not particular severe, probably due to the pro-European 
positions of two main parties. Both campaigned for the yes-vote and agreed on an 
arrangement for the newly established debates among European Heads of States and 
Governments. Overall, anti-TCE or anti-EU positions were hardly visible in the Spanish 
debate. Accordingly, perhaps the most important moment for Zapatero in this period was 
an explicitly pro-European event: the Madrid meeting in January 2007, when countries 
that had approved the TCE tried to harmonize on a common position.  
 
5.1.12 Sweden (Maximilian Conrad) 

The Swedish debate in the post-ratification period followed the patterns staked out in 
previous Swedish debates on European affairs; such as the debate most recently on the 
modalities of ratifying the Constitutional Treaty (i.e. parliamentary ratification vs. 
referendum). Swedish EU debates often involve quite a bit of bad blood between the 
opposing camps and more frequently than not boil down to binary debates framed no 
less than the construction of some kind of EU superstate. The post ratification debate is 
no exception to this general rule of thumb. While such debates figure prominently on the 
editorial and debate pages of Swedish newspapers, the contested element is less 
conspicuous on the news pages. Consequently, the contested nature of the Swedish 
debate on the whole is only partially reflected. 
 
The analysis points to two major findings: first, we observe a clear difference between 
the newspapers included with regard to the topics addressed most frequently. Social 
liberal broadsheet, Dagens Nyheter, and social democratic tabloid, Aftonbladet, both 
tended to emphasize the Constitutional Treaty in positive terms, as a means of providing 
for citizens’ rights (in both cases) and particularly for workers’ rights (in the latter case). 
Market liberal broadsheet Svenska Dagbladet, on the other hand, emphasized European 
integration first and foremost as an intergovernmental market project. It therefore urged 
economic reform rather than a period of reflection, the latter being viewed in sceptical 
terms or even outright ridiculed.  
 
Second, and connected to this, we see an overall shift in the direction that the Swedish 
debate is taking; in terms of the topics addressed. Contrary to the findings in earlier 
studies, the issue of ratifying the Constitutional Treaty in Sweden came to an abrupt halt 
following the month of June 2005. Instead, the debate moved from an initial evaluation 
of the assumed end of the Laeken Process’s ”democratic experiment” via a discussion of 
the idea of a Plan D to the more sober acceptance of a return to an Intergovernmental 
mode of treaty reform. Consequently, the Swedish report was finally given the title ‘From 
Democratic Experiment to Intergovernmental Business as Usual’.  
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5.1.13 Turkey (Berna Numan) 

The “reflection period”, or the post-ratification debate, in Turkey could be summarized as 
an exercise by the Turkish press to give meaning to diverging visions of Europeans on 
the future shape of the EU. As there was no voting to take place in Turkey on the TCE, 
the Turkish press concentrated on what the rejection of the TCE meant for the future of 
Europe in conjunction with Turkey’s accession. Therefore, the debate concentrated not on 
the content of the document but on issues such as enlargement, conditions of eligibility 
for full membership, neo-liberalism in the EU, EU’s foreign policy and security ambitions 
and whether the references to “clash of civilisations” were foul play by some politicians. 
 
The debate was carried out by reporting or commenting on what European state actors 
had said and done. There was a dominance of short news articles in the foreign news 
sections of the papers, giving details on the discursive interactions among prominent 
figures such as Sarkozy, Merkel and Barroso. On the other hand, there was a very weak 
presence of civil society organisations. Opinion making articles, however, used references 
to European luminaries to make sense of what their positions mean for the future of 
European integration and for the question of the Turkish accession. This resulted in the 
TCE and European integration to be politicized up to the level that it included references 
to Turkey. Most of the Turkish columnists used negative evaluations to reflect their 
disappointment in the Dutch and the French using Turkey’s accession and enlargement to 
reject the TCE. 
 
Despite the relatively idiosyncratic debate in Turkey, several patterns of Europeanization 
were observed when topics such as “Mini-Treaty” and “Future of the Constitution” were 
debated at the same time as it emerged in the EU. The dominance of European actors 
and the penetration of European topics into the Turkish public sphere in a top-down 
fashion could be seen as signs of vertical Europeanization. Furthermore, discursive 
interactions among European actors were present suggesting horizontal Europeanization. 
The most interesting aspect of the post-ratification debate in Turkey is noted to have 
been made by extra-EU actors bringing in fresh perspectives from the middle-east.  
 

5.2 Comparative analysis of media coverage cycles  

As in the previous period, the number and types of newspapers chosen for the analysis 
varies considerably and cannot be directly compared. For the comparison of the amount 
and distribution of each country’s media coverage we will therefore narrow our 
perspective and contrast only leading quality papers. In our cross-country comparison 
this will allow us to rank the countries according to the number of articles published. In 
order to compare the salience of constitutional debates in each member state, an 
average of the two leading quality papers was built for each country. Figure three ranks 
the different countries according to the number of articles that were published on 
average in a quality newspaper on the constitutional debate between June 2005 and June 
2007. 
 
Again we find substantial variation in the salience of constitutional debates between the 
different member states. As in the preceding phase, the French broadsheets published 
clearly the highest number of articles on the constitutional debate and reported five 
times as frequently about the EU-constitutional process as newspapers in Bulgaria. The 
fact that the Netherlands take the second rank underlines the relevance of national 
referenda as a catalyst of domestic contestation on the EU. Although the two no-votes 
did not result in long-term politicisation and the attention cycle dropped considerably in 
both countries in the immediate aftermath of the referenda, newspapers still cared 
considerably about following the constitutional process and observing the impact of their 
vote on the development of EU constitutional politics. Germany’s high percentage is in 
line with previous findings, which found German newspapers at the head of European 
news coverage (Trenz 2005). In the pre-referendum debate, the German debate was 
already characterized by a close observation of the EU-discussion in other member states 
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(Vetters et al. 2008). In addition, Germany held the EU-Presidency in the first half of 
2007 and thus attracted heightened media attention.  
 
Spain already approved the Constitutional Treaty by referendum in March 2005 and has 
since felt responsible for the future of the document, which was dependant on the votes 
in other Member States. This triggered off a relative density of news coverage mainly 
passively observing the debates in other member states. This commitment in favour of 
the constitution was continued over the reflection period. In 2007, the Spanish 
government even hosted a meeting of 18 “Friends of the Constitution”, bringing together 
all countries that ratified the Constitution. Foreign Minister Miguel Ángel Moratinos called 
the Constitution “a magnificent document” that should be expanded rather than “carved 
up”. What is more, the Spanish government openly opposed a “Mini-Treaty” that would 
have dealt with institutional reforms but scrapped the other parts of the document.  
 

Figure 3: Amount of Coverage on the Constitutional Debate in Quality Papers 2005-2007 
 
Meanwhile in Denmark, the planned referendum on the Treaty was postponed after the 
French and Dutch “No”. Prime Minister Anders Fogh Rasmussen was nevertheless said to 
be quite pleased with the Constitution. When the Danish referendum was put off he 
stated: “We would like to continue our process, we have prepared everything for the 
referendum, but of course we cannot put the treaty to a vote in Denmark if there's not a 
treaty to vote on.” In 2007 Denmark backed German efforts to solve the impasse over 
the Constitution. Foreign Minister Per Stig Møller declared: “If all 27 members vote for it, 
we will be on board” (BBC 2007). 
 
Our data indicate a generally low coverage for the other countries in the new member 
states. This does not necessarily reflect a lack of interests in constitutional debates in 
those countries but might also be explained by the still short reaching media 
infrastructure, which is less prepared to cover EU-issues. Instead, the low news coverage 
does not come as a surprise and is largely congruent with previous findings. We refer to 
the UK (despite holding the EU-Presidency in the second half of 2005) and Sweden, 
which are both known as rather reluctant if not sceptical towards the project of EU-
constitution-making and finally Turkey as the only non-member among the countries. 
Compared to the ratification phase the growing interest (in relative terms) of Poland and 
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decreasing participation in the Czech Republic are particularly noticeable. The newly 
discovered Polish interest might be due to the initiative of right-wing and Eurosceptic 
president Lech Kaczyński for a new solution on the double majority system; a square 
root that almost caused a failure of the negotiations during the EU-summit in June 2007. 
In the Czech Republic the jump of media interest correlates with the governmental 
position as well, which was concerned with the “crisis” of the EU only in so far that it put 
at risk the smooth functioning of the institutional apparatus of the EU and its procedures 
of efficient problem-solving. The general position was rather that a bad Treaty would be 
worse than none at all and that the only guarantee for the quality of Treaty reform could 
be given by renegotiating the document from scratch at the intergovernmental level. 
 
By selecting the same amount of 40 articles for each country, our coding procedure tried 
to balance these national variations in the salience of the constitutional debate. 
Nevertheless, the coding practice resulted in an unequal distribution of statements over 
the newspapers and countries selected (figure 3). These differences in the ranking of the 
number of quotes provide a first indicator for the depth of discussion, which by and large 
correlates with the differences in the absolute amount of news coverage (figure 4). 
Country experts, who selected their 40 articles from big samples, also found more 
quotations on average in the single articles analyzed. It itself suggests that those 
countries that covered the constitutional process broadly, also provided a wider range of 
in-depth-articles. Within these, arguments were discussed in great detail, more actors 
had a chance to have their say and simply more space was devoted to the issue. An 
exception from this rule are the Swedish and partially also the Estonian media, which 
despite relatively low coverage allowed broader and more in-depth discussion in the 
single articles. In the Czech Republic, in contrast, fewer quotes were found than the 
number of articles sampled would have suggested.  
 
Looking closer at the issue cycle in Figure 3 it seems as if, despite the variations in the 
absolute amounts of news coverage, the debates nevertheless run parallel and focus 
attention around similar events. After the two negative referenda and the subsequent 
summit on which the reflection phase was agreed, the amount of reporting dropped 
sharply in all countries. During the following year, the Constitutional Treaty remained a 
low-key issue, with some exemptions in France and the Netherlands where the 
referendum results still gave rise to national contention. Reflection is thus not “reflected” 
in the media. It was only the summit at the end of the Austrian Presidency that caused a 
first but only episodic peak of media attention after one year of relative standstill.  
 
The road towards Lisbon is clearly reflected in the slow but steady rise of the issue cycle 
since the second half of the year 2006 until the summit of June 2007. This indicates a 
rupture in the debate, which was no longer concerned with reflection on the 
constitutional Treaty but with new choices and bargaining. The agenda thus shifted from 
Constitution to Treaty reform. It is further significant to note that media attention rose 
again at the precise moment that the arena for broad participation was closed off and 
intergovernmentalism took over. There was a constant increase of reporting in most of 
the countries analysed. It culminated first, in the celebrations of the 50th anniversary of 
the European Union and second, in the summit in June 2007 in which the Heads of State 
and Governments decided to mandate a new Intergovernmental Conference to draft a 
Reform Treaty. 
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Figure 4: Numbers of Quotes Coded Per Country 
 
These trends can be better visualised in an attention cycle, which starts in July 2005 thus 
not counting the intense coverage in the immediate aftermath of the French and Dutch 
referenda. The scale in figure five is more sensitive for variations in news coverage over 
the first 12 months of the reflection period. It now becomes apparent that the single 
member states were engaged in rather diverging debates and agendas. An essential 
requirement for the existence of a European public sphere is that the media in the 
different countries focus on the same issues at the same time and it was thus not met. 
Four countries decided to continue ratification. Luxembourg and Malta ratified the 
Constitutional Treaty in July 2005 and Estonia and Finland ratified in 2006. In contrast: 
the Czech Republic, Denmark, Ireland Poland, Portugal, Sweden, and the UK delayed or 
cancelled their decision on the document indefinitely. The debate was to a large extent 
conducted within and not between nation states whenever the ratification was at stake. 
This particularly holds true for the discussion in the Netherlands, where the government 
and parliamentarians tried – albeit not very successfully – to react to the no-vote by 
engaging into a broader discussion with the society about European affairs.  
 
Figure six also points out more clearly the break between the reflection period and the 
preparation of the new Intergovernmental Conference. While reflection in the first 12 
months of the period analysed was mainly characterized by low attention and shifting 
agendas, the initiation of a new negotiation phase between the governments brought the 
debate back into focus again. This is reflected in the gradual rise in salience from mid 
2006 to mid 2007 and the new convergence of the attention cycle around the focusing of 
events; such as the celebration of the 50th anniversary of the Rome Treaty or 
Intergovernmental Conferences. Governments, the Council Presidencies in particular, 
were thus relatively successful in orchestrating the debate across Europe.  
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Figure 5: Coverage Cycle of the Consitutional Debate June 2005-June 2007 
 
Finally, with the RECON and the ConSTEPS data combined, we are able to trace back the 
constitutional debate for a three year period from October 2004 till June 2007 and thus 
compare the salience of EU-constitution-making in the ratification and post-ratification 
phase. This data is only available to a limited number of countries, those that were 
analyzed in both periods: the Czech Republic, Estonia, France, Germany, Poland and the 
UK. From this diachronic perspective, the exceptional moment of the French and Dutch 
referenda as well as the unique density of news coverage in the French media over the 
whole ratification period are once more emphasized. The outstanding and dramatic 
moment in the history of European integration, in which the people of two core member 
states simultaneously overthrew the European elite project, became prime news of the 
European media landscape and triggered off intense debates and conflicts in all 
countries. The event combined several factors of newsworthiness such as proximity, 
ambiguity about the possible future impact, prominence of actors, a high number of 
people involved or affected, pathos, a bit of a shock and above all conflict and the need 
for consequences. The news value of the event was even enhanced through the implicit 
way of framing the “David vs. Goliath”-setting and summoning up the crisis of the 
integration processes. The media further stepped in at a moment when governments 
quite openly expressed their perplexity and helplessness to find an appropriate reaction. 
This allowed the media spin doctors to tell their own story of the crisis and its possible 
consequences (Trenz et al. 2008).  
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Figure 6: Coverage Cycle of the Consitutional Debate July 2005-June 2007 
 
 
 

Figure 7: Combined Coverage Cycle of the Constitutional Debate 2004-2007 
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5.3 Cross-national patterns of media discourses: actors, topics, 
arguments, justifications  

5.3.1 Actors and origins 

One of the principal aims of the reflection period was to become engaged in a dialogue 
with the people of Europe and to close the gap between the EU and its citizens. As an 
indicator for the degree of openness and the differences in the voice opportunities of the 
debate, we shall compare the share of state and non-state actors that were involved and 
active in the reflection period. Figure eight highlights the participatory structure of the 
debate. The gap between state and non state actors, but also the diversity in the 
distribution of the two actor categories, increased compared to the ratification phase. 
While the share of non-state actors in the ConstEPS-results varied between 29 percent 
and 51 percent, results for the RECON-project vary between 8 percent and 40 percent. 
The average share of non-state actors dropped from 44% during the ratification period to 
22 percent in the post-ratification phase. Especially in the Czech Republic and in Britain 
the participatory structure of the debate changed dramatically and the share of non-
state-actors fell from 41 percent and 46 percent in 2004/2005 to 12 percent in 2005-
2007. Only France displayed similar patterns in the participatory structure for both 
periods. The referendum in 2005 provided quite exceptional opportunities for citizens to 
have their say and some of the mobilised non-state actors also continued to be active in 
the aftermath of the referendum.  
 
It should be noted, however, that our distinction between state and non-state actors is 
not entirely congruent with the elite-people cleavage. This becomes most apparent in the 
case of Poland, where the relatively high percentage of non-state actors (36 percent) 
indicates a relative openness of the debate. We therefore point out that only one single 
statement over the whole period could be attributed to civil society organisations 
whereas most of the other statements were made by personalities, experts and think 
tanks. 
 
 

Figure 8: Share of State and Non-State Actors 
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Generally speaking, reflection on the constitutional choices for Europe was predominantly 
carried forward by state actors. In comparison to previous rounds of constitutional 
debates in the member states, reflection did not only mean a general restriction of 
publicity but also a considerable drawback in the plurality of participation. The invitation 
by the governments and the Commission of summer 2005 to open a broad and plural 
debate in the member states, and beyond, did not find media and societal resonance. 
Rather, the reflection period reproduces the traditional patterns of intergovernmental 
negotiations with a preference of non-publicity for EU-constitutional politics. 
 
Table eight provides more detailed information on the participatory structure of media 
debates in the reflection period. Only in very few countries such as Bulgaria, Estonia, 
France, Italy, and the Netherlands did the public or voters appear as active participants 
of the debate with shares of more than 10%. Civil society organisations, on the other 
hand, were largely absent from the discussion – with the highest share of 4% in 
Denmark. The fact that mainly scientific experts and think tanks with an average share of 
8%.also achieved some visibility in the media underlines the technocratic character of 
the debate in the reflection period, which was mainly about the viability of legal 
choices.20 
 
How to explain the elite dominance in constitutional debates in the media? Shifting 
attention cycles of the media are partly related to the indifference of the general public 
and the low degrees of political contestation in most member states. If non-state actors 
(domestically or transnationally) do not mobilise they either lack specific concerns and 
opportunities or they trust in the particular representative structure in place. We assume 
that both explanations apply: The reflection period did not provide opportunities for 
mobilisation from below. At the same time, non-state actors were involved in corporatist 
partnership designs with the EU and considered lobbying strategies as more successful 
than public mobilisation through the media. From our interviews with sectoral publics we 
know that many civil society groups share the preference of restricted publicity for EU-
constitutional issues with the governments and will therefore not seek media attention.21 
 
Table eight further indicates the ‘taken for granted’ attitude of the particular 
representative structure in place, which still sees governments as the legitimate voice of 
the member states in defending EU-constitutional issues. The particular kind of media 
dynamics in the reflection period thus supports the hypothesis of a return to 
intergovernmentalism in EU-Treaty reform. Intergovernmental theorists would thus be 
right to predict that national governments are successfully monopolizing domestic 
debates on the EU and excluding oppositional voices.  
 

                                                
20  Note that the share of 29% in the Polish case is probably due to the number of interviews and guest 
commentaries chosen for the analysis. 
21 See the integrated report of civil society participation (Trenz, et al.2008)?? 
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Table 17: Types of Actors 
 BUL CZ DK ESP EST FR GER HU IT NL PL SWE TR UK Average 

European actors 17% 8% 19% 36% 17% 18% 26% 36% 15% 15% 43% 37% 21% 22 % 24 % 

Member state actors (national/sub-
national) 

52% 78% 59% 47% 57% 56% 59% 50% 64% 61% 20% 55% 40% 66 % 55 % 

International organisations and 
non-EU states 

0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 1% 0 % 0 % 

Economic organisations  0% 2% 1% 2% 0% 2% 1% 0% 0% 1% 0% 1% 2% 0 % 1 % 

Civil society organisations  2% 0% 4% 2% 1% 1% 1% 2% 3% 1% 0% 0% 2% 0 % 1 % 

Mass media/external journalists  11% 0% 1% 0% 6% 1% 1% 4% 1% 2% 1% 0% 10% 0 % 3 % 

Personalities, experts, think tanks 3% 3% 11% 6% 9% 11% 6% 3% 4% 9% 29% 3% 8% 6 % 8 % 

Public/voters/people/citizens 14% 7% 5% 6% 10% 11% 6% 6% 13% 11% 6% 4% 17% 6% 9% 

N of Quotations 245 245 520 444 455 500 465 376 278 532 409 189 374 403 402 

 
Table 18: Origins of Actor 

 
 
Table 19: Sex of Actor 
 BUL CZ DK ESP EST FR GER HU IT NL PL SWE TR UK Average 

Male 59 % 89 % 72 % 85 % 81 % 81 % 81 % 87 % 84 % 87 % 95 % 61 % 94 % 83 % 81 % 

Female 41 % 11 % 28 % 15 % 19 % 19 % 19 % 13 % 16 % 13 % 5 % 39 % 6 % 17 % 19 % 

 
 

                                                
22 Only coded if actor origin is not further specified (e.g. “the Commission issued a White Paper […]”). In all other cases, EU actors are categorised along their domestic or 
foreign origins. EU-Commission President Barroso for instance would be coded with a Portuguese nationality. Table 19 can therefore not be used as an indicator for vertical 
Europeanization.  

 BUL CZ DK ESP EST FR GER HU IT NL PL SWE TR UK AVER
AGE 

National 7 % 67 % 52 % 32 % 37 % 45 % 26 % 28 % 35 % 60 % 70 % 36 % 13 % 38 % 39 % 

Other MS 80 % 23 % 45 % 57 % 55 % 41 % 66 % 67 % 49 % 34 % 26 % 55 % 59 % 54 % 51 % 

EU22 13 % 8 % 2 % 9 % 8 % 14 % 8 % 5 % 16 % 6 % 3 % 8 % 13 % 7 % 9 % 

Int 0 % 3 % 1 % 1 % 1 % 0 % 0 % 0 % 0 % 0 % 1 % 1 % 15 % 0 % 2 % 

N 245 245 520 444 455 500 465 376 278 532 409 189 374 403 402 
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Inputs into the debate were given principally by Member State actors, much less by EU 
actors and only marginally by non-state actors. The Heads of State and Government were 
the most prominent actors throughout the period and decided upon all major events that 
became salient in the media. The member states’ governments agreed on having a reflection 
period beginning immediately after the summit in June 2005. The national governments 
decided on whether to postpone or proceed with ratifications in those countries that had not 
decided on the Constitution and even the celebration of the 50th anniversary of the European 
integration was staged by the Heads of State and Government. The member states 
governments were also the principal initiators of policy proposals and set off the machinery 
for rescuing Treaty reform. This gave a prominent role to the Council presidencies that 
mandated the new Intergovernmental Conference in order to work out a Reform Treaty and 
also headed the negotiation process.  
 
The share of EU-institutions, or the EU as a collective actor, was clearly less important in all 
countries and varies between eight percent (Czech Republic) and 43 percent (Poland). 
Reasons for these variations are difficult to figure out and might be best explained by 
differences in the routine ways of European news-making. Among the EU-actors, 
Commission president Barroso and other Commissioners dominate the debate. Other EU 
actors, and in particular the European Parliament, only rarely appear as participants of the 
debate in the reflection period. 
 
Concerning the origins of actors, figure nine shows that a significant number of the 
participants of the constitutional debate in the reflection period had foreign origin. Only in 
five of the fourteen countries, were the domestic actors dominant. Among them were France 
and the Netherlands in which the repercussions of the referenda had a strong domestication 
effect. In Denmark and in two of the New Member States, the Czech Republic and Poland, 
the lead of domestic actors was also more pronounced, mainly due to the strong Euro-
sceptic voice of their governments. Denmark and France only placed slightly more weight on 
national actors. In all other countries, actors from other member states figured most 
prominently. This is rather expectable in small countries like Estonia, Bulgaria and Hungary, 
which traditionally take a passive observatory position with regard to the initiatives of the 
big member states. In equal terms, the national governments of Italy and Spain remained 
rather passive over the reflection period and did not defend strong preferences in the 
negotiation process. In the case of the UK and in particular in the case of Germany, both 
countries having held Council presidencies over the period, the low share of domestic actors 
comes as rather a surprise. A possible explanation refers to the relatively low degrees of 
domestic politicisation in both countries; in Germany due to an all partisan consensus in EU 
affairs and in the UK due to the reluctance of the Blair government to bring EU issues into 
the foreground. Another possible explanation refers to the prominent role of the 
Commission’s president Barroso in both countries, who – following our coding rules – is 
coded as an actor of foreign origin. Also the practice of mentioning the EU or EU institutions 
collectively varies between the member states (16 percent in Italy and two percent in 
Denmark). We can use this as an indicator for the personalisation of the EU, which is either 
represented through individuals or collectively.  
 
To conclude this overview of actors’ participation, our findings of the post-referendum period 
largely identify the same patterns as in the previous period. Overall, it is difficult to identify 
variations of actors’ participation between the countries. Smaller and bigger member states 
have, on average, almost identical shares of state and non-state actors and very similar 
average-distributions of actors’ origins. The alleged greater likelihood of Europeanization of 
smaller member states could thus not be confirmed. By the same token, there were very 
little differences with regard to the actors’ distribution in the old and new member states. 
The slightly higher share of non-state actors in the new member states is largely due to the 
high number of expert voice in the media of those countries (especially Poland). A new 
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variable that was measured exclusively in the reflection period refers to the gender 
dimension of the debate. As a general pattern – and largely reflecting the gender 
composition of European Heads of states and governments, the EU constitutional debate is 
male dominated. Only smaller countries were found to be slightly more open to female 
participation than larger countries (23 percent versus 15 percent). This is largely due to the 
higher percentage of female voice in the two Scandinavian countries (Denmark and Sweden) 
as well as to the diverging patterns of Bulgarian newspapers in which Angela Merkel became 
the most prominent actor. 
 

 
Figure 9: Origins of Actors 
 
Finally, we can identify the main visible players of the post-ratification debate by examining 
the list of most-important actors for each country analysed.23 Table 9 combines the Top-Ten 
most visible individual actors from all countries. It indicates that there was a relative 
convergence of giving prominence mainly to the Heads of State and governments. Angela 
Merkel, German chancellor and EU-President in the first half of 2007, appeared in the top-
ten lists of all 14 countries. In seven out of 14 countries, Merkel was the actor with the 
greatest media presence. In total, she was mentioned in every forth article dealing with 
constitutional debates over the period analysed. The core of promoters of constitutional 
debates is further formed by the Heads of states and the government of the two other big 
Member states: Nicolas Sarkozy, Tony Blair and Jacques Chirac. The French President 
Nicolas Sarkozy and Tony Blair were listed 13 times among the top-ten, but only in a total of 
85 and 80 articles respectively. Tony Blair’s prominence is largely due to him holding the 
EU-Presidency in the second half of 2005 as well as Britain’s always accentuated position in 
the European Union. Sarkozy’s importance can be attributed largely to his commitment for a 
Mini-Treaty as well as to France’s role as the country that was first to reject the Constitution.  

                                                
23 For this category only the number of articles the actor appeared in (not the number of quotes) was analyzed. 
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Finally, the French election campaign and its impact on the debate might also have played a 
role. The former French president Jacques Chirac also featured quite prominently in the 
debate.  
 
Among the EU-actors, only Commission President Barroso is given media prominence in 11 
out of 14 countries. Luxembourg’s Prime Minister Juncker, who appeared in the top ten lists 
of half of all countries analysed, was probably the strongest promoter of a constitutional 
solution for Europe and is generally portrayed in his role as the “good European”. Poland’s 
Lech Kaczyński in contrast appeared due to the prominent role he played in the 
Intergovernmental Conference and his fight for the “square root” and improved voting rights 
for his country. Finally, the prominence of the Dutch Prime Minister, Jan Peter Balkenende, 
goes back to the Dutch no-vote and Austria’s Wolfgang Schüssel held the EU-Presidency in 
2006. In addition, actors such as Jaroslav Kaczyński, Gerhard Schröder, Margot Wallstrøm, 
Romano Prodi and Andrew Duff appeared in the top-ten lists of two countries. 
 
There is, nevertheless, still high divergence in the practice of giving media prominence 
between the countries analysed. In total 67 different actors appeared on the top-ten lists, 
but only six of them were found in at least half of the 14 countries analysed. This implies 
that domestic actors still played the most significant role in the national discourses. The 
constitutional debate is made up by different participants who speak to different publics in 
each member states.  
 
Table 20: Most visible Actors  
Name No. of  

Countries 
No. of  
articles 

Angela Merkel 14 136 

Nicolas Sarkozy 13 85 

Tony Blair 13 80 

José Manuel Barroso  11 72 

Jacques Chirac 9 44 

Jean-Claude Juncker 7 26 

Lech Kaczyński 4 19 

Jan Peter Balkenende 3 18 

Wolfgang Schüssel 3 9 

 
5.3.2 Topics 

Topics related to individual statements in media discourse indicate the substantial character 
of the debate in the reflection period and thus point to the particular kind of concerns that 
are expressed in relation to European integration in the single member states. A 
fundamental requirement of a public sphere of democratic will formation is that public 
debates focuses around the same topics of relevance. (Eder/Kantner 2000). For the 2005-
2007 reflection period we can specify this expectation in the sense that member state 
debates should primarily unfold around the institutional and constitutional design of the 
European Union. The people of Europe were asked to deliberate about the scope and the 
limits of European integration, the possibilities of democratic control and the principal rules 
of decision-making. In order to compare the substantial character of European debates in 
the Member States, we have categorized the broad range of European issues into three 
categories 
 

a) policy issues: In relation to which EU public policies is the constitutional treaty 
referred to? Which types of EU policy-fields are considered most relevant in the 
constitutional debate (output legitimacy)?,  
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b) polity issues: How are the objectives of the European Union debated? How is 
membership perceived? Where should democratic participation and control 
mechanisms be allocated? (Input legitimacy?); and how are the “polity model” and 
principles the EU stands for discursively represented? 
 

c) procedural issues: How is the process of constitutional negotiation, ratification, crisis, 
reflection and re-launch perceived? How are actors’ positions and strategies 
represented in the process?  

 
In order to increase the relevance of the sample, our country experts were advised to give 
preference to those kinds of articles, in which strong opinions and preferences on the EU 
institutional and constitutional set-up and desired reforms were expressed. We expect that 
this particular sampling bias should increase the salience of polity issues over policy and 
procedural issues. This expectation was partly met in the sense that EU-policies were indeed 
discussed rather broadly and only mentioned on average in about 13 percent of all quotes.24 
Only few and broadly defined issues became salient cross-nationally; among them were 
mainly regulatory issues and those that were related to the internal market, foreign policies 
and financial affairs.  
 
However, polity issues did not figure most prominently in the newspapers, which was 
against our expectation. The EU polity was a topic in 28 percent of all quotes, with a 
relatively wide range from only 21 percent in Denmark to 45 percent in Turkey. Interestingly 
enough Turkey, as the only country in the sample that is outside the European Union, was 
particularly sensitive towards all questions on the nature of the European polity and above 
all – and rather expectable – towards everything around membership. In the 13 Member 
States analysed, by contrast, debates in the reflection period did not primarily unfold around 
the substantial character of the EU as a polity. It tended rather to focus on strategic choices 
and tactics of the main actors involved. The topics that were debated during the post-
ratification debate were thus less concerned with the institutional and constitutional setup of 
the EU and the particular policy fields covered by it, but mainly with the process itself, 
reflections on the referenda, the present impasse and possible ways out of the crisis. 
Overall, this emphasis on procedural issues (70 percent in average) reflects a dominance of 
strategic news framing. This can be correlated with the actor variable according to which 
national governments were found as the main promoters of European debates. The activity 
of national governments, as represented in the media, can now be described as trying to 
push national interests; searching coalitions and possible compromises in interaction with 
European partners and devising strategies to rescue the Treaty reform.  

                                                
24  Multiple topics were possible here so that topics do not add up to 100%. 



 

WP 5 Research Report 74 

Table 21: Topics 
 BUL CZ DK ESP EST FR GER HU IT NL PL SWE TR UK Av. 

EU policies 11% 10% 13% 14% 19% 10% 10% 21% 13% 13% 15% 13% 14% 9% 13% 

internal market 4% 3% 2% 2% 7% 2% 1% 4% 4% 4% 3% 1% 6% 2% 3% 

regulatory 3% 2% 4% 2% 5% 4% 2% 7% 2% 3% 6% 5% 2% 2% 4% 

distributive 1% 1% 1% 1% 2% 1% 2% 3% 0% 1% 1% 0% 0% 0% 1% 

cultural 0% 0% 0% 1% 0% 0% 0% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

internal/judicial 2% 2% 4% 2% 2% 1% 2% 1% 3% 4% 1% 2% 1% 2% 2% 

foreign 0% 2% 3% 3% 4% 1% 3% 5% 2% 2% 4% 2% 4% 1% 3% 

finances 4% 2% 2% 5% 3% 3% 1% 5% 3% 2% 2% 3% 1% 1% 3% 

Charter 1% 0% 1% 1% 1% 0% 1% 0% 3% 0% 1% 1% 0% 3% 1% 

EU polity 31% 24% 21% 28% 25% 26% 20% 31% 32% 22% 27% 25% 45% 30% 28% 

symbols 1% 3% 3% 3% 3% 2% 4% 5% 10% 1% 6% 4% 3% 10% 4% 

democratic life 6% 2% 1% 4% 9% 7% 4% 10% 8% 3% 4% 5% 3% 4% 5% 

instit. set-up 4% 1% 5% 7% 5% 4% 2% 4% 5% 5% 5% 3% 2% 7% 4% 

decision-rules 7% 8% 8% 6% 6% 4% 5% 4% 6% 8% 9% 3% 0% 9% 6% 

Membership 14% 13% 10% 10% 6% 9% 6% 10% 10% 8% 6% 10% 38% 5% 11% 

Constitutional 
process  

79% 84% 79% 65% 67% 66% 75% 58% 80% 77% 65% 56% 49% 74% 70% 

past (pre June 
2005) 

39% 18% 14% 18% 31% 21% 23% 22% 32% 29% 24% 11% 26% 22% 24% 

present (June 
05-June 07) 

16% 13% 13% 15% 6% 11% 16% 13% 14% 5% 9% 11% 8% 5% 11% 

future options 37% 71% 58% 34% 32% 35% 36% 27% 55% 45% 35% 34% 17% 50% 40% 
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It is useful to take a look at the aggregation of the most frequently mentioned topics of all 
countries in order to delve deeper into the substantive character of the debate. Out of a total 
of 9750 codes and a list of almost 200 different topics some issues were clearly more 
important than others. The two most frequently mentioned topics are merely a reflection of 
the sampling strategy in which “Constitutional Treaty” and “Reform Treaty” were defined as 
selection criteria. At the same time, the ranking indicates how the debate shifted over the 
course of time. Right after the French and Dutch referenda the debate still concerned the 
“Treaty establishing a Constitution for Europe”. The label “constitution” was increasingly 
abandoned over the debate and in early summer 2007 the term “Reform Treaty” was used 
mainly as a substitute. This already indicates a shift in framing how the European Union was 
perceived in substantial terms. The “de-constitutionalisation” of the EU is not only a question 
of wording but also reflected in the fact that the symbolic and normative contents of the 
Treaty, in terms of rights and democratic principles, became less important in terms of 
contents and justificatory practice.  
 
Table 22: Most frequently mentioned topics 
Topic N % 
Treaty establishing a Constitution for Europe (2004) 658 7 
Reform Treaty 429 5 
Plan D: Dialogue, Discussion, Communication 396 4 
Future of Europe/Future European integration 396 4 
Turkey 355 4 
Future of the Constitution (general) 260 3 
German Council Presidency (2007) 241 2 
French Ratification 240 2 
Continue ratification 234 2 
Mini-Treaty 223 2 
Enlargement/Accession 217 2 
Dutch Ratification 206 2 
Discard TCE 175 2 
Actions by national actors 161 2 
Crisis 152 2 
Future referenda 151 1 
Renegotiation 148 1 
National ratification failures 146 1 
Majority voting 124 1 
Union’s values (e.g. Christianity/Christian inheritance) 113 1 
Union’s budget 107 1 
Federal Europe 107 1 
Constitution (as opposed to treaty) 100 1 

 
Different options were discussed during this process of “de-constitutionalisation”. In 2005 
and early 2006, the Commission’s suggestion on a Plan D for Democracy, Dialogue, and 
Discussions (as well as Communication) seemed to be seen as the most commonly debated 
avenue to success. However, most newspaper statements remained sceptical and read 
rather as a reflection regarding the difficulties of implementation of Plan D. Quality 
newspapers thus became engaged in a “debate about the lack of debate” and the limits of 
common understanding among the Europeans. In this context, general ideas about the 
future of the European integration process and the constraints to “constitutionalize” were 
also quite popular. On a more detailed level, the media debate mirrors the mixture of poliy 
alternatives discussed at that time, such as the suggestion of some countries to simply 
continue the ratification process, the French idea to limit the Constitution to a Mini-Treaty or 
the idea put forward by Eurosceptics to simply discharge the whole Constitutional Treaty. In 
addition, statements about the current crisis, possible renegotiations and the likelihood of 
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future referenda might also be subsumed among this category. Money and power also came 
in as typical parts of all Treaty negotiations; expressed in debates on the Union’s budget and 
the majority voting system.  
 
Newspaper discourse remained remarkably undecided and did not promote strong 
preferences for particular solutions or paths out of the crisis in light of this uncertainty about 
future policy option.25 Many issue quotes also did not take up the substance of the debate 
but – as reflected in our issue list in table 22 –made rather unspecific references to ongoing 
events like the French and Dutch referendum, different actions by national actors or the 
German Council Presidency in 2007. The informative value of the newspaper discourse was 
thus rather limited and did not provide “deep reflection” on single policy alternatives.  
 
Apart from debating these rather strategic options, newspapers also reserved some space 
for raising more fundamental and substantively contentious issues that were – strictly 
speaking – not on the “road to Lisbon” agenda. Enlargement and Turkey’s membership 
aspirations interfered several times with the debate on the EU’s future. In some cases this 
was also connected with attempts to define the Union’s values, especially when it was linked 
to Christianity and with an emphasis on Europe’s Christian inheritance. 
 
5.3.3 Argumentative Strategies 

Argumentative strategies indicate the degree of contention of constitutional debates. By 
employing the same coding-scheme that was used in the previous ConstEPS-project, we are 
able to compare the use of rhetoric in different phases of EU-constitution-making. For that 
purpose, all statements were classified as either definitive, designative, evaluative or 
advocative. As in the previous phase of the debate, newspaper discourse reflects the 
contentious choices of EU-constitution-making. With the exception of Spain, Turkey, Italy 
and Sweden only few statements (on average five percent) were purely definitive in nature, 
i.e. clarifying the meaning of terms. About a fifth of all statements were designative, i.e. 
describing simply matters of fact. Newspaper discourse on the EU was thus not limited to 
factual analysis but open for criticism and advocacy. As a matter of fact, the prevalent 
argumentative strategy employed in newspaper discourse indicates contention, making use 
of either evaluative or advocative statements. More specifically, newspaper discourse 
consisted predominantly of negative evaluations (20 percent) of the relevant issues and of 
advocative statements in favour of the relevant issue at stake (27 percent). This is largely 
corresponding with the logic of political debates, which are built around contentious 
arguments, criticism of political choices or positions of the political opponent and advocacy 
for own solutions. 
 
By confronting RECON with ConstEPS data, the level of politicisation in the reflection period 
(measured in terms of aggregating evaluative and advocative statements) appears to be 
only slightly lower as in the previous ratification period. This is not surprising as the debate 
in the aftermath of the French and Dutch referenda literally invited strong evaluations of the 
European integration and advocacy for possible solutions out of the crisis. Looking at 
country-specific differences we can distinguish between more active promoters of the debate 
stepping forward mainly with advocative statements and more passive surveyors of the 
debate contemplating and evaluating mainly the present situation. Among the first group we 
find the UK and Germany, which held the presidency of the Council in the second term of 
2005 and the first term of 2007, but also the Netherlands, the Czech Republic, Hungary and 
Italy. Among the second group, we find France, where the political elites apparently 
abstained from strong advocacy after the defeat in the referendum, but also some of the 
new Member States or future aspirants such as Bulgaria, Estonia, Turkey and Poland.  

                                                
25 It must be conceded that many of our frequencies of single issues are also too low to measure variances between 
countries or ideological lines of the newspapers. 
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Table 23: Argumentative strategies in generel 
  Occurrence 
Statement categories No % of total 
Definitive 389 5 % 

Designative 1408 19 % 

Evaluative 2772 38 % 

Positive 824 11 % 

Negative 1465 20 % 

Advocative 2671 36 % 

For 1949 27 % 

Against 647 9 % 

All quotations 7324 100 % 

 
 
Table 24: Argumentative Strategies per country 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 BUL CZ DK EST FR GER HU IT NL PL ESP SWE TR UK 
Statement 
categories 

% % % % % % % % % % % % % % 

Definitive 1 3 3 1 1 1 4 11 7 3 15 10 15 1 
Designative 21 22 19 28 13 22 26 26 10 27 12 26 12 11 
Evaluative 51 27 42 45 47 32 23 19 32 47 27 31 60 44 

Positive 11 8 12 14 16 11 5 5 4 19 10 8 23 10 
Negative 25 17 17 28 29 19 14 14 23 16 13 7 29 27 

Advocative 26 47 35 26 37 45 47 41 52 23 45 27 13 44 
For 15 39 25 22 28 32 38 31 35 17 31 21 9 32 
Against 10 8 9 4 10 10 9 11 13 5 13 5 3 11 

All 
quotations 457 312 623 516 696 564 472 500 616 521 577 517 456 497 
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5.3.4 Justifications 

The justifications that were used by actors to explain or to give reason to their 
arguments were also analyzed for the post-ratification period; similar to during the 
ratification period. In a combination of earlier experiences from both the EU-
CONSTITUENCY and ConstEPS, yet another coding scheme was developed. It broadly 
differentiated between justifications that were connected to interests, values, rights and 
principles and the union’s objectives. Sub-codes were provided to each of these 
categories in order to establish to which level or group (e.g. regional, member states, 
European, sectoral, gender based) the justifications referred to. The three justificatory 
logics interest, values and rights were operationalised in accord with the EU-
CONSTITUENCY and ConstEPS project in terms of: 
 

• whether a constitutional choice/strategy/policy for the EU is efficient/inefficient or 
beneficial/unbeneficial (problem-solving/interests based justification),  

 
• whether a constitutional choice/strategy/policy is only considered relevant for a 

particular entity/collectivity (contextualized value based justification) 
 

• whether a constitutional choice/strategy/policy is generally held valid and 
impartial and defended on the basis of universal principles (rights based 
justification) 

 
The new category Union’s objectives were introduced because media discourse 
occasionally operated through the invocation of general principles, which remained 
unspecified in terms of scope and justificatory logics (e.g. peace, democracy and 
welfare). Furthermore, it was specified that only those justifications that were directly 
related to an issue of EU policy, the EU polity or the EU constitutional process or project 
were coded. This condition was met in only 22 percent of all statements with great 
variances between only ten percent of all statements in the Netherlands and 38 percent 
of all statements in Italy. A similar degree of variances was found regarding the types of 
justification as shown in figure eight. 
 
As in the earlier phase, interest justifications were clearly dominant in all countries. This 
again points to a perception of the European Union as an entity that aims primarily at 
problem solving through compromises between the interests of different member states. 
Interest based justifications were clearly dominant in the new Member States, especially 
Bulgaria (76%) and Estonia (74%) but also in the applicant country Turkey and in some 
of the old Member States, especially in Britain (66%) and Italy (65%). Questions of 
collective identity and belonging were debated mainly in Turkey as well as in France and 
in Germany. Both countries were closely related in the question of Turkish membership. 
Rights and general principles are mainly of concern in three countries: Sweden (57%), 
Denmark (36%) and the Netherlands (30%).  
 
In contrast to previous periods, the reflection period is thus marked by an increasingly 
diverging practice of justifying European integration. One hypothesis is that these 
diverging patterns reflect an increasing incommunicability between nationally closed 
discourses. This refers in particular to a concern with the defence of rights and 
democracy, which appears to be restricted mainly to well-established Northern European 
democracies (Sweden, Denmark, the Netherlands and partially also Germany). Whereas 
the New Member States, the UK and the Southern Member States26 tend to perceive the 
EU routinely in terms of power and interests. 
 

                                                
26 The patterns in the distribution of justificatory logics in Spain and France are unclear in this regard. The high 
percentage of “general objectives” justifications points to a bias in the coding practice.  
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    Figure 10: Types of Justifications per country 
 

                           

  Figure 11: Overall distribution of justification types 
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Looking at the level the justifications referred to, arguments related to common 
European interests and values were dominant but followed directly by national or 
member state based arguments. The EU is thus primarily perceived as a bi-polar system. 
The multi-level and sectoral character of the EU-polity is not represented in the 
justificatory discourse of the media. Sectoral interests were occasionally referred to in 
the French and Turkish debate. Regional or local needs and belongings came up in the 
German discussion. Peace and democracy were by far the most frequently mentioned 
justifications among the Union’s objectives. Thus, the two classical arguments that 
motivated the European integration process over the last 50 years are deeply engrained 
in the collective self-understanding of those who justify contemporary European politics. 
Prosperity, European values, solidarity and sustainable development were also routinely 
referred to. Transparency, freedom and security or social and cultural diversity played 
only a minor role. Other possible objectives such as combating social exclusion, gender 
equality or recognition of churches were hardly ever voiced. 

 
Table 25: Ranking of the Union’s Objectives  
Rank Objective % * 

1 Peace 33% 
2 Democracy 23% 
3 Well being, prosperity 18% 
4 European values 15% 
5 Solidarity 13% 
6 Sustainable development 13% 
7 Transparency 8% 
8 Freedom, security 7% 
9 Other 5% 
10 Social/cultural diversity 4% 

* Average percentage of all countries; multiple answers were possible. 
 

5.3.5 Interaction patterns 

The discourse analysis for the post-ratification phase integrated some experiences of the 
claims-making approach and also looked at how actors’ positions were linked with each 
other in order to measure inter-discursiveness, actors’ relationships across countries and 
levels of political authority. Interactions and interrelations were coded in all statements in 
which either a person was directly addressed or someone spoke about someone else. 
Degrees of transnationalism of the unfolding debate are measured by combining these 
findings with the evaluation of actors’ origin and level of action our data. It becomes 
possible to determine to what extend the debate was mainly held within the nation states 
or reached beyond national boundaries. This results again in a matrix that distinguishes 
between nine types of actors’ relationships. Table 26 shows the aggregation of all actor 
relations within the countries analyzed. This gives a general idea on the communicative 
linkages that prevailed in the late phase of the constitutional debate. 
 
Table 26: Actor Relations (Aggregation) 
  Own national 

addressees 
Foreign 
national 
addressees 

EU addressees All addressees 

Own national actor 23 % 26 % 15 % 64 % 

Foreign national 
actor 

2 % 10 % 5 % 17 % 

EU Actors 3 % 7 % 9 % 19 % 

All Relations (%) 28 % 44 % 28 % 100 % 

All relations (N) 371 581 378 1330 
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The aggregated figures show that two types of relations shaped the debate: discussions 
within the nation states (23%) and forms of horizontal Europeanization (26%) in which 
actors from different EU-member states related to each other or more specifically; in 
which national actors addressed (with praise or criticism) actors from other member 
states. By comparison, vertical Europeanization, measured in terms of statements and 
opinions expressed by EU-actors in interaction with national actors (or vice-versa) were 
less important (15%). Finally: contention in the EU arena, which is measured in terms of 
exclusive interactions between EU actors (e.g. EU-Parliamentarians addressing the 
Commission), was marginally represented in the media with less than 10%.  
 
Again, these patterns of interaction represent the EU mainly as a Union of nation states, 
which are either closed in domestic debates or interact with each bi- or multilaterally. In 
turn, media discourse overlooks the multi-level character of the EU and the allocation of 
political authority at the supranational level. While domestic actors (mainly national 
governments) are taken into consideration as active players in the debate addressing the 
EU, there are only few instances of direct intervention of EU actors in the domestic realm. 
In contrast to earlier periods of the constitutional debate the importance of horizontal 
Europeanisation is also measured in terms of passive observation of the debates in other 
EU-member states diminished in the reflection period (only 10%). Our findings thus 
question the assumption of a linear Europeanisation of the public sphere. Against the 
intention of the EU to launch a period of reflection and dialogue among the Europeans 
there is thus a considerable effect of re-nationalisation to be observed in media discourse 
on the EU.  
 
Turning from the aggregated data to the patterns of debates in the individual member 
states, there are still some considerable differences in the inter-discursiveness of media 
discourse. Table 27 illustrates what types of relations marked the focal point of each 
country’s debate (depending on the frequency of the cases. A country’s name can appear 
in two fields). 
 
Table 27: Actor Relations (Country Specifics) 

  Own national 
addressees 

Foreign national 
addressees 

EU addressees 

Own national 
actor 

CZ, DK, FR, NL 
UK 

BUL, EST, GER, IT, 
ESP, SWE, CZ  

HUN 
SWE 

Foreign national 
actor 

 TR, EST 
 

UK 

EU Actors   ESP 

 
France and Netherlands, the two countries in which the Constitution was rejected, were 
characterised by low degrees of inter-discursiveness. The domestication effect of the 
national referendum that was already diagnosed for the previous stages of the debate 
(Vetters et al. 2008) continued to shape the post-referenda debates. Reflection on the 
consequences of the referenda and the future of the EU ended up in rather inward 
looking discussions. The same holds true for the notoriously Eurosceptic countries Czech 
Republic, Denmark and (to some extent) Britain; all of them having still not ratified the 
Constitutional Treaty and being undecided on whether and how to proceed with 
ratification. National reflection often took the form of a “debate about the debate” in 
which national elites discussed controversially in what form and through what kind of 
participatory procedures a debate about the future of Europe should take place (for the 
Danish case see Rosén 2007). This further reflects the insecurity of national elites in 
dealing with EU-matters and including broader publics.  
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Oppositely, in Bulgaria, Estonia, Germany, Italy, Spain and Sweden patterns of horizontal 
Europeanisation prevailed. Since most of these countries concluded the domestic 
ratification process, the scope for domestic contention was diminished. Under these 
conditions, national actors took a more active role in the European debate and addressed 
actors from other EU-member states; partially to demand answers on how to proceed 
with ratification. Turkey (and partially Estonia) took the most passive role, observing 
mainly how different member states reacted to the constitutional crisis (or what kind of 
opinions they stated with regard to Turkey’s EU-membership aspirations). EU-players 
became only marginally visible as participants in the debate. Vertical patterns of inter-
discursiveness between the member states and the EU became dominant in Hungary, the 
UK and to some extent in Sweden. Finally, patterns of supranational discourse were only 
displayed in the Spanish debate. 
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6. Transnational media debates: quantitative 
analysis  
 
 
The following analysis backs up the findings presented in the previous sections, which 
were reached mainly by using qualitative methodology. Such a validation is useful for 
several reasons: we recall that the sampling strategy for the in-depth qualitative analysis 
did not use a random sample; instead, articles were selected according to their perceived 
importance. This perceived importance, however, may vary between researchers. Hence, 
it is useful to validate whether the results obtained from the sample also hold when the 
whole population of articles is analysed. In addition, each specific method of investigation 
that is qualitative or quantitative has its specific advantages. While the former allows 
specific insights into arguments and justifications in the respective countries and 
highlights particular influential statements or metaphors; the latter focuses on the big 
picture of the whole sample and is therefore able to investigate robust patterns between 
variables. It is thus especially suited to identify trends.  
 
The analysis presented here is based on the total media samples of each country (the 
sampling strategy in general and the duration of the coverage are described in detail in 
section 3.3). These samples were analysed via the auto-coding procedure in Atlas.ti,27 
and subsequently the resulting output of the respective countries was merged into one 
SPSS-data-file on which the following results are based. As explained in detail in section 
3.4 the codes used can distinguish between ‘super-codes’ (‘actors’, ‘topics’, ’context’, and 
‘justifications’) and more specific sub-codes within super-codes. The analysis reported 
below focuses solely on these sub-codes for space reasons. It leaves out the analysis of 
Bulgaria and Estonia since the selected newspapers in these countries use a different 
alphabet, which can not be processed with Atlas.ti. Hence, the analysis is restricted to 
twelve countries. The procedure in order to generate search words was as follows: first, 
the codes of the codebook were collapsed to larger entities in order to generate data 
suitable for statistical analysis. Then these entities were split up into several search 
words that indicate the respective concepts. Finally, the country media experts translated 
these search words into their respective languages. This translation included the freedom 
to add or substitute search words in case the experts felt that a specific search word had 
to be modified in order to capture the essence of the larger entity. To give an example: a 
larger entity “Eastern enlargement” was created, then several search words were 
included, e.g., Eastern enlargement, Eastern accession, which are related to this larger 
entity.  
 
During the period of investigation there was some serious fluctuation with respect to 
media coverage both within as well as between countries. For example, in France there 
was a much higher number of articles than in most other countries and during the period 
around the failed referendums (the first sampled period) media coverage peaked for each 
country. In order to account for these effects, we smoothed out differences between 
countries and periods. That is, we standardised our sample so that for each country and 
each period the number of articles were identical.28 This is necessary because we would 
otherwise rely mainly on high coverage countries and high coverage time periods in the 
analysis below. That is, the total number of occurrences for a specific code will depend on 
whether the amount of media coverage on the referendums in general is on a high or low 
level. Since we are interested in the relative occurrence of topics, we control this 
fluctuation in coverage. By smoothing out these differences we are able to distinguish the 
trends described below and test our hypotheses, which are described in the following 
passage.  
                                                
27 In this procedure the program automatically searches for specific codes or variations of the code in the 
respective sample. For example, when searching for a specific code all flexed forms of this code are included in 
the search string.  
28 This procedure basically resembles a weighting variable regularly used in survey research in order to control 
for different drawing propensities of individual cases. 
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A distinction is frequently made between horizontal and vertical Europeanization in 
research on a European public sphere. The former describes an emergence of a European 
discourse on specific topics, i.e., a national actor addresses an actor or an issue from 
another country. Vertical Europeanization, on the contrary, describes whether national 
actors address European actors or issues or whether European actors address national 
issues. Several previous studies have investigated whether there is an increase in either 
horizontal or vertical Europeanization and have yielded mixed results. While Koopmans 
(2004), as well as Peters et al (2004), found very little evidence for horizontal 
Europeanization, Trenz (2004) concludes that a European public sphere has already come 
to existence – albeit on a low level. Sifft et al. (2007) do find evidence for an increase of 
vertical Europeanization but conclude that this Europeanization is highly segmented. We 
follow the distinction between horizontal and vertical Europeanization and assume that 
process Europeanization of national public debates has occurred during the constitutional 
ratification. In the following we test whether this Europeanization is horizontal, vertical or 
both. Specifically, we investigate the following hypotheses H1-H3, which are derived 
directly from our assumption:  
 

a) Themes covered in the media in all countries converge (H1). This would indicate 
horizontal Europeanization because it suggests that a common European 
discourse is emerging. 

b) Over time the visibility and representation of non-national actors and institutions 
increases (H2). This would either indicate vertical Europeanization, in case the 
actors are European, or horizontal Europeanization, in case these actors are 
national actors. 

c) An increase over time of European topics (H3). This directly tests whether there is 
vertical Europeanization. 

 
In addition, we investigate whether the media debates in the respective countries under 
study are structured across the same discourses. It may, for example, be the case that 
specific topics differ between countries but that these different topics reflect broader 
discourses. To give an example, in two countries the necessity for a common European 
social policy may be discussed but in country A this is being discussed with reference to 
unemployment while in country B it may be discussed with reference to a budget deficit. 
Then we would conclude that the discourses of the respective countries are similar but 
with national particularities. To test whether this is the case, we first take a closer look at 
the co-occurrences of the most important topics in the countries under study. We then 
explore whether there are trends with respect to these co-occurrences. In other words, 
we test whether there are increasingly similar structures of conflict involved or evolving 
and whether these structures bear some similarity. Two additional explorative questions 
in this line of reasoning are investigated: 
 

d) Which topics occur together?  
e) Is there convergence in the general structure of debates? 

 
These questions can not be linked in advance to horizontal or vertical Europeanization 
but their relation to Europeanization depends rather on the specific relation between 
topics and actors. For example; if European topics in a specific country are linked to 
national actors this would indicate vertical Europeanization in this specific country. If 
similar topics occur in all countries or are linked to actors from different nations it would 
indicate horizontal Europeanization. We investigate these questions in two ways. Firstly, 
by comparing whether the frequencies with which specific topics, either indicating 
horizontal or vertical Europeanization, are being mentioned increase over time. We then 
draw comparisons between the countries under study. Secondly, we use a factor analysis 
to investigate whether similar factors underlie the media debates in the respective 
countries. 
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6.1 Results 

We first turn to the question whether there are common trends in media coverage in 
Europe over time or whether there are such trends in specific countries. We begin by 
explaining trends for Europe in general, then we compare old and new member states 
and finally we take a closer look at specific codes and specific countries. Table 29 below 
summarizes the results. 
 
For Europe several codes developed in an expected direction. It is, for example, not 
surprising that over the two years under study the EU constitution and the specific 
procedures for its ratification become less important while on the other hand a topic such 
as “Reform Treaty” gains importance. Likewise, the decline in importance for institutional 
actors such as the European Parliament or the Commission is what could be expected: in 
the initial period after the failed referendums these actors were prominently placed in the 
media but over time other actors became more important. In addition it not surprising 
that politicians such as Schröder or Chirac, who left office during the period under study, 
are much less often in the news over time; while Merkel or Sarkozy, who were elected in 
this period, occur much more often. However, some results are nevertheless noteworthy 
with respect to the general European trends. First of all, codes concerning the economic 
performance the EU as well as the European social model both become less important 
over time. The same holds for the USA. On the contrary “Russia” becomes a more 
important code in the two years under study. This indicates how economic and social 
considerations have been prominent in the immediate aftermath of the failed 
referendums but how public discourse shifted (throughout Europe!) in the debate.  
 
Several results are noteworthy when turning to comparisons between old and new 
member states: 
 

• First, there are few general differences between old and new member states. 
Within both clusters there is considerable variation with respect to trends for 
specific codes. That is, different codes in both clusters become more or less 
prominent over time but there is no systematic pattern. Change in both old and 
new member states is, however, in an identical direction if one and the same 
codes occur in both clusters. In other words; a code becomes either less or more 
prominent simultaneously in both clusters. 

 
• The only exceptions from these general observations are the two codes 

“Constitutional Treaty” and “National Referendum”. In the new member states 
these codes fluctuate widely (and systematically) over time. While in the old 
member states their occurrence varies randomly; except for the (expected) 
exceptions of France and the Netherlands where the national referendum was 
quite naturally frequently discussed. This indicates that these topics were 
frequently discussed in the new member states in the immediate aftermath of the 
failed French and Dutch referendums. This may be attributed to the relatively new 
democratic tradition in these countries and to their relatively less established 
parliamentary procedures for such relatively new political developments. 

 
As to the development of specific codes and specific countries, with respect to actors, it is 
not striking that Merkel and Sarkozy become more prominent over time but that they do 
so in almost all countries under study. That is, after their respective national election 
they are in the media in all countries under study. We consider this to be strong evidence 
for horizontal Europeanization.  
 
The development of the code “Turkey” is also interesting since the only countries where 
there is a (negative) trend are the countries in which referendums were held, i.e. Spain, 
France, and the Netherlands.29 This indicates that Turkey was discussed frequently in the 

                                                
29 In the following table 2 we present the code „Turkey” as a topic, though logically it would be possible to 
subsume it under actors. However, from the qualitative analysis our impression was that this code belongs is 
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debate surrounding the referendums but has strongly lost its importance afterwards. The 
codes related to the economic performance and social Europe, on the other hand, are 
distributed rather similarly across countries; indicating that these topics lose relevance 
evenly across all countries. We consider this again to be evidence for horizontal 
Europeanization.  
 
Some additional noteworthy results for specific codes and countries: 
 

• The Charter of Fundamental Rights becomes more important over time in several 
old and new member states.  

• Political parties (liberals, social democrats/socialists and communists) generally 
become less prominent over time. This indicates that these actors were important 
in the initial debate following the failed referendums but then vanish from the 
media - at least with respect to the European constitution. It should be noted here 
that no trends for conservatives and extreme right-wing parties have been 
observed. This indicates that these parties played a minor role in the media in the 
debate concerning the constitution. The only two exceptions to these findings are 
the Social Democrats/Socialists in the Netherlands and the Greens in the Czech 
Republic who both gain importance. 

• In Poland (and only in Poland) “religious identity” gains importance over time. 
This suggests that the national debate on the constitution here is (exceptionally) 
strongly related to the Catholic Church.  

• There is a slight decline over time in the entity “Public/voters/people”. We 
interpret this as a rather prominent place of the codes associated with this entity 
in the initial period. In the course of the debate, however, other aspects become 
more important - according to table 29 these are mainly technocratic ones.  

• The codes that are linked to the RECON-Models “Common Market Europe” and 
“Political Union” both become less important over time both in Europe in general 
but also in several individual countries. This indicates a more prominent place in 
the initial phase of the analysis and a decline in importance from then onwards. 
However, this result should be treated with caution since the conceptions of the 
models are rather complex and it is doubtful to what extent these models can 
really be captured by a quantitative analysis; such as the one undertaken in this 
section.  

• Finally, the overall development of codes in Hungary is striking insofar as that for 
most codes a (negative) trend can be observed here. That is, most of the reported 
codes occur in the beginning of the period. While this holds for all countries under 
study this trend is especially strong in Hungary. This may be evidence for a 
particular intense coverage after the failed referendums and a much less heated 
debate in the remaining period. 

 
How do these results relate to our hypotheses? There is little evidence for an overall 
convergence of topics in the countries under study. Instead the debate is quite diverse. 
However, there is clear evidence for an increasing importance of key European actors 
and to a lesser extent also for a convergence with respect to specific topics. For vertical 
Europeanization there is little evidence. Instead it appears that European topics become 
less prominent over time. However, this result is contradicted, to some extent, by the 
relative prominence of European topics. For example, the codes “Political Union”, “Rights, 
Principles, and objectives of the EU” and “European Commission” are all among the top 
12 codes in frequencies (see table 28). This in turn can be interpreted as evidence for the 
existence of vertical Europeanization.  
 
The results of a factor analysis, as to the co-occurrence of actors and topics across 
countries, are presented in table 29 below. For space reasons the presentation is rather 
compressed and the respective factors are only linked positively or negatively to the 
variables and their exact factor loadings are not displayed.  
                                                                                                                                                   
more often mentioned as a topic than as an actor of its own. For the US and Russia the reverse holds and 
hence these two codes were put under “Actors”.  
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Four different factors had been identified in the analysis. For Europe as a whole the four 
factors are: 
 

• National referendum, Reflection period, USA, Political Union, and Gerhard 
Schröder 

• European Constitution (negatively), Iraq war, National interest, European identity 
(negative), Nicolas Sarkozy and the following political parties (negatively related): 
Conservatives, Liberals, and Social Democrats/Socialists 

• Eastern enlargement, Unemployment, Elite/Citizen’s gap (negatively), the Greens 
and Vaclav Klaus 

• Economic growth, European interests (negatively) and Communists (negatively). 
 
Thus, these codes occur with each other (positive relation) or if one code is mentioned 
the other code is mentioned significantly less often in this context (negative relation). In 
our view this grouping of codes can be interpreted as follows: naturally in the reflection 
period quote the question of national referendums was debated and also the future 
direction of the EU was discussed; hence the co-occurrence of the “Political Union” code. 
As to the code “USA” we can only speculate that this may be due to a debate on whether 
Europe is, or should be, developing into a political union, like, or at least in comparison 
to, the USA. But here additional qualitative research is warranted. As to the second 
factor, the European constitution and European identity are both negatively related to 
national interests and the Iraq war. This indicates that these matter are debated 
separately, which appears to be reasonable. Of interest here is that the mainstream 
political parties also have low scores on this factor. This indicates that these parties are 
related to the discussions over Europe’s future and how it should look but are less so 
when national interests or the Iraq war are mentioned. Our speculation is that these 
topics are more often raised by individuals. This argument, on this factor, would be 
corroborated by the positive score of Nicolas Sarkozy.  
 
Unsurprisingly, the third factor is comprised of the topic of Eastern enlargement and the 
most prominent individual Eastern European actor, Vaclav Klaus. Unemployment is 
discussed jointly with the enlargement, which is also a reasonable result. The 
elite/citizen’s gap is mentioned less often when unemployment and the enlargement are 
debated, thus indicating once more that political cleavages are best conceptualized by (at 
least) a left-right economic dimension (unemployment, enlargement) and libertarian-
authoritarian cleavage (minority rights and political participation, i.e. elite/citizen’s gap). 
Somewhat surprising in this respect is the positive score of the Green parties on this 
factor. The expectation here would have been the contrary; namely that there is a 
negative score of this party on this factor and that it would be mentioned in combination 
with the elite/citizen’s gap. Additional qualitative research is again necessary here. The 
final factor indicates that economic growth in Europe is generally discussed in absence of 
the respective communistic parties, which is in line with the expectations. More surprising 
is the apparent contradiction of economic growth and European interests. It seems that 
within the media these topics are treated separately instead of jointly. 
 
The striking fact, with respect to parties, in our view is the relative separation of how 
parties are associated with each other. First, the mainstream parties are being grouped 
together while the Greens and the communists are mentioned with differing topics.  
 
As to country differences, there is considerable variation between countries, but there 
appears to be no easy grouping of countries into common clusters. This holds true 
especially for the comparison between old and new member states: for both clusters 
there is more heterogeneity within than between them. Consequently, the media debates 
appear to be rather fragmented across countries on the whole. On the other hand the 
respective factors appear to be rather reasonable within countries. To give an example: 
the codes “Reflection period” and “National Referendum”, likewise the codes 
“Unemployment”, Eastern enlargement” and – sometimes – “Turkey” often occur with 
each other; indicating that these topics are intertwined. As to “Turkey” there are also 
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some linkages to “religious identity”, which also appears to be reasonable given the fact 
that the inclusion of Turkey is often considered to jeopardize the (religious) identity of 
the EU (e.g. McLaran 2007). For details see table 30 below. 
 
Table 28: Top 12 sub-codes in media coverage of constitutional debates (2005-2007) in 
Europe (standardized frequencies, mean coverage per period, total number of sub-codes: 
78) 
Sub-codes  mean coverage per period 
EU Constitution 10,44 
Elite/ Citizen’s gap 10,21 
National Referendum 9,75 
Constitutional Treaty 8,43 
Sarkozy 7,2 
Russia 6,37 
Rights, principles, and objectives of the EU 5,65 
Social Democrats/Socialists 3,85 
Zapatero 3,23 
Merkel 3,06 
Political Union  2,70 
EU Commission 2,36 
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Table 29: Trends for sub-codes over time (across countries and within countries), correlations (2005-2007) 
Sub-codes 
(selection) 

All  CZ PL HUN NL GER UK FR IT SP SWE DK TK 

Actors             
 

 

EU commission -.121   -.388          

USA  -.193*   -.295    -.371*      

Russia .139* .444       .514* .415 .514*   

Baroso -.127             

Merkel .220* .418 .372* 382 .325*  .362 243 .431 .555*  .412 .444 

Sarkozy .384* .443 .998* . .375*   .485* .514 .402 .506* .391 .380 

Schroeder -.166*   -.436  -.428 -.379 -.400* -.655* -.434   -.361 

Juncker -.235*   -.366 -.339* -.435  -.313*  -.400    

Chirac -.200*   -.310    -.279 -.579*     

Berlusconi -.111       -.280      

Klaus      .442        

Blair -.217*  -.257 -.374   -.452 -.326* -.410     

Liberals -.121 -.480    -.561*        

Greens  .429            

Social 
democr/Socialists 

-.111    .228 -.429  -.494*      

Communists -.121       -.329* -.500     

Topics              

Charter     .343  .355   .337  .409    

MS parliam 
ratification of TCE 

-.100       .267      

Public/voters/people  -.166*   -.367    -.252      

EU constitution  -.180*       -.260    -.432  

Constitutional treaty   -.463 .265 -.330          
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Reform Treaty .176*    .280 .501*   .596* 438.    

National referendum -.198* -.470 -.363 -.355 -.266  -.422 -.366      

Reflection period -.186* -.412   -.401 -.454        

Eastern enlargement  -.171*   -.414 -.254         

National election       -.498       -.377 

Turkey  -.243*    -.235   -.314  -.445    

Unemployment  -.344*  -.294 -.382 -.242 -.611*  -.427 -.467 -.391 -.441   

Economic growth  -.151* -.498  -.298 -.258 -.417   -.584* -.413 -.423   

Iraq war  -.127   -.297         -.402 

Bolkestein directive  -.177*   -.324  -.474        

Common market 
Europe  

-.123   -.390   -.322 -.295      

Political union  -.197* -.558*      -.351*      

Social Europe  -.193*   -.407* -.316    -.405 -.424    

Elite/citizen’s gap -.100   -.401*          

Justifications              

National interest    -. 467    -.344      

European interest -.150   -.328    -.302* -.530*     

Global competition         -.247      

European identity  -.123             

Religious identity   .269           

Total number of codes: 78, only significant (p < .05, * p< .01) correlations are displayed; correlations for  
codes where no trend could be observed were omitted from the table. 
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Table 30: Results for the factor analysis of codes (2005-2007) 
Sub-codes 
(selection) 

All  CZ PL HUN NL GER UK FR IT SP SWE DK TK 

Actors              

EU commission  2  -2 1  -1      -3 

USA  1  -2  4 3  -1 1  1 2  

Russia  4 2      -2 -2 3 -2 -2 

Baroso      -3    1  1 1 

Merkel   1  -2 1  4  4  3 -3 

Sarkozy 2     1  4  4  3  

Schroeder 1       1  2   1 

Klaus -3 1            

Blair       1       

Conservatives -2   2   1 -2  3 2  1 

Liberals -2         3  -2  

Greens -3             

Socialdem/Socialists -2   2 1   1  3 2 -2  

Communists -4  -1       -2 -3   

Topics              

Turkey      3 2 -1 1  3  -4 1 

Public/voters/ people   3   2   2  2  2 2 

EU constitution  -2  1 1  1   -3  3 -2 2 

Constitutional treaty   1   1  1  -2     

Reform Treaty    1    3   2 3  

Charter    4  1   1      

MS parliamentary 
ratification of TCE  

   4     1     

MS referendum 1 2 1 4 3 1 2 1      
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Reflection period 1    -1 1 2 2 1 2   2 

Eastern enlargement  3 -3      1 -4   1  

National election    -1     4     -2 

Unemployment  3      3  2  2   

Sub-codes 
(selection) 

All  CZ PL HUN NL GER UK FR IT SP SWE DK TK 

Economic growth  4 1    -1   2 1  1  

Iraq war  2   2 4 3 3      1 

Bolkestein directive        1       

Actors              

Common market          4  1  -1 

Political union  1 -1 4 3 -1 4 -1 2  1 1 1 1 

Social Europe      2     1 -1   

Elite/citizen’s gap -3  3 3  4  1 1 2    

Justifications              

National interest 2    2 1 1    2 1  

European interest -4       1  1  1  

European identity  -2          -2   

Religious identity   1  3      -4  1 

Total number of codes: 78; numbers in the columns refer to the respective factors; the sign refers to the actor loadings; strengths of 
factor scores are not reported; codes that do not score on these factors were also omitted from the table. 
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7. Media discourses of EU TREATY REFORM: 
which democracy? 
 
 
In this last section we apply a normative democratic perspective on European 
constitutional politics to the analysis of discursive practices related to the crisis of the 
“Treaty establishing a Constitution for Europe” (TCE), in the aftermath of the failed 
referenda. Starting from three distinct logics of constitutionalisation, we ask whether and 
in which ways EU constitutional politics has interacted with the general public sphere. In 
terms of constitution politics, did the national mass media basically ignore the European 
dimension, and fail to take the debate beyond the national state? Or did they closely 
represent deliberations that went on during the “reflection period,” and present the 
various reasons for and against this joint agreement designed to get the EU out of its 
impasse? And, moreover, did they represent social contentions and enhance the diversity 
of interests and identities involved in the constitutional crisis debates in the run up to the 
Lisbon Reform Treaty? To answer these questions, we will use the methodology of 
comparative discourse analysis and a data set covering constitutional media debates 
from May 2005 – June 2007 in 14 EU member and candidate countries.  
 
7.1 Three Logics of Constitutional Politics in Europe  

For the purpose of this normative assessment, we turn from EU polity models to the 
logics underlying constitutional politics and the dimension of mass media communication. 
The three procedural logics distinguished here have a lot in common with but are by no 
means identical to the three “RECON models” of democracy in Europe. Following 
Castiglione and Schönlau (2006), there are two broad narratives of constitutional politics 
in EU scholarship: the “constitutionalisation narrative” based on incremental Treaty 
reform through Intergovernmental Conferences and low politics and the “supranational 
constitution narrative” based on the high politics of explicit constitutional drafting. 
However, a third narrative can be distinguished too. Importing James Tully’s concept 
from the Canadian context into the EU, Jo Shaw has introduced the notion of 
“postnational constitutionalism in the European Union” (1999; 2000, 2003). Tully defines 
postnational constitutionalism as an intercultural dialogue in which the culturally diverse 
sovereign citizens of contemporary societies negotiate agreements on their forms of 
association over time in accordance with three conventions of mutual recognition, 
consent and cultural continuity (Tully 1995, 30).  
 
7.1.1 The consensual-restrictive logic of “quasi-constitutional arrangements” 
through treaty reform 

In debating the future of European integration and possible paths towards democratic 
legitimacy, EU constitutionalisation has mainly followed the logic of integration through 
law (Mancini 2000). The idea that the EU institutional order can be rationally designed 
and calculated is expressed in the bargaining approach to European integration that 
claims to bring about the most substantive and stable solutions (Tsebelis 2008). In order 
to maintain the integrative dynamic, openness and participation must be restricted. The 
basic consensus about a European constitutional order or the fragile interest equilibrium 
must be protected at all costs from possible outside interferences. Democratic procedures 
are thus not essential to the basic legitimacy of the EU (Majone 2005, 1998; Moravcsik 
2006) but, to the contrary, are often seen as counterproductive.  
 
For Moravcsik (2006) political contestation is not a symptom but rather the cause of loss 
of faith in the legitimacy of the EU. According to him, the project to legitimate the EU by 
encouraging more popular participation and debate was doomed to failure from the 
outset because it was “inconsistent with basic empirical social science about how 
advanced democracies work” (ibid.: 219). In particular, the constitutional strategy of 
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achieving European integration through democratic legitimacy had not taken into account 
the dysfunctional and counterproductive effects of politicisation, which instead of 
providing more long term popular support and trust in the European project, tended to 
undermine the EU’s stability and success in incremental problem-solving. The lesson to 
be learned, pragmatically and normatively, would be then to de-politicize the EU and to 
return to the traditional, tried and tested strategy of incremental, piecemeal reform 
(ibid.: 237) 
 
Following this line of argumentation, the basic constitutional consensus is achieved by 
intergovernmental cooperation and elite consensus about how to settle interest conflicts 
internally. A written constitution that enshrined the participatory rights of European 
citizens would only damage the functional requirements of expert governance. This 
explains the focus on efficient rather than on participatory governance. In terms of polity 
design, the consensual-restrictive logic pleads for the maintenance of the nation-state 
order, claiming that this is strengthened by coordinated problem solving through 
functional bodies. In some cases, this might even necessitate restricting integration and 
the excessive competences of supranational bodies. 
 
7.1.2 The consensual-expansive logic of supranational constitutional settlement 

Identified by Wiener and Schmalz-Bruns (2008) and conceptualized as a “Kantian 
reconstitution of democracy in Europe”, this logic entails a “reasoned view of norms”: 
While meanings with reference to specific norms will vary across contexts, and 
differences are to be expected when the boundaries of interactive contexts are 
transgressed, this logic rests on keeping diversity at bay. According to this logic, the 
development of a universal position based on a shared set of cultural and social 
conditions is used to avoid or bypass conflict. Within different contexts, representatives 
of the governed within a community make sure that the governors proceed according to 
the wishes of the former. 
 
The Laeken process starting in 2001 offered opportunities for intellectuals, political 
entrepreneurs and institutional architects to suggest ideas for reform. Their efforts were 
informed by belief in a rational constitutional design and deliberative procedures for 
constitution-making. Especially in the process of drafting the Constitutional Treaty, the 
political and the normative discourses on European integration were mutually reinforcing. 
From both sides, European integration was conceived as a project for the future of 
Europe that should lead to deeper and wider integration and ultimately to democracy. 
The question to be addressed was how this finalité could be achieved and how possible 
obstacles on this way could be overcome.  
 
Following this paradigm, the draft Constitutional Treaty can be seen as a logical step 
forward from strategic bargaining and functional problem-solving towards democratic 
legitimacy. Path dependencies and institutional learning were central in arguing for the 
necessity of a European Constitution. Constitution-making could thus be perceived as the 
legitimate output of legal reasoning and deliberation within strong publics with a 
constitutional mandate to agree upon the normative substance of the emerging 
institutional order. 
 
This logic is based on a progressive notion of EU-constitution-making as a catalyst for the 
building of an EU polity and a corresponding EU-social constituency. In this case, the 
legitimacy of the EU essentially relys on the implementation of democratic procedures 
through constitutional design. There would be no need for a pre-established collective 
identity as citizens could, in the long run, be expected to support and identify with the 
new democratic procedures and institutions and to recognize its surplus in terms of 
legitimacy in comparison to the traditional model of national democracy. The launching of 
a constitutional project could thus be used to expand basic consensus with regard to 
supranational integration and to build trust and solidarity among the citizens of Europe. 
Following this model, democratic legitimacy is based on intermediation from strong 
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deliberative publics to general mass publics and a channelling and filtering of voice 
through participatory and inclusive arenas. In terms of polity design, the consensual logic 
envisages the possibility of European statehood in terms of a federation (federal Europe) 
or alternatively promotes the allocation of authority to multiple sub- or supranational 
bodies coordinated by international law (cosmopolitan Europe).   
 
7.1.3 The politics of contentious constitutionalism  

Compared to the “quasi-constitutionalisation narrative” which is based on the idea of 
intergovernmental treaty reform, the “contentious constitutionalism” paradigm 
problematises the hierarchical and legalistic logic implicit in the “hidden process” of the 
former, driven as it is by intergovernmental negotiations and the judiciary (Liebert, 
Falke, und Maurer 2006: 13ff). But “contentious constitutionalism beyond the nation 
state” equally goes against the “big bang” approach to European constitution-making 
espoused by the “supranational Constitution-making narrative”. The logic of critical and 
reflexive democratic constitutional politics (Tully 1995, 2007; Shaw 2000, 2003; Wiener 
2003; Wiener und Della Sala 1997) is premised, rather, on reinforcing transnational 
interactions, on non-teleological processes and procedures that are open to contestation 
and deployed as inclusive and responsive dialogues aimed at accommodating diversity of 
views, interests, identities. And while the supranational Constitution-making narrative is 
premised on the assumption of clear-cut patterns of political conflict that can be 
accommodated by supranational institutions and procedures, this third postnational view 
expects the normative order of the European Union to emerge as an “essentially 
contested project” (Bańkowski and Christodoulidis 1998). 
 
In a similar vein, Liesbet Hooghe and Gary Marks (2007) have called for theoretical soul 
searching, appealing to EU researchers to pay attention to the contested nature of 
European integration. According to these authors, mainstream integration theory - in its 
functional as well as in its intergovernmental variety - applies an elite perspective to 
European integration that rests on three empirically false premises:  
 

First, that the public’s attitudes towards European integration are superficial, and 
therefore incapable of providing a stable structure of electoral incentives for party 
positioning. Second, that European integration has low salience for the general 
public […]. And third, that the issues raised by European integration are sui 
generis, and therefore unrelated to the basic conflicts that structure political 
competition in western democracies. 

(Hooghe/Marks 2008: 3) 
 
The contentious mode of constitutional politics is based on an open ended notion of EU-
constitutional settlement, which does not necessarily end up in the body of a written 
constitution but rather proceeds through flexible arrangements. Different from the 
previous logic it abandons all belief in rational design and calculation. From this 
perspective, democratic constitutionalism makes a significant leap forward from strategic 
bargaining and functional problem-solving towards democratic legitimacy, even if this 
may come at the price of ratification failures. Popular responses may bring to light 
possible gulfs between the elites and the European citizens (Commission 2006). In this 
sense, the ratification crisis of June 2005 was certainly not the first time that the EU was 
confronted by its deficit of public support. Yet, it was a rather unique instance of 
contentious constitutionalism at work, demonstrating that the articulation of public voice 
can actually make a difference.  
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7.2 Reconstructing constitutional politics: media discourse 
analysis  

Against the normative background of the three logics of democratic constitutionalism we 
have examined whether and in what ways mass media debates interact with EU 
constitutional politics. The question that was tested out in section 5 was whether and 
how the mass media have engaged with the democratic dimensions of the TCE 
supporting either the path of constitutional low politics, justifying the high politics of 
supranational constitution-making, or enhancing a contentious approach to European 
integration with its concomitant ambivalent repercussions for the constitutional 
endeavour. More specifically, we have measured the scope and performance of 
constitutional media debates, see here as an indicator of the democratic quality of the 
process. Translated into empirical indicators, the democratic quality of media debates on 
the EU-constitutional project was measured in terms of visibility (coverage intensity), 
language (different framings of same topics), substance (argumentative strategies 
deployed and the extent of deliberation, and hence of reason giving) and pluralism 
(inclusion of diversity of voices). 
 
The three process logics of democratic constitutional politics in the EU can be applied to a 
normative assessment of the performance of national newspapers in representing and 
elaborating constitutional debates on the EU. Assessing media coverage of the 
constitutional crisis and “reflection period” post-ratification failure, our aim is to explore 
the following set of questions pertaining to the democratic quality of the EU constitutional 
experience as relayed by the media – each of which opens a research dimension of 
central relevance for understanding present dynamics and future options for integration: 
 

1) What are the patterns, resources and dynamics of mass media communication 
in relation to the EU-constitutionalisation process? How do constitutional 
debates unfold in the mass media, what kind of issues and particular concerns 
are raised, involving what kind of actors are involved and what kind of publics 
are addressed?  

 
2) What is the degree of Europeanisation in public and media debates on EU-

constitution-making? Does political contestation in the different national media 
spheres follow similar conflict lines? How do speakers and addressees from 
different national backgrounds relate to each other discursively?  

 
3) Through what kind of meaning structures and justificatory logics do 

constitutional debates unfold? Can attitudes expressed towards European 
integration be grouped along a similar cleavage line to that existing between 
opponents and proponents of the Constitutional Treaty? In addition, a 
categorisation of typical justifications used to defend particular visions of the 
EU as a legitimate order is proposed. 

 
To answer these questions, the methodology of comparative discourse analysis and a 
data set covering constitutional media debates from May 2005 – June 2007 in 14 EU 
member and candidate countries has been used. We have reconstructed discursive - 
cognitive and normative - references in mass-mediated public discourses within the 
normative framework of our three “logics of constitutional politics”. 
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7.3 Operationalisation of the three constitutional logics  

Our analysis presented in this report is premised on a “reconstructive interpretation” of 
the meanings and relative salience of the various components of the three logics – or 
modes - of European constitution-making in media discourse. On the basis of our 
previous discussion we can now come up with a generalized operationalisation of the 
three constitutional logics related to the empirical indicators that were presented in 
chapter 5. Here, we aim at not superimposing or projecting any of these logics into the 
media debates. Neither we are interested in the question which of the three logics is 
given preference in media discourse. Rather we want to assess how the latent structure 
of media discourse corresponds or relates to the scope conditions set by the three logics 
and how their corresponding languages have entered mass mediated everyday life 
language or have been translated for mass publics into a more familiar idiom.  
 
a) The exclusive-bargaining logic of treaty reform: Five indicators establish whether this 

logic is reflected in constitutional media debates: preferences would be negotiated in 
rather closed arenas without major need for media attention. The expression and 
mobilization of public concerns outside these arenas would not be necessary. 
Communicative inputs would be provided mainly by national governments qua 
legitimate representatives of national interests, or by experts. EU institutions would 
play a minor technical role as there would be no need for the generation of legitimacy 
beyond the representative procedures of national democracy. Justificatory discourse 
would mainly emphasis national interests, efficiency and functional problem solving.  

 
b) The inclusive-consensual logics of democratic Constitution-making: In order to fulfil 

the criteria required by the logic of limiting diversity as a means of accommodating 
conflict in EU-constitution-making, mass media communication would have to limit 
growing popular contention and partisan conflict about European integration, giving 
voice primarily to representatives of the governed. In other words, mobilisation by 
affected groups and civil society would not become visible in the media. The 
contested meaning of the EU would be displayed in stable cleavage structures across 
national arenas. Politicisation would decrease over time and the issue cycles in the 
media would indicate recurrent debates about the EU that are stimulated by 
supranational actions and events. Justificatory discourse would highlight the European 
collective good, and promote rights and collective identities.  

 
c) The contentious logics of constitutionalisation: According to the logic of inclusive, 

transnational, open-ended procedures of constitutionalisation, overlapping public 
spheres of mass media communication must exist, structured by expanding public 
debates amplified through mainstream mass media. We expect these overlapping 
media debates to respond to a growing demand for information about the EU 
constitutional project within national publics. This facilitates cross-border interactions 
and communicative exchanges involving a wide range of actors, the participation of 
both state and civil society actors at different levels of governance, and growing 
understanding among citizens, manifested in general support for the goals of 
European integration and the contents of constitution-making. Constitutional 
referenda would be not simply a one-off opportunity for popular mobilisation but the 
starting point of a new contentiousness that would unfold further in the reflection 
period. Justificatory discourse would focus on contested sectoral and territorial 
interests and identities. 

 
The following table 31 gives an overview of the three logics of constitutional politics, 
along five different dimensions, each with a set of corresponding “code families” that will 
subsequently be applied to structure our qualitative-quantitative media discourse 
analysis.  
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Table 31: Three Logics of Constitutional Politics in the Public Sphere 
 Small “c” – quasi -

constitutionalism 
through treaty reform 

Capital “C” 
representative 
Constitution-making 

Contentious 
constitutionalisation 

1. Visibility 
(coverage 
cycle) 

- hidden process 
- limited, nationally 
segmented strong, 
sectoral, and general 
publics 
 
* coverage cycle of EU 
low, with peaks for 
national EU politics  

- Strong publics (EP), 
translating into general 
public spheres (mass 
media) 
 
 
* coverage cycle of EU 
high with peaks for EU 
topics/events 

- Transnational public 
spheres 
 
 
 
* coverage cycle of EU 
variable, with peaks for 
non-national EU-
politics 

2. Actor type 
and origin 

National exclusivity:  
Judiciary (ECJ, national 
courts) and IGC, Council 
 
 
 
* dominance of national 
origin and national 
state/government/court 
elites  

Multilevel 
inclusiveness:  
EU actors, 
European parties, 
European civil society  
 
*similar share of EU 
elites vis-à-vis national 
actors 

Social inclusiveness:  
Culturally diverse 
groups, sovereign 
citizens 
 
 
* similar share of 
national and non-
national actors, 
including elites and civil 
society  

3. Logic of 
interaction 

Logic of 
intergovernmental 
bargaining & compromise, 
structured by integration 
through law 
 
 
 
* depoliticised national 
relations and discursive 
interactions centred on 
national representatives, 
experts, courts 

Logic of political 
polarisation, structured 
by political cleavages 
and majority-opposition 
dynamics (majority rule 
+ alternance in power) 
 
 
* polarised relations 
and discursive 
interactions 
encompassing EU and 
national elites 

Logic of contention, 
contingent on issues 
and contexts, 
structured by 
deliberation, 
negotiation and aimed 
at consent  
 
* contentious and 
deliberative 
transnational relations 
and discursive 
interactions 
encompassing social 
and political actors   

4. Salient 
topics/issues of 
constitutional 
politics  
- policies  
- institutions  
- processes 
 

- “Treaty Reform”,  
national sovereignty,  
- “Union of democratic 
states” 
- national ratification 
referenda 
- national elections 
- Economic costs and 
benefits of EU 
enlargement 
 
 
 
* low salience and low 
politicisation   
 

- “Treaty establishing a 
Constitution for 
Europe” 
-“Federal Republic of 
Europe” 
- Pan-European treaty 
reform referendum 
- European elections 
- EU absorption 
capacity vis-à-vis 
further enlargement 
(Turkey…) 
 
* high salience linked 
to consensus 
orientation,(or 
structured articulation 
and accommodation of 
conflict) 

- Ongoing EU 
constitutional reform 
process 
- Deliberative 
Convention  
- Citizens’ legislative 
initiative 
- International human 
rights and democratic 
practices in candidate 
countries  
 
 
* high salience, with 
strong polarisation (or 
contentiousness)  

5. 
Argumentative 
strategies and 
justifications 

Efficiency, functionality, 
national interests,  
national identities 
 
* justification codes 

Collective European 
interests, values, 
history, future 
 
* justification codes 

contested interests, 
values and norms 

 
 
* justification codes 
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7.4 Summary of the empirical findings 

Summarising the results of our interpretative reconstruction of mass media discourse on 
EU-constitution-making, we find a major discrepancy between how constitutional politics 
is represented, and how the EU constitutional project is portrayed. In the representation 
of constitutional politics, the media largely follow routine paths of news-reporting within 
the nation state, giving prominence to national agency and viewing the EU primarily as 
an intergovernmental setting. In their portrayal of the constitutional project, however, 
newspapers apply a new justificatory practice, in which the EU is cast as a supranational 
unit which unfolds through new contentious processes of negotiating the European order. 
The representation of the constitutional process in the media is thus characterized by a 
discrepancy at the level of actors, the substance of the debate and the justificatory 
logics. Although the logic of intergovernmental treaty reform largely prevails as regards 
the dominant agency – in other words, national political elites -, dominant justifications 
speak to the supranational representative frame, while institutional and procedural issues 
at stake in the contested constitutional debates of the referenda and reflection period are 
frequently linked to contentious transnational politics. 
 
In chapter five we have presented our findings with regard to the four central indicators 
that were developed for operationalising the three logics of EU constitutional politics: 
 
(1) Transparency and the amount of information made available in the national public 

sphere measured through issue salience and issue cycles. 
 
(2) Participatory structure of the debate, interdiscursivity, degree of transnationalisation 

measured through (a) type of agency, (b) origin of agency, (c) modes of interaction. 
 
(3) The substantive character of the constitutional debates measured through the 

distinction of different sets of (a) policy issues, (b) institutional issues, and (c) 
procedural issues. 

 
(4) The justificatory modes of constitutional politics measured through (a) argumentative 

strategies, and (b) patterns of justifications.  
 
 
(1) Visibility of EU constitutional politics in the mass media 
 
Newspaper coverage is a reliable indicator for measuring the salience of EU-constitution-
making to the national audience. The absolute amount of information that journalists 
make available can be taken as a measure of the knowledge that becomes accessible to 
citizens. The low politics logics of intergovernmental bargaining would correspond to a 
low salience of constitutional debates in the media. This is incompatible, first, with 
European leaders’ aim to broaden public debates and improve citizens’ understanding of 
the process (the expansive-consensual logics), and second, with opposition and 
resistance mobilised from the outside (the contentious logics). According to these second 
and third logics, media salience should be high and sufficient information should be made 
available to either convey the basic consensus that has been generated within strong 
publics to the general public or to enhance broader debates and to sharpen social 
cleavage lines and conflicts.  
 
The optimistic assumption that strong publics would generate mass communication 
through the national media has only partially translated into reality. As figure 3 shows, 
the EU constitutional project only went through a short period of politicisation, in which 
media debates were synchronized. Normative debates about the constitutional design of 
the EU were still mainly restricted to expert publics and parliamentary arenas. By 
distinguishing different phases of democratic constitution-making (Fossum/Menendez 
2006), the restrictive rules that apply to communication within strong public can be 
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defended on condition that results are subsequently communicated and amplified to the 
broader public. Electorates must be able to ground their consent or rejection on informed 
and substantive debates. This condition was only partially fulfilled: countries without 
referenda did not generate sufficient information and contested debates about the 
contents and goals of the Constitutional Treaty. Countries with referenda went through 
rather short periods of politicisation, which focused mainly on strategic communication 
and the staging of a power play between domestic actors. Last but not least, 
constitutional contention came to an abrupt halt after the popular vote, and the reflection 
period was not used as an opportunity for further mobilisation on the issue. The low 
salience of the issue over the whole period thus clearly facilitated the return to a 
“constitutional low politics”. 
 
(2) Origins and types of agency 
 
One of the principal aims of the reflection period was to become engaged in a dialogue 
with the people of Europe and to close the gap between the EU and its citizens. As an 
indicator of the degree of openness and diversity of the debate, we compare the share of 
state and non-state actors that were involved and active in the reflection period. 
Generally speaking, reflection on the constitutional choices for Europe was predominantly 
driven by state actors. In comparison to previous rounds of constitutional debates in the 
member states, reflection did not only mean a general restriction of publicity but also a 
considerable reduction in the plurality of participation. The invitation by the governments 
and by the Commission in summer 2005 to broad and plural debate in the member 
states and beyond clearly did not resonate with the media and society. Rather, the 
reflection period reproduced traditional patterns of intergovernmental negotiations with a 
preference for low public involvement in EU-constitutional politics. 
 
Only in very few countries such as Bulgaria, Estonia, France, Italy, and the Netherlands, 
did the public or voters emerge as active participants in the debate with shares of more 
then ten percent. Civil society organisations on the other hand were largely absent from 
the discussion – with the highest involvement level (four percent) occurring in Denmark. 

 
How can we explain the elite dominance in constitutional debates in the media? Shifting 
media attention cycles are partly related to the indifference of the general public and the 
low level of political contestation in most member states. The fact that, among the non-
state actors, only scientific experts and think tanks achieved some visibility in the media 
with an average share of eight percent, further underlines the technocratic character of 
the debate in the reflection period, which tended to focus on the viability of legal 
choices.30 If non-state actors (at the domestic or transnational level) do not mobilise, it is 
either because they lack specific concerns and opportunities, or because they trust in the 
particular representative structure in place. We assume that both explanations apply 
here: The reflection period did not provide opportunities for mobilisation from below. At 
the same time, non-state actors were involved in corporatist partnership designs with the 
EU and considered lobbying strategies as more successful than public mobilisation 
through the media.  
 
Our data indicate that the particular representative structure in place is unquestioned, 
and governments are seen as the legitimate voice of the member states in defending EU-
constitutional issues. The particular type of representative voice in the reflection period 
thus supports the hypothesis that there is a return to intergovernmentalism in EU-Treaty 
reform. Intergovernmental theorists would be right to predict that national governments 
are successfully monopolizing domestic debates on the EU and excluding oppositional 
voices.   

                                                
30 Note that the high share of 29% in the Polish case is due to the number of interviews and guest 
commentaries chosen for the analysis. 
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(3) Patterns of interaction 
 
In order to measure interdiscursivity and actors’ relationships across countries and levels 
of political authority, the analysis of the post-ratification period looked at the particular 
ways in which actors’ positions and statements were interlinked in unfolding media 
discourse. Interactions and interrelations were coded in all statements in which either a 
person was directly addressed or someone spoke about someone else. Combining these 
findings with an evaluation of actors’ origin and level of action, our data measures the 
degree of transnationalism in the unfolding debate. It becomes possible to determine to 
what extend the debate was mainly restricted to the nation states or reached beyond 
national boundaries. This results in a matrix that distinguishes nine types of actor 
relationship (see table 26). 
 
Again, these patterns of interaction portray the EU mainly as a Union of nation states, 
which are either closed in domestic debates or interact with each bi- or multilaterally. In 
turn, media discourse overlooks the multi-level character of the EU and the allocation of 
political authority at the supranational level: while domestic actors (mainly national 
governments) are taken into consideration as active players in EU debate, there are only 
few instances of direct intervention of EU actors in the domestic realm. In contrast to 
earlier phases of the constitutional debate, the importance of horizontal Europeanisation, 
measured in terms of passive observation of debates in other EU-member states, also 
diminished over the course of the reflection period (only ten percent).31 Our findings thus 
seem to deflate expectations of a progressive Europeanisation of the public sphere. 
Despite the fact that the EU hoped to launch a period of reflection and dialogue among 
Europeans, there is a considerable degree of re-nationalisation to be observed in media 
discourse of the EU.  
 
(4) Contentious issues 
 
The range of issues raised by the statements made in media discourses indicates that 
during the reflection period a range of particular concerns has been expressed in relation 
to European integration in each of the single member states. A fundamental requirement 
for European political will formation is that public debates focus on the same topics of 
relevance (Eder/Kantner 2000). For the 2005-2007 reflection period the expectation 
would be that member state debates should primarily focus on the institutional and 
constitutional design of the European Union. The people of Europe were asked to 
deliberate about the scope and the limits of European integration, the possibilities for 
democratic control and the principal rules of decision-making. In order to compare the 
thematic character of European debates in the Member States, we have categorized the 
broad range of European issues into three categories 
 
Policy issues: In relation to which EU public policies is the constitutional treaty 
mentioned? Which types of EU policy-fields are considered most relevant in the 
constitutional debate (output legitimacy)?  
 
Polity issues: How are the objectives of the European Union debated? How is membership 
perceived? How should democratic participation and control mechanisms be allocated 
(input legitimacy)? And how are the “polity model” and principles for which the EU stands 
discursively represented? 
 
Procedural issues: How is the process of constitutional negotiation, ratification, crisis, 
reflection and relaunch perceived? How are actors’ positions and strategies in the process 
represented?  

                                                
31 Comparative findings for France, Germany, the UK and Spain for the referendum period, in which horizontal 
Europeanisation was considerably higher, are reported in Vetters et al. 2008 for France and Germany and Trenz 
et al. (2008). 
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In order to increase the relevance of the sample, our country experts were advised to 
give preference to those kinds of articles in which strong opinions and preferences on the 
EU institutional and constitutional set-up and desired reforms were expressed. We 
expected that this particular sampling bias should increase the salience of polity issues 
over policy and procedural issues. This expectation was partly fulfilled in the sense that 
EU-policies were indeed discussed rather broadly and only mentioned on average in 
about 13 percent of all statements. Against our expectations however, polity issues did 
not figure most prominently in the newspapers either. The EU polity was a topic in 28 
percent of all quotes, with a relatively wide range across countries, going from only 
21percent in Denmark to 45 percent in Turkey. Instead of dealing primarily with the 
substantive issues involved in the making of the EU polity, mass public debates in the 
reflection period tended to focus rather on strategic choices and the tactics of the main 
actors involved. The topics that were most hotly debated during the post-ratification 
debate were thus less concerned with the institutional and constitutional setup of the EU 
or the particular policy issues involved, dealing mainly with the process itself, reflecting 
on the referenda, the present impasse and possible ways out of the crisis. Overall, this 
emphasis on procedural issues (70 percent on average) reflects the dominance of 
strategic news framing and contentious issues. This can be correlated to the actor 
variable to reveal which national government leaders were the main promoters of 
European debates. Our analysis demonstrates that the activity of national governments is 
characterized in the media as: promoting national or shared European interests, 
searching for coalitions and possible compromises in conjunction with European partners, 
and devising strategies to rescue the treaty reform process. Given this focus on strategic-
procedural issues, media debates largely reflected the agenda of intergovernmental 
negotiations (logic one) that was dominant over the period with the aim of arriving at a 
compromise of minimal Treaty reform beyond constitutional high politics. 
 
(5) Justifications 
 
The justifications used by actors to explain or to give reason for their views or proposals 
were analyzed along three broad categories connected to interests, values and rights. 
Each of these categories included a range of sub-codes in order to establish to which 
level or group (e.g. regional, member states, European, sectoral, gender based) the 
justifications referred to. The three justificatory logics (interest, values and rights) were 
operationalised in terms of: 
 

• whether a constitutional choice/strategy/policy for the EU is efficient/inefficient or 
beneficial/unbeneficial (problem-solving/interest-based justification),  

• whether a constitutional choice/strategy/policy is considered relevant for a 
particular entity/collective (contextualized value based justification) 

• whether a constitutional choice/strategy/policy is considered generally valid and 
impartial and defended on the basis of universal principles (rights-based 
justification 

 
Furthermore, it was specified that only those justifications that were directly related to an 
issue of EU policy, the EU polity or the EU constitutional process or project should be 
coded. This condition was met in only 22 percent of all statements.  
 
In all countries, the dominant pattern of justifying the constitutional project was interest-
based. This points, once again, to a perception of the European Union as an entity that 
aims primarily at problem solving through compromises between the interests of 
different member states. Interest-based justifications were clearly dominant in the new 
Member States, especially Bulgaria (76 percent) and Estonia (74 percent), but were also 
in evidence in the applicant country Turkey and in some of the old Member States, 
especially in Britain (66 percent) and Italy (65 percent). Questions of collective identity 
and belonging were mainly debated in Turkey as well as in France and in Germany, and 
in all three countries were closely related to the question of Turkish membership. 
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Justifications referring to rights and democracy became more prominent than interest-
based justifications only in three countries: Sweden (57 percent), Denmark (36 percent) 
and the Netherlands (30 percent).  
 
The reflection period is thus marked by diverging practices across the Member States 
with regard to justifying European integration. This contradicts in particular the second 
logic of European constitution-making, which relies on a convergence of interpretative 
patterns and unification of the debate through shared criteria of relevance. Diverging 
justifying practices rather point to the existence of latent cleavage structures and the 
existence of incommunicabilities between nationally diverse discourses. An example are 
concerns with the defence of rights and democracy, which were mainly articulated in 
well-established Northern European democracies (Sweden, Denmark, the Netherlands, 
and also Germany to a degree), whereas the New Member States, the UK and the 
Southern Member States tended to cast the EU routinely in terms of power and interests, 
albeit not national but predominantly joint European interests. 
 
Looking at the degree to which different justifications were referred to, common 
European interests and values were dominant, followed by national or member-state-
based arguments. The EU is thus primarily constructed as a double faced – in some cases 
even bi-polar - entity. The multi-level and poly-sectoral character of the EU-polity does 
not feature prominently in the discourses of the media. This also hampers the unfolding 
of a contentious logic of EU-constitution-making beyond the classic forms of bi-lateral 
cross-national or EU-member states conflicts. However, throughout the reflection period, 
such conflicts rarely become manifest. The diverging practices of justifying European 
integration rather point to latent cleavages which do not turn into contentious politics.  
 
7.5 Conclusion: Lessons for Democratic Constitutionalism 

Does media communication restrict the scope of democratic legitimacy in EU 
constitutional politics? According to the representative democratic logic of EU-
constitution-making, ratification failure is basically a failure of public communication. 
However, as Fossum (2008) and Fossum and Menendez (2006) have argued, the 
institutional conditions for this failure can be found in the Laeken process itself which 
only insufficiently fulfilled the requirement of deliberative constitution-making. This 
accounts for why, in discursive practices the media could neither reach nor convince the 
relevant publics. In light of these shortcomings, the rather divergent media discourses do 
not come as a surprise. They cannot be seen to undermine the validity of the normative 
claims of deliberative constitution-making, as long as the necessary procedures have not 
been put properly into practice at the level of political process.32 
 
From the intergovernmental perspective of “quasi-constitutionalisation”, the 
constitutional treaty ratification has been viewed as a procedural defeat but a substantive 
victory (Tsebelis 2008). Normative shortcomings do not matter as long as the process is 
functionally viable. As long as better alternatives to the Laeken outcome are not 
available, the failure of ratification does not matter. The task is therefore to protect the 
fragile compromises and to rescue the substance of the Constitutional Treaty. This can be 
done strategically by reducing public attention, e.g. by getting rid of the symbols and 
unnecessary corollaries of the Treaty. The road to Lisbon proves indeed that the 
restrictive logics of EU-constitutional settlement can still be applied successfully without 
European heads of states needing to worry about media interference or the mobilisation 
of significant popular resistance. Through these lenses, the EU is apparently not “ripe for 
politicisation”, as some commentators have suggested in the aftermath of the referenda 
(Mair 2007). It therefore appears to be premature to postulate a new logic of European 
integration by democratization that would be structured by stable cleavage structures to 
accommodate conflict within and across the member states. 

                                                
32 In retrospective, contingencies can of course always be identified as wrong calculations. 
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Our data shed doubt on the claim that ratification failure is simply to be regarded as a 
communications failure that could be “managed” by applying the right communicative 
procedures and norms. The EU is not simply unwilling to provide the right information to 
the citizens or generally incapable of talking to the public directly, but it encounters 
systematic constraints: on the one hand the institutional preconditions for constitutional 
politics, namely Council Presidency consultations behind closed doors; and, on the other 
hand, nationally fragmented public spheres.  
 
Yet, the failure of communicating the European message in the ratification stage does not 
imply that mass media communication of EU-politics to the public leads to the wholesale 
re-nationalising of EU constitutional politics. Though some re-nationalising dynamics 
could be verified by our data (especially with regard to the dominance of national actors 
and interactions), the reflection period held some quite unexpected surprises: Although 
the media undoubtedly give prominent voice to national governments, they do not 
necessarily reframe the agenda of European integration and democratization in the terms 
of national interests or identities. To the contrary, the comparative assessment of the 
democratic quality of the constitutional debate in the mass media has revealed that a 
substantial degree of attention was paid to supranational policy issues as well as to 
European interests and identity. Furthermore, we claim that across extended pockets of 
the emerging European public sphere, institutional and procedural issues linked to a 
contentious, transnational democratic politics of constitutionalism can be seen to trump 
national institutional or supranational issues. Finally and importantly from the perspective 
of democratic constitutional politics by deliberation, the same mass media discourses 
that largely privilege the voices of national elites do not necessarily do so to the 
detriment of reason giving. In this regard, our most surprising finding consists in patterns 
of justification where appeals to European interests, values and identities have played 
the most prominent role. Arguably a reflection, if not on the democratic quality, then on 
the reflexive capacity of the European political class to learn from past failures and 
successfully stage the Berlin Declaration on occasion of the 50th anniversary of the EU. 
 
In light of these non-linear trends in cross-national and transnational media 
communication on the construction of a European political order, we cannot but conclude 
that these neither support the thesis that the media is a mechanism for forging 
permissive social consensus, nor does it promote normative contentions about European 
integration. They do articulate normative debates about the constitutional design of the 
EU, but neither build societal consensus nor reflect (as yet) stable patterns of societal 
contention. Generally, media attention to EU constitutional politics is low, except for short 
periods around specific events like national referenda, and especially crises. 
Nevertheless, during the reflection period the media have demonstrated an unusual 
readiness to cover transnational normative and political debates. EU-democracy is not an 
explicitly prominent topic within the national media, but neither do they exclusively or 
predominantly focus on the defence of national positions and interests when dealing with 
EU topics of general relevance.  
 
Last but not least, our analysis also proves the intergovernmental logic of quasi-
constitutionalisation wrong, with our findings contradicting its core claim that the 
necessary institutional settlement of the EU has already been achieved by restricting the 
instrumental scope and the normativity of the project. It needs to be recognised that the 
EU’s visibility in public discourses all over Europe has become a fundamental condition for 
debating and negotiating its legitimacy. The question of the democratic legitimacy of the 
European political order can therefore not be detached from normative debates that 
effectively engage broader publics. The role of publicity as a constraint on and 
precondition for democratic legitimacy has not yet been fully grasped. Arguably, a theory 
of constitutionalism beyond the state would have to put discursive intermediation centre 
stage, paying attention to the contingencies deriving from competing constitutional 
games. Their articulation is risky but unavoidable, with no guarantee of public loyalty. 



 

WP 5 Research Report 107 

References 
 
Bankowski, Zenon and Emilios Christodoulidis (1998) ‘The European Union as an 

Essentially Contested Project’, European Law Journal, 4(4): 341-354. 
Brunkhorst, Hauke (2008) The Future of the European Constitution in: Carlos Closa and 

Antonio Barroso (eds) The Reform Treaty and National Constitutions: Towards 
further Europeanisation? RECON Report, Madrid. 

Brüggemann, Michael/Sifft, Stefanie/Kleinen-von Königslöw, Katharina/Peters, 
Bernhard/Wimmel, Andreas (2006) Segmentierte Europäisierung: Trends und 
Muster der Transnationalisierung von Öffentlichkeit in Europa, in: Wolfgang R. 
Langenbucher und Michael Latzer (eds) Europäische Öffentlichkeit und medialer 
Wandel: Eine transdisziplinäre Perspektive, Wiesbaden: Verlag für 
Sozialwissenschaften (VS), 214-231. 

Castiglione, Dario, and Schönlau, Justus (2006) Entry 'Constitutional Politics', in Knud 
Erik Jörgensen, Mark A. Pollack, and Ben Rosamond (eds) Handbook of European 
Union Politics, London/New Delhi: Sage. 

Chilton, Paul (2004) Analysing Political Discourse. Theory and Practice, London: 
Routledge. 

Commission of the European Union (2006) White Paper on a European Communication 
Policy. Brussels, 1.2.2006. COM(2006) 35 final. 

Dryzek, John S./Berejikian, Jeffrey (1993) Reconstructive Democratic Theory, American 
Political Science Review, 87 (1): 48-60. 

Dryzek, John (2005) Deliberative Global Politics, Cambridge: Polity. 
Eder, Klaus, and Kantner, Cathleen (2000) 'Transnationale Resonanzstrukturen in 

Europa. Eine Kritik der Rede vom Öffentlichkeitsdefizi', in: Maurizio Bach (Ed.) Die 
Europäisierung nationaler Gesellschaften, Wiesbaden: Westdeutscher Verlag: 306-
331. 

Eilders, Christiane and Voltmer, Katrin (2003) Zwischen Deutschland und Europa. Eine 
empirische Untersuchung zum Grad von Europäisierung und Europa-Unterstützung 
der meinungsführenden deutschen Tageszeitungen, Medien und 
Kommunikationswissenschaft (M&K), 51 (2): 250-270. 

Eriksen, Erik Oddvar (2001) Democracy Through Strong Publics in the European Union? 
ARENA Working Paper 01/16, Oslo: ARENA. 

— (2005) An Emerging European Public Sphere, European Journal of Social Theory, 8(3): 
341-363. 

— (2007) Making the European Polity. Reflexive Integration in the EU, London: Routledge. 
Evas, Tatjana (2007) Elitist with a Russian Twist: Mass Media Discourses on European 

Constitutional Ratification in Estonia and Latvia, Perspectives on European Politics 
and Society, 8 (3): 374-413. 

Firmstone, Julie and Statham, Paul (2007) 'Mediated debates about the EU and 
ratification of the European Constitution in the British Public Sphere'. Paper 
presented at the Political Communication Research Section, IAMCR Conference, 
23-25 July 2007, Paris. 

Fossum, John Erik (forthcoming) European Constitutional Avoidance. ARENA: Oslo.  
Fossum, John Erik and Philip Schlesinger (2007) The European Union and the Public 

Sphere: A Communicative Space in the making, London: Routledge.  
Fossum, John Erik and Menéndez Agustin José (2005) 'The Constitution’s Gift? A 

Deliberative Democratic Analysis of Constitution Making in the European Union', 
European Law Journal, 11 (4): 382-412. 

Fossum, John Erik and Trenz, Hans-Jörg (2006) The EU’s fledgling society: From 
deafening silence to critical voice in European constitution making, Journal of Civil 
Society, 2(1): 57-77. 

Gerhards, Jürgen (2001) Missing a European Public Sphere, in: Kohli, Martin und Novak, 
Mojca (eds) Will Europe Work? Integration, Employment and the Social Order, 
London and New York: Routledge, 145-158. 



 

WP 5 Research Report 108 

Gerhards, Jürgen/Neidhardt, Friedhelm/Rucht, Dieter (1998) Zwischen Palaver und 
Diskurs. Strukturen öffentlicher Meinungsbildung am Beispiel der deutschen 
Diskussion zur Abtreibung. Wiesbaden: Verlag für Sozialwissenschaften. 

Habermas, Jürgen (1994) 'Three Normative Models of Democracy', Constellations, 
1(1):1-10. 

— (2001) 'Why Europe Needs a Constitution', New Left Review, 11:5-26. 
— (2008) Ach Europa, Frankfurt a.M.: Suhrkamp. 
Hooghe, Liesbet, and Gary Marks (2008) A Postfunctionalist Theory of European 

Integration: From Permissive Consensus to Constraining Dissensus, BJPS. 
Hubé, Nicolas (2003) L’Union Européenne à la « Une » : Un cadrage difficile d’une 

actualité peu visible. Regard comparé sur la presse française et allemande, 
in: Guillaume Garcia and Virginie Le Torrec (eds) L'Union européenne et les 
médias : regards croisés sur l'information européenne, Paris : L’Harmattan, 67- 
89.  

— (2004) L’Europe à la «Une»: La nécessaire nationalisation de l’actualité 
communautaire en France et en Allemagne, in: François Foret and Guillaume 
Soulez (eds) Europe: La quête d'un espace médiatique? Média Morphoses, 3(12), 
56-60. 

Jentges. Erik/Trenz, Hans-Jörg and Vetters, Regina (2007) Von der politischen zur 
sozialen Konstitutionalisierung Europas. Verfassungsgebung als Katalysator 
europäischer Vergesellschaftung, Politische Vierteljahresschrift 48(4), 705-729.  

Kitus, Andro (2008) 'Europeanization, democratic deficit and the constitutional debate in 
Estonia. Innovation', The European Journal of Social Science Research, 21(2), 
111-129. 

Koopmans, Ruud/Statham, Paul (1999) Political claims analysis: Integrating protest 
event and political discourse approaches, Mobilization, 4(2): 203-21. 

— (2002) The transformation of political mobilisation and communication in European 
public spheres: A research outline, available at <http://europub.wz-berlin.de>. 

Koopmans, Ruud (2002) Codebook for the Analysis of Political Mobilisation and 
Communication in European Public Spheres, available at: <http://europub.wz-
berlin.de>. 

— (2007) Who Inhabits the European Public Sphere? Winners and Losers, Supporters and 
Opponents in Europeanised Political Debates, European Journal of Political 
Research, 46, 183-210. 

Laclau, Ernesto (2005) On Populist Reason, London: Verso.  
Liebert, Ulrike/Falke, Josef and Maurer, Josef (2006) Postnational Constitutionalisation in 

the New Europe, Postnationaler Verfassungsprozess im neuen Europa, Baden-
Baden: Nomos. 

Liebert, Ulrike (2007a) 'Introduction: Structuring political conflict about Europe: National 
media in transnational discourse analysis', in: Liebert, Ulrike (ed.), Europe in 
Contention: Debating Constitutional Ratification. Special issue of Perspectives on 
European Politics and Society, 8(3):235. 

— (2007b) 'Making a transnational public sphere: the media, democracy and the 
question of standards', paper presented at 4th ECPR Conference, Pisa, 6-8 
September 2008. 

Maatsch, Sönke (2007) 'The Struggle to Control Meanings: The French Debate on the 
European Constitution in the Mass Media', Perspectives on European Politics and 
Society, 8(3), 261-280. 

Majone, Giandomenico (1998) "Europe's 'Democratic Deficit': The Question of 
Standards”, European Law Journal 4(1):5-28. 

— (2005) Dilemmas of European Integration: The Ambiguities and Pitfalls of Integration 
by Stealth, Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

Mancini, Giuseppe Federico (2000) Democracy and Constitutionalism in the European 
Union: Collected Essays, Oxford: Hart. 

Maurer, Andreas (2003) Mass Media Publicized Discourses on the Post-Nice Process. 
Österreichische Akademie der Wissenschaften: IWE-Working Paper Series No. 40, 
Juni 2003. 



 

WP 5 Research Report 109 

Meyer, Christoph (2007) 'The Constitutional Treaty Debates as Revelatory Mechanism', 
RECON Online Working Paper 07/6, Oslo: ARENA. 

Meyer, Thomas (2001) Mediokratie. Die Kolonisierung der Politik durch die Medien, 
Frankfurt a.M.: Suhrkamp. 

Moravcsik, Andrew (2006) 'What can we learn from the collapse of the European 
constitutional project?', Politische Vierteljahresschrift, 47(2):219-241. 

Norris, Pippa (2000) A Virtuous Circle: Political Communications in Postindustrial 
Societies, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

Olsen, Johan P. (2007) Europe in Search of Political Order: An Institutional Perspective 
on Unity/Diversity, Citizens/Their Helpers, Democratic Design/Historical Drift and 
the Co-existence of Orders, Oxford University Press, USA. 

Packham, Kathrin (2007) 'From the contenious constitution to the awkward other … 
social model: The Constitutional Debate in the British Print Media', Perspectives on 
European Politics and Society, 8(3): 281-313. 

Peters, Bernhard/Sifft, Stefanie/Wimmel, Andreas/Brüggemann, Michael/Kleinen-von-
Königslöw, Katharina (2005) 'National and Transnational Public Spheres: The Case 
of the EU', European Review, 13(1): 139-160. 

Potter, Jonathan (1996) 'Discourse Analysis and Constructionist Approaches: Theoretical 
Background', in: Richardson, John T.E. (ed.) Handbook of qualitative research 
methods for psychology and the social sciences, Leicester: BPS Books. 

Rakušanová, Petra (2007) 'The Constitutional Debate: A One Man Show? Vaclav Klaus 
and the Constitutional Discourse in the Czech Republic', Perspectives on European 
Politics and Society, 8(3): 342-373. 

Rucht, Dieter, Koopmans, Ruud, and Neidhardt, Friedhelm (1998) Acts of Dissent: New 
Developments in the Study of Protest, Berlin: Sigma. 

Shaw, Jo (2000) 'Process and Constitutional Discourse in the European Union', Journal of 
Law and Society, 27(1):4-37. 

— (2003): 'Process, Responsibility and Inclusion in EU Constitutionalism', European Law 
Journal, 9(1):45-68. 

Statham, Paul (2005) Forging Divergent and ‘Path Dependent’ Ways to Europe?: Political 
Communication over European Integration in the British and French Public 
Spheres, European Political Communication Working Paper Series No 11/05 
University of Leeds. 

— (2007) 'Political Communication, European integration and the transformation of 
national public spheres: A Comparison of Britain and France', in Fossum, John Erik 
and Schlesinger, Philip (eds), The European Union and the Public Sphere: A 
Communicative Space in the Making? London: Routledge. 

— (2008) Integration without Democracy? Three Conceptions of European Security Policy 
in Transformation, ARENA Working Paper 08/7, Oslo: ARENA. 

Statham, Paul and Gray, Emily (2005) ,The European public sphere and debates about 
Europe in Britain: Internalized and conflict driven?,, Innovation, 18(1): 61-81. 

Tobler, Stefan (2002) ,Transnationale Kommunikationsverdichtung im Streit um die 
internationale Steuerpolitik', Berliner Debatte Initial 13(5/6): 67-78. 

Trenz, Hans-Jörg, Conrad, Maximilian; Rosén, Guri (2007) The Interpretative Moment of 
European Journalism. The impact of media voice in the ratification process. 
RECON Report No 2, Oslo: ARENA. 

— (forthcoming) 'Impartial mediator or critical watch-dog? The role of political journalism 
in EU constitution-making', Comparative European Politics.  

Trenz, Hans Jörg, Losada Fraga, Fernando and Menéndez, Agustín J. (2008.) ¿Y por fin 
ya somos europeos? El referéndum español sobre el Tratado Constitucional y su 
influencia en la esfera pública europea. Madrid: Dykinson.   

Trenz, Hans-Jörg (2004) 'Media Coverage on European Governance. Exploring the 
European Public Sphere in National Quality Newspapers', European Journal of 
Communication, 19(3): 291-319. 

— (2005) Europa in den Medien. Die europäische Integration im Spiegel nationaler 
Öffentlichkeit, Frankfurt: Campus. 



 

WP 5 Research Report 110 

— (2007) "‘Quo vadis Europe?’ Quality Newspapers Struggling for European Unity", in 
Fossum, J. E. and Schlesinger, P. (eds), The European Union and the Public 
Sphere. A communicative space in the making? London: Routledge, 89-109 

— (2008) 'Understanding media impact on European integration:enhancing or restricting 
the scope of legitimacy of the EU', Journal of European integration, 30(2), 291-
309. 

— (forthcoming) 'Measuring the Europeanisation of public communication: the question 
of standards', European Political Science, 7(2). 

Tsebelis, George (2008) 'Thinking about the Recent Past and the Future of the EU', 
JCMS: Journal of Common Market Studies, 46(2):265-292. 

Tully, James (1995) Strange Multiplicity: Constitutionalism in an Age of Diversity, 
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

— (2007) 'A New Kind of Europe? Democratic Integration in the European Union', Critical 
Review of International Social and Political Philosophy, 10(1):71. 

Van de Steeg, Marianne (2004) Does a Public Sphere Exist in the EU? An Analysis of the 
Content of the Debate on the Haider-Case. EUI-Working Paper SPS No. 
2004/2005, Florenz: European University Institute. 

Vetters, Regina/Jentges, Erik/Trenz, Hans-Jörg (2006) Exploring the EU’s social  
constituency: Patterns of public claims-making in constitutional debates in France 
and Germany, Arena Working Paper 06/18, Oslo. ARENA. 

— (forthcoming) 'Whose project is it? Media debates on the ratification of the EU 
Constitutional Treaty', Journal of European Public Policy 4. 

Vetters, Regina (2007) 'Vor Ort in Europa. Ein Vergleich der Europaberichterstattung  
deutscher Qualitäts- und Regionalzeitungen', Medien und 
Kommunikationswissenschaften (M&K). 

Weiler, Joseph (1999) The Constitution of Europe: Do the New Clothes Have an Emperor? 
and Other Essays on European Integration, Cambridge: Cambridge University 
Press. 

Wiener, Antje (2003) 'Editorial: Evolving Norms of Constitutionalism', European Law 
Journal 9(1):1-13. 

Wiener, Antje, and Vincent Della Sala (1998) 'Constitution-making and Citizenship 
Practice - Bridging the Democracy Gap in the EU?', Journal of Common Market 
Studies, 35(4): 595-614. 

Wiener, Antje, and Schmalz-Bruns, Rainer (2008) 'Constitutionalism Beyond the State: 
Questions, Concepts, Criteria for a Critical Research Agenda’, paper prepared for 
Joint Workshop Sessions of the European Consortium for Political Research 
(ECPR), Workshop “Constitutionalism and Constitutionalisation beyond the State: 
Towards Theory-Building”, 12-16 April 2008, Rennes. 

Wimmel, Andreas (2004) 'Transnationale Diskurse. Zur Analyse politischer 
Kommunikation in der europäischen Medienöffentlichkeit‘, Zeitschrift für 
Internationale Beziehungen, 11(1): 7-25. 

Wyrozumska, Alexandra (2007) ‘Who is Willing to Die for the Constitution? The National 
Debate on the Constitutional Treaty in Poland’, Perspectives on European Politics 
and Society, 8(3): 314-341. 

 



 

WP 5 Research Report 111 

Annex 
 
A: Synopsis of selected Newspapers for the Ratification Phase 

Czech Republic 
NAME OF 

NEWSPAPER 
TYPE OF 
MEDIA 

POLITICAL 
ORIENTATIO

N 

CIRCULATION 
RATE 

SOURCE/ 
DATABASE 

TOTAL 
NO. OF 
ART. 

SELECTED 
NO. OF 
ART. 

MF Dnes daily centre right 300,000 Factiva 358 8 
Právo daily centre left 170,000 Newton IT 806 19 
Blesk tabloid  570,000 Newton IT 89 1 
Týden weekly centre 54,000 Newton IT 69 2 
Reflex weekly centre right 57,000 Newton IT 44 2 
Respekt sectoral centre left 17,000 Newton IT 110 6 

 

Estonia 
NAME OF 

NEWSPAPER 
TYPE OF 
MEDIA 

POLITICAL 
ORIENTATIO

N 

CIRCULATION 
RATE 

SOURCE/ 
DATABASE 

TOTAL 
NO. OF 
ART. 

SELECTE
D NO. OF 

ART. 
Postimees daily  69,700 Online 

Archives 
176 14 

Päevaleht daily  35,500 Online 
Archives 

96 8 

Molodyozh 
Estonii 

daily russian 7,200 Online 
Archives 

43 3 

 

France 
NAME OF 

NEWSPAPER 
TYPE OF 
MEDIA 

POLITICAL 
ORIENTATIO

N 

CIRCULATION 
RATE 

SOURCE/ 
DATABASE 

TOTAL 
NO. OF 
ART. 

SELECTE
D NO. OF 

ART. 
Le Figaro daily centre right 440,000 Factiva 2027 10 
Le Monde daily centre left 510,000 Factiva 1436 10 
L’Express weekly  650,000 Factiva 216 2 
Le Nouvel  
Observateur 

weekly  660,000 Factiva 211 2 

Le Point weekly  470,000 Factiva 181 1 
L’Humanité sectoral communist 70,000 Humanite.fr 4380 1 

 

Latvia 
NAME OF 

NEWSPAPER 
TYPE 
OF 

MEDIA 

POLITICAL 
ORIENTATION 

CIRCULATION 
RATE 

SOURCE/ 
DATABASE 

TOTAL 
NO. OF 
ART. 

SELECTE
D NO. 

OF ART. 
Diena daily   Online 

Archives 
161 15 

Neatkariga 
Riga Avize 

daily   Online 
Archives 

130 13 

Vesti Segodnja daily russian  Online 
Archives 

34 3 
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Poland 
NAME OF 

NEWSPAPER 
TYPE 
OF 

MEDIA 

POLITICAL 
ORIENTATION 

CIRCULATION 
RATE 

SOURCE/ 
DATABASE 

TOTAL 
NO. OF 
ART. 

SELECTED 
NO. OF 
ART. 

Gazeta  
Wyborcza 

daily centre left 500,000 Factiva,GW 
archives 

298 8 

Rzeczpospolita daily centre right 240,000 Factiva, RZ 
achives 

259 7 

Super Express tabloid  300,000 SE Archives 7 1 
Europa/Fakt tabloid  750,000 Fakt  

Archives 
21 1 

Wprost weekly right 304,000 Wprost 
Archives 

31 5 

Newsweek  
Polska 

weekly left 140,000 Newsweek 
Archives 

22 2 

Tygodnik 
Powszechny 

sectoral right,  
catholic 

38,000 TP Archives 23 3 

Nasz Dziennik sectoral populist catholic 150,000 ND  
Archives 

35 2 

 

United Kingdom 
NAME OF 

NEWSPAPER 
TYPE 
OF 

MEDIA 

POLITICAL 
ORIENTATION 

CIRCULATION 
RATE 

SOURCE/ 
DATABASE 

TOTAL 
NO. OF 
ART. 

SELECTED 
NO. OF 
ART. 

The Times daily right wing, 
modest 
eurosceptic, 
conservative 

714,000 Factiva/ 
Reuters 

365 12 

The Guardian daily left-of-centre, 
pro-Europe 

400,000 Factiva/ 
Reuters 

327 10 

The Daily  
Mirror 

tabloid historically left, 
now more 
centre, pro-
Europe 

2,714,000 Factiva/ 
Reuters 

48 2 

The Sun tabloid right wing, 
eurosceptic 

3,440,000 Online  
Archive 

98 2 

The Economist weekly liberal, centre, 
rather 
eurosceptical 

158,142 
(in UK) 

Online  
Archive 

48 2 

The Observer Sunday 
paper 

left, pro-
European 

1,200,000 Factiva/ 
Reuters 

57 2 

 

EU-CONSTITUENCY-Project 

 

France 
NAME OF 

NEWSPAPER 
TYPE 
OF 

MEDIA 

POLITICAL 
ORIENTATIO

N 

CIRCULATION 
RATE 

SOURCE/ 
DATABASE 

TOTAL 
NO. OF 
ART. 

SELECTED 
NO. OF 
ART. 

Le Figaro daily centre right 332863 Lexis Nexis, 
CD-ROM 

738 140 

Le Monde daily centre left 350039 Lexis Nexis 1264 246 
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Germany 
NAME OF 

NEWSPAPER 
TYPE OF 
MEDIA 

POLITICAL 
ORIENTATIO

N 

CIRCULATION 
RATE 

SOURCE/ 
DATABASE 

TOTAL 
NO. OF 
ART. 

SELECTED 
NO. OF 
ART. 

Frankfurter 
Allgemeine 
Zeitung 

daily centre right 371,000 Lexis Nexis 532 131 

Süddeutsche 
Zeitung 

daily centre left 445,000 Lexis Nexis 335 99 

Stuttgarter  
Zeitung 

regional 
paper 

centre right 219,000 Online  
Archive 

138 71 

Sächsische 
Zeitung 

regional 
paper 

centre left 294,000 Online  
Archive 

156 68 

Bild tabloid centre right 3,444,977 Bild 
Archive 

38 24 

 

UK 
NAME OF 

NEWSPAPER 
TYPE 
OF 

MEDIA 

POLITICAL 
ORIENTATIO

N 

CIRCULATION 
RATE 

SOURCE/ 
DATABASE 

TOTAL 
NO. OF 
ART. 

SELECTED 
NO. OF 
ART. 

The Times daily centre right 597,899 Lexis Nexis   
The Guardian daily centre left 314,519 Lexis Nexis   

 

 

B: Synopsis of selected Newspapers for the Post-Ratification Phase 

 

Bulgaria 
NAME OF 

NEWSPAPER 
TYPE OF 
MEDIA 

POLITICAL 
ORIENTAT

ION 

CIRCULAT
ION RATE 

SOURCE/ 
DATABASE 

TOTAL 
NO. OF 
ART. 

SELECTE
D NO. OF 

ART. 
Labour national daily Neutral 250 000 Online 

Archive 
185 21 

Standard national daily Right 70 000 Online  
Archive  

122 6 

Capital qualitative 
weekly 

conservativ
e, econ. 

30 – 35 000 Online  
Archive 

93 13 

 

Czech Republic 
NAME OF 

NEWSPAPER 
TYPE OF 
MEDIA 

POLITICAL 
ORIENTATIO

N 

CIRCULATION 
RATE 

SOURCE/ 
DATABASE 

TOTAL 
NO. OF 
ART. 

SELECTED 
NO. OF 
ART. 

Blesk daily 
paper 

none 490 667 Newton IT 6 0 

Hospodarske 
noviny 

daily 
paper 

none 62 714 Newton IT 361 13 

Pravo daily 
paper 

none 165 092 Newton IT 295 17 

MF Dnes daily 
paper 

none 293 585 Newton IT 260 8 

Reflex weekly 
mag. 

none 54 496 Newton IT 21 0 

Respekt weekly 
mag. 

none 25 000 Newton IT 106 2 
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Denmark 
NAME OF 

NEWSPAPER 
TYPE 
OF 

MEDIA 

POLITICAL 
ORIENTATION 

CIRCULATION 
RATE 

SOURCE/ 
DATABASE 

TOTAL 
NO. OF 
ART. 

SELECTED 
NO. OF 
ART. 

Berlingske 
Tidende 

Broadsh
eet 

Liberal-
Consevative 

121 571 Infomedia 649 
 

19 

Politiken Broadsh
eet 

Socialliberal 122 933 Infomedia 639 
 

18 

Ekstra Bladet Tabloid Liberal  108 478 Infomedia 98 3 

 

Estonia 
NAME OF 

NEWSPAPER 
TYPE OF 
MEDIA 

POLITICAL 
ORIENTATIO

N 

CIRCULATION 
RATE 

SOURCE/ 
DATABASE 

TOTAL 
NO. OF 
ART. 

SELECTED 
NO. OF 
ART. 

Postimees quality  62700 on-line 
archive 

366 25 

Sl Õhtuleht tabloid  65700 on-line 
archive 

59 8 

Molodyozh 
Estonii 

quality (in 
Russian) 

 10300 on-line 
archive 

78 7 

 

France 
NAME OF 

NEWSPAPER 
TYPE OF 
MEDIA 

POLITICAL 
ORIENTATIO

N 

CIRCULATION 
RATE 

SOURCE/ 
DATABASE 

TOTAL 
NO. OF 
ART. 

SELECTED 
NO. OF 
ART. 

Le Monde Broadsheet centre 350039 Factica 1046 17 

Le Figaro Broadsheet right 332863 Factica 927 13 

Libération Broadsheet left 132754 Factica 716 10 

 

Germany 
NAME OF 

NEWSPAPER 
TYPE OF 
MEDIA 

POLITICAL 
ORIENTATIO

N 

CIRCULATI
ON RATE 

SOURCE/ 
DATABASE 

TOTAL 
NO. OF 
ART. 

SELECTED 
NO. OF 
ART. 

Frankfurter 
Allgemeine 
Zeitung 

Quality press / 
newspaper 

Center / 
center-right / 
liberal 

947 000 CD-ROM / 
Internet 
archive 

927 15 

Süddeutsche 
Zeitung 

Quality press / 
newspaper 

Center / 
center-left / 
social-liberal 

1 106 000 Factiva 645 10 

Die Tageszeitung Quality press / 
newspaper 

Left 202 000 Factiva 371 5 

Die Welt / Welt 
am Sonntag 

Quality press / 
newspaper 

Conservative-
right 

653 000 Factiva 675 10 

 

Hungary 
NAME OF 

NEWSPAPER 
TYPE OF 
MEDIA 

POLITICAL 
ORIENTATI

ON 

CIRCULATIO
N RATE 

SOURCE/ 
DATABASE 

TOTAL 
NO. OF 
ART. 

SELECTE
D NO. OF 

ART. 
Magyar Nemzet broadshe

et 
right 93,000 www.mno.hu 303 20 

Népszabadság broadshe
et 

centre/left 198,000 www.nol.hu 308 20 

 



 

WP 5 Research Report 115 

Italy 
NAME OF 

NEWSPAPER 
TYPE OF 
MEDIA 

POLITICAL 
ORIENTATI

ON 

CIRCULAT
ION RATE 

SOURCE/ 
DATABASE 

TOTAL 
NO. OF 
ART. 

SELECTE
D NO. OF 

ART. 
La Repubblica Broadsheet Centre left 624.938 Online 

Database 
471 13 

Il Corriere Della 
Sera 

Broadsheet Conservative 606000 Online 
Database 

450 12 

Il Sole 24 Ore Broadsheet Liberal 334000 Cd Rom 
(05/06) + 
Online 07 

407 15 

 

Netherlands 
NAME OF 

NEWSPAPER 
TYPE OF 
MEDIA 

POLITICAL 
ORIENTATI

ON 

CIRCULAT
ION RATE 

SOURCE/ 
DATABASE 

TOTAL 
NO. OF 
ART. 

SELECTE
D NO. 

OF ART. 

NRC 
Handelsblad 

Quality News 
Paper 

Centre, 
secular, 
international 

240.000 LexisNexis 931 18 

De Volkskrant Quality News 
Paper 

Left, secular 282.000 LexisNexis 686 16 

De Telegraaf Popular News 
Paper 

Right 719.000 LexisNexis 256 6 

 

Poland 
NAME OF 

NEWSPAPER 
TYPE OF 
MEDIA 

POLITICAL 
ORIENTATI

ON 

CIRCULAT
ION RATE 

SOURCE/ 
DATABASE 

TOTAL 
NO. OF 
ART. 

SELECTE
D NO. 

OF ART. 
Gazeta 
Wyborcza 

Broadsheet Centre 592 099 Newspaper’s 
website 

428 19 

Rzeczpospolita Broadsheet Centre-Right 220 616 Newspaper’s 
website 

495 16 

Polityka Weekly/Opinio
n magazine 

Left 244 768 Newspaper’s 
website 

56 5 

 

Spain 
NAME OF 

NEWSPAPER 
TYPE OF 
MEDIA 

POLITICAL 
ORIENTATI

ON 

CIRCULAT
ION RATE 

SOURCE/ 
DATABASE 

TOTAL 
NO. OF 
ART. 

SELECTE
D NO. OF 

ART. 
El País Broadsheet Left 432,204 Factiva 942 20 
El Mundo Broadsheet Right 330,634 Factiva 436 11 
El Periódico de 
Catalunya 

tabloid Left 167,804 Factiva 376 9 

 

Sweden 
NAME OF 

NEWSPAPER 
TYPE OF 
MEDIA 

POLITICAL 
ORIENTATI

ON 

CIRCULAT
ION RATE 

SOURCE/ 
DATABASE 

TOTAL 
NO. OF 
ART. 

SELECTE
D NO. OF 

ART. 
Dagens Nyheter Broadsheet independent 

liberal 
347,100 PressText 256 21 

Svenska 
Dagbladet 

Broadsheet independent 
conservative 

193,500 Mediearki-
vet/Retriever 

164 13 

Aftonbladet Tabloid social 
democratic 

416,500 Mediearki-
vet/Retriever 

76 6 
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Turkey 
NAME OF 

NEWSPAPER 
TYPE OF 
MEDIA 

POLITICAL 
ORIENTATION 

CIRCULAT
ION RATE 

SOURCE/ 
DATABASE 

TOTAL 
NO. 
OF 

ART. 

SELECTE
D NO. OF 

ART. 

Hürriyet Broadshee
t 

Liberal, Secular, 
Centre 

545,968 Newspaper  
Archive 

187 15 

Zaman Broadshee
t 

Conservative, 
Islamist, Right 

690,397 Newspaper  
Archive 

216 15 

Cumhuriyet Broadshee
t 

Secularist, 
Kemalist, Left 

78,337 Newspaper  
archive 

180 10 

United Kingdom 
NAME OF 

NEWSPAPER 
TYPE OF 
MEDIA 

POLITICAL 
ORIENTATI

ON 

CIRCULAT
ION RATE 

SOURCE/ 
DATABASE 

TOTAL 
NO. OF 
ART. 

SELECTE
D NO. OF 

ART. 
The Times Compact  Centre Right 597,899 Lexis-Nexis 383 20 
The Guardian Berliner  Left 314,519 Lexis-Nexis 276 20 
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