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The article analyses survey data on the role played by the issue of European integration
in the Danish Common Market referendum 1972, Despite a 2:1 vote in favor of mem-
bership, support for supranational European integration was low; in fact, integration as
an issue was considerably more salient to opponents of membership than supporters
who tended to vote mainly for tangible, i.e. economic reasons. As many as one-fourth of
the sample voted for membership though being highly anti-integrationist, either because
of disbelief in the dynamics of integration, because of the higher saliency of tangible
benefits, or because of identification with strongly pro-market parties.

1. Introduction

The most characteristic feature of the Danish Common Market debate
prior to the national referendum of 1972 was probably the extraordinary
proliferation of values invoked by its participants to lend credence to and
increase the persuasive power of their arguments for or against Denmark’s
membership. National and sectional, political and cultural, economic and
social values were pictured as being respectively enhanced or jeopardized
in the case of membership, depending, of course, on the particular market
policy stand of the individual protagonist.

The actual role of this host of values in determining the final outcome of
the referendum is therefore an important question. What values were
instrumental in convincing the majority of voters of the merits of mem-
bership, and which motivations lay behind the votes of the minority of EC
opponents? Specifically, we shall here discuss the role of attitudes to-
wards Euwropean integration, i.e. those interactions between the EC
countries whose scope goes beyond traditional intergovernmental cooper-
ation. While most effects of membership were uncertain at the time of the

23



Scandinavian Political Studies, Vol. 1 — New series — No. 1 1978
_ ISSN 00B0-6757
© Nordic Political Science Association

Attitudes towards European Integration
and the Danish Common Market
Referendum

Nikolaj Petersen, University of Aarhus

The article analyses survey data on the role played by the issue of European integration
in the Danish Common Market referendum 1972, Despite a 2:1 vote in favor of mem-
bership, support for supranational European integration was low; in fact, integration as
an issue was considerably more salient to opponents of membership than supporters
who tended to vote mainly for tangible, i.e. economic reasons. As many as one-fourth of
the sample voted for membership though being highly anti-integrationist, either because
of disbelief in the dynamics of integration, because of the higher saliency of tangible
benefits, or because of identification with strongly pro-market parties.

1. Introduction

The most characteristic feature of the Danish Common Market debate
prior to the national referendum of 1972 was probably the extraordinary
proliferation of values invoked by its participants to lend credence to and
increase the persuasive power of their arguments for or against Denmark’s
membership. National and sectional, political and cultural, economic and
social values were pictured as being respectively enhanced or jeopardized
in the case of membership, depending, of course, on the particular market
policy stand of the individual protagonist.

The actual role of this host of values in determining the final outcome of
the referendum is therefore an important question. What values were
instrumental in convincing the majority of voters of the merits of mem-
bership, and which motivations lay behind the votes of the minority of EC
opponents? Specifically, we shall here discuss the role of attitudes to-
wards Euwropean integration, i.e. those interactions between the EC
countries whose scope goes beyond traditional intergovernmental cooper-
ation. While most effects of membership were uncertain at the time of the

23



referendum, one consequence of Denmark’s membership was certain: her
need to adjust to the existing political regime in the European Com-
munities. Acceptance of the Treaty of Rome and the extent of existing
integration within the Communities was the sine gua non of membership.
But the voters had also to consider potential future developments in
integration, among them the possibility of a realization of the federalist
programme of the 1950s, i.e. the creation of a United States of Europe.
After the Hague summit of December 1969 which revived the European
debate and subsequently led to the formulation of such proposals as the
economic and monetary union and the European political union, federa-
lism did not seem quite as dead as it had during the de Gaulle era.

But other and more mundane considerations were equally relevant in
the decision. For all the political overtones in the debate it should not be
forgotten that the European Communities were essentially and primarily
an economic association; and that Denmark had originally applied for
membership almost entirely on economic grounds. To analyse the impact
of the question of European integration we therefore have to see it in the
context of the total array of issues that entered the Danish Common
Market debate. What we need, then, is a comprehensive typology of
relevant values. Integration and national soverignty were not the only
political issues at stake. Security policy questions, perceived economic
outcomes, ideological preferences and national sentiments were engaged
as well.

2. A Typology of Values Relating to the EC

The most elaborate typology in the field of European attitudes is undoub-
tedly the one proposed by Lindberg and Scheingold (1970) to measure
public support for the European Community. Their typology rests on two
main dimensions, level of interaction and basis of response. The first
dimension refers to the object of support, whether it be the peoples of the
community (identitive support) or the system itself (systemic support,
itself further subdivided into support for ‘community’ and support for
‘regime’). The ‘basis of response’ dimension distinguishes between two
different sources of support, utilitarian and affective:

*The second pair, utilitarian and affective, permits distinctions between
support based on some perceived and relatively concrete interest (util-
itarian) and support which seems to indicate a diffuse and perhaps
emotional response to some of the vague ideals embodied in the notion
of European unity (affective)’ (Lindberg and Scheingold 1970:40).
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While we do not deny the theoretical value and the empirical justification
of this distinction, its utility for empirical research purposes seems
doubtful at best as it is presently formulated. The definitions offered,
especially of the concept of affective support, are so vague and woolly
(‘support which seems to indicate a diffuse and perhaps emotional respon-
se to some of the vague ideals . . .7, emphasis added) as to make them
practically nonoperational (see Shepherd 1975:67). And in fact Lindberg
and Scheingold hardly use the category of affective support as more than a
residual category for support that cannot be interpreted as utilitarian; as
they state themselves: ‘(t)he available data require a rather restricted
definition of affect which essentially boils down to trying to figure out
whether support for Community extended beyond, or was at all indepen-
dent of, expected payoffs’ (Lindberg and Scheingold 1970:58). The opera-
tionalization of utilitarian support seems also to be rather problematic. For
instance, what is a ‘relatively concrete interest™?

We do not reject the idea that ‘basis of support’ (which is essentially a
psychological dimension) may be a theoretically fruitful concept in the
study of European attitudes and of foreign policy attitudes generally, but it
should be more firmly based on attitude theory. One possible point of
departure is the so-called functional approach to the study of attitudes
developed originally by Smith et al. (1956), especially in the form given to
it by Daniel Katz (1960). Katz's and Kelman's application of the theory to
the study of nationalism (Katz et al. 1964; DeLamater et al. 1969, Katz et
al. 1969, Kelman 1969) suggests that this approach is equally applicable to
the study of people’s attachment to political objects other than the national
state, such as the EC and other extra-national political institutions or
actors.!

Here, we shall follow a different line by adopting a concept suggested by
Rosenau (1966), namely the concept of tangibility, which relates to the
character or content of the value engaged, rather than the manner of
engagement. According to Rosenau all political issues can be classified
into four ‘issue-areas’, according to the tangibility of the values (or ends)
involved and of the means used to realize these values. In brief, the status
issue area is dominated by such ends as power, influence, status, sov-
ereignty, while the territorial issue-area is concerned with land and terri-
tory. The human resources area concerns the enhancement of such values
as education and human well-being, while the non-human resources area
is about physical infra-structure (roads, buildings etc.). Tangible values
(ends) are therefore involved in the territorial and the non-human resour-
ces areas, while non-tangible values dominate issues belonging to the

25



status and the human resources areas. Tangible means dominate the
human and non-human resources areas, while the use of intangible means
are characteristic of the status and territorial areas.

Rosenau suggests a very simple (perhaps too simple) operationalization
procedure for tangibility, namely whether the ends and means involved
can be photographed. Tangible values are those that can be photographed,
while intangible ends cannot. Money (and most things money can buy) and
land can be readily photographed and therefore fall into the category of
tangible ends/means, while equally coveted ends and means like influen-
ce, national independence, or international understanding belong to the
unphotographable part of reality.

For the sake of economy we propose to simplify Rosenau’s typology by
applying only his distinction between intangible and tangible ends (val-
ues); thus we distinguish only between intangible values (mostly status
area values) and tangible values (mostly of the non-human resources
variety). This simplification seems justified in the present context. First,
issues pertaining to the human resources area seem primarily to belong to
the domestic rather than foreign policy arena.? Secondly, the territorial
area was only marginally engaged in the EC debate, compared to all the
status and non-human resources values. And thirdly, this simplification
allows us to sidestep the classic problem of distinguishing between ends
and means, which, incidentally, Rosenau fails to confront in his presenta-
tion of the typology.

In accordance with Brewer’s (1973) finding that any given issue is likely
to engage multiple ends, we shall make a further relaxation of Rosenau’s
model by allowing for the possibility that a given issue, in casu Denmark’s
relationship with the EC, can be viewed by different policy-makers as
belonging to different issue-areas. In the EC case, there were those who
viewed the issue as essentially a case of allocation of tangible values
(agricultural exports, trade balances, etc.), while others saw it as concer-
ning primarily intangible values (sovereignty, international solidarity,
etc.). Or, to use Rosenau’s terminology, some groups tended to view the
EC issue as belonging to the non-human resources area, while others saw
it as a status area issue. And, it can be surmised, this very disagreement on
the basic ‘coding’ of the issue was very likely a factor in increasing the heat
of the debate. Among intangible values one aspect stood out very clearly:
the issue of integration. We shall therefore consider this a separate sub-
category.

Another important dimension of the Danish debate was the time horizon
of the discussed effects of membership. Membership for Denmark meant
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Type of values engaged

Time Tangible

horizon values Intangible values
Eurcpean integration Other

Short Immediate effects Effects of Denmark’s Political and ideo-

term

of membership on
national economy
or sectional inte-
rests (agriculture,
working class,
etc.), land owner-
ship ete.

integration into

existing EC system:
loss of national so-
verelgnty, control

over vital issue-

areas; influence on
European developments

logical values (so-
cialism, Atlantic/
Nordic cooperation
ete.); feelings of
affinity with Nor-
dic and European
peoples

Long
term

Effects on national
economy or section-

Effects of future de-
velopments in inte-

al interests of

future developments,
e.g. of economic and
monetary union, com-
mon energy policy,
etc.

gration (federalist,
neo-functionalist or
confederalist model).

Fig. 1. A Typology of Values Related to the EC.

her accession to an already established system which (even if a 5-year
transition period was foreseen) would require several short-term adapta-
tions of policies, policy-making processes, etc. One point of argument was
therefore what values would be effected, and in what way, by the very act
of entering the Communities. A different issue was the long-term etfects of
membership on Danish values, taking into consideration likely lines of
development in the EC. As Shepherd (1975: 101-02) points out, support or
acceptance of the existing level of integration is not necessarily linked with
support for or acceptance of further integration. We can now outline the
typology to be used in the following to distinguish between different types
of attitudes towards the issue of Denmark’s membership inthe EC, cf. Fig.
I. The analysis will concentrate on attitudes towards integration, includ-
ing their prevalence in the Danish population and their role in determin-
ing the outcome of the Common Market referendum.

3. The Level of Public Support for European Integration

In this section we shall discuss the distribution of attitudes towards Euro-
pean integration, both in absolute terms and relative to the distribution of
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similar attitudes in the ‘old” EC-countries. The data are derived from the
Danish EC referendum survey whose design and contents have been
described in greater detail in Elklit er al. (1947a; 7-13).* To measure
attitudes towards the long-term and short-term aspects of European inte-
gration, two indices were created = the Federalism index and the Anti-In-
tegration index, respectively. The Federalism index relates to the central
features of the so-called federalist model of Europe: the creation of a
United States of Europe complete with a federal president, a federal
government, and a common directly elected European parliament. Four
items tapping these aspects were originally adopted from the 1970 six-na-
tion survey sponsored by the EC Information Service under the director-
ship of J.-R. Rabier: the same four items have also been used by Inglehart
(1970:256) in his survey of British attitudes towards European integration.
One of these — referring to the election of a common European president -
was dropped later,* while the remaining three items were used to construct
the Federalism index (for the exact wording of these items, see Appendix).
In accordance with the procedure used by Inglehart (1970:257) positive
responses were coded 2; ‘don’t know’ responses were assigned the value 1
(except for respondents with three such responses, who were placed in a
special non-response category); and negative responses were coded zero.
The index thus ranges from zero (completely negative) to six (completely
in favour). To increase readability, only four categories are used in the
following tables: low (values (0-2), neutral (3), high (4-6), and DK (consi-
stent non-response).

The second variable, Anti-Integration, was designed to tap attitudes
towards the shors-term aspects of Denmark’s potential encounter with the
theory and practice of European integration. It is constructed on the basis
of two Likert-type attitude items (for wording, see Appendix) which focus
on the immediate implications of EC membership for national indepen-
dence and self-determination, and both of which featured prominently in
the debate as arguments against membership. It could perhaps be argued
that the two items do not tap atfitides towards integration as such, but
rather beliefs about the effects of membership which might be more or less
independent of one's liking for integration or for the preservation of
national sovereignty. However, in the context of the public debate of the
time, both items are clearly identifiable as expression of anti-integrationist
attitudes, not just as dispassionate statements of belief. Consequently we
feel confident in treating them as such despite their format. We cannot, of
course, treat negative responses to these items as indicators of positive
support for integration — only as rejection of the anti-integrationist posi-
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Table 1. Attitudes towards European Federalism in Denmark and the EC as a whole 1972-76

EC as a whole
Denmark {weighed average)
Apr.  Oct. Sept. May May Sept. May May
72 S kLI & LY R & LR L R T

1. United States For 33 35 28 21 24 54 59 57
of Europe? Against 43 47 58 54 52 24 21 23
DE/NA 22 18 14 25 24 22 20 20
2. Common For 23 25
European Against 39 60
government DE/MNA 18 15
3. Directly elect- For 40 40} 36 is 40 54 63 62
ed European Against iz 36 43 13 42 23 18 21
Parliament DE/MNA 28 24 21 32 18 23 19 17
4. Willingness to  Very will-
accepl person-  ing 9 7 2 7 6
al sacrifices Fairly
for European willing 3l 29 15 34 20
union Not very
willing 14 28 30 22 25
Mot at all
willing 25 30 40 26 42
DE/NA 16 i 13 11 T

! Source: Euro-barometer No., 3 (1975).
? Source: Euro-barometer No, 5 (1976),
+ In the 1973, 1975, and 1976 surveys reference was to a European political union.

tion. Therefore, the index can only be interpreted as measuring anti-
integration.

The two indices cluster reasonably well, at least as political attitudes go.
The mean inter-item correlation coefficient (Spearman’s 1) is .42 for the
Federalism® and .54 for the Anti-Integration index. That the two indices
tap different, though obviously related attitudes, is suggested by a mean
inter-item correlation of —.23 between the two indices, and an inter-index
correlation coefficient of -.26.

While our sample voted for Denmark’s membership in the EC by a
margin of 63 per cent for and 30 per cent against (a ratio slightly more
positive to the EC than the national average), it was markedly cool in its
attitudes towards Federalism. Table 1 presents distributions for the three
‘federalist’ items (plus another measure derived from Rabier and Ingle-
hart) from the two interviewing rounds in April and October 1972 as well as
from later surveys conducted by the European Communities. It shows
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that at the time of the referendum there was a ‘pro-European’ majority on
only one item, the question of direct elections to the European Parliament.
Negative responses outweighed positive ones by a 2:1 margin on the
question of creating a European government with power over the Danish
Parliament. That these findings are not accidental is suggested by the
findings of the European surveys between 1973 and 1976 which show that
if there has been any change in the Danes’ attitudes towards Federalism, it
has rather been in a negative direction. Table 1 seems to show conclusiv-
ely that the Danish population was and still is highly sceptical of a further
development of European integration, and, moreover, that it differs signi-
ficantly in this respect from the populations of the EC as a whole (and
particularly of the old member-states) who are very much in favour of a
European political union as well as of a popularly elected Parliament. To
complicate matters further we note that when it comes to willingness to
make personal sacrifices in order to achieve European unity, Danes are
exactly as willing or rather as unwilling as their compatriots among the
‘Six".

The explanation of these differences is undoubtedly a very complex
one. For historical reasons the saliency of federalist ideas has been and
still is much lower in Denmark than in the old EC countries. During the
heyday of European federalism in the 1950s Denmark kept aloof from
Continental entanglements, and the Danish public hardly participated in
the heated discussions of the time about ends and means of supranational
European cooperation. And from about the time when Danish politicians
decided to apply for membership (1961) until the tortuous negotiations
with the EC were in their final stages, public attention was mainly focused
on the question of whether the attempt of membership would succeed or
not and on the more immediate problems of adaptation to the EC system in
case of membership. Therefore, the question about directions and models
for the future development of the EC remained a very academic one until
the 1971 breakthrough in the membership negotiations. Low saliency of a
notion is usually conducive to its rejection — and this to a large degree
became the fate of federalism in the referendum campaign. This tendency
was further reinforced by the main tenor of the EC opponents’ campaign.

In view of the initial lack of saliency of federalist ideas it was natural for
opponents to concentrate their propaganda on the negative effects of
membership on Danish sovereignty and selfdetermination. In their view,
membership would not only subject Denmark to the considerable degree
of supra-nationalism already achieved in the EC: still worse, the level of
integration was seen as bound to rise steadily, even exponentially, accor-
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ding to the ‘laws’ of integration. As a result Denmark would be progres-
sively stripped of control over her own economic, social, and ultimately
political destiny. The opponents also focused on other intangible political-
ideological values such as socialism and Nordism; on the other hand they
rarely referred to tangible values, and, if so, to long-term rather than
short-term values.

Supporters of membership tended to play down such intangible issues
as sovereignty,andconcentrated instead on the tangible economic benefits
which in their view membership would entail. Only a few supporters
rejected the goal of a United States of Europe outright, but even fewer
went beyond a vague and uncommitted endorsement of it. Another cha-
racteristic difference between opponents and supporters lay in their eva-
luation of the existing level and potential dynamics of integration in the
EC. As indicated above the opponents were much more in ‘agreement’
with the integration theories of, say, Jean Monnet or Ernest B. Haas, than
the supporters who tended to minimize the degree of integration already
achieved in the EC and especially its potential future dynamics. We can
therefore surmise that during those few months in which the perspectives
of European integration suddenly became salient to the Danish public,
attitudes towards it tended to be negatively rather than positively reinfor-
ced. Thus we have the curious phenomenon that while most attitudes were
changed in a pro-EC direction during the campaign,® attitudes towards
federalism changed very little, and if anything, in a negative direction.

In contrast to the Danish public, the publics in the old EC member-sta-
tes have been exposed to and have become familiarized with federalist
ideology since the early fifties without the cross-pressure influence of an
effective counter-ideology. This would seem to explain the very high
degree of support for federalism. On the other hand, this support does not
go so deep that people in the old EC are willing to sacrifice much more on
the altar of federalism than the Danish public. Could it therefore be that the
old federalist ideology has become a set of abstract goals and hallowed
principles to which everyone is supposed to pay due respect, but to which
only a few believers feel a1 more than superficial commitment? This of
course is not to gloss over the very significant differences in attitudes
towards the EC which have been found, only to caution against exagger-
ating the degree of support for federalist ideas in the old EC countries
when it comes into conflict with more tangible economic values.

Table 2 shows breakdowns of attitudes towards the two items in the
Anti-Integration index. Expectations that membership in the Common
Market could entail considerable curtailments of Danish sovereignty were
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Table 2. Attitudes towards Integration April and October 1972 (percentages down)’

April October
Loss of independent Fullyfpartially agree 40 41
foreign policy In doubt 21 9
Fully/partially disagree 39 49
Loss of national Fully/partially agree 42 34
independence In doubt 14 o
Fully/partially disagree 44 35

! Percentages do not add up to 100 because of omission of DK and NA categories.

very widespread, though still in a minority. More remarkable is the fact
that in contrast to the items in the Federalism index, there is a minor
increase in the level of rejection of the anti-integrationist position during
the campaign. The pro-integrationist position increased by 10 and 11
percentage points, mainly by the recruitment of those who were undecid-
ed at the beginning of the campaign, while the anti-integration position
became a few percentage points less popular. This in itself is an indication
of the higher saliency of these items, which of course is related to their
direct connection with the membership issue and its potential effects on
Danish society.

4. Attitudes to European Integration and the Referendum
Vote

We shall now analyse the actual impact of attitudes on federalism and
integration on the outcome of the referendum. To what extent were the
voters motivated by such attitudes - positive or negative — when they cast
their vote? As mentioned above, the EC issue tended to be viewed in
different contexts by different members of the political elite. We therefore
simply asked our respondents for their main reason for voting the way they
did, in the expectation that we would find about the same divisions among
the mass public as among the elite. More specifically, we expected to find
a greater frequency of references to tangible values among EC supporters
than among opponents, and a comparable overselection of intangible
arguments among opponents.

Table 3 shows responses of yes- and no-voters when asked for the main
reason for their voting. Several significant differences between the two
groups are immediately apparent. For one thing, supporters of member-
ship were less issue-specific than opponents, i.e. more prone to give very
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Table 3. Reasons Given for Referendum Vote

Q. “What is your main reason for Yes-volers MNo-volers
voting yes/no?" (N=44T) (N=211)

1. Non-specified benefits/drawhacks:
law of necessity; unknown conse-
quences etc. 29 15

2. Benefits/drawbacks for national
economy; land issue 32 l

3. Benefits/drawbacks for sectional
Eroups 13 I

4, Need for Evuropean cooperation and
unity; join Europe etc. 6 I -

5. MNeed for international cooperation 12
generally [ l -

6. Apainst integration; fear of loss
of national sovereignty -

7. Other political, ideological reasons 5

8, Positive/negative European iden-
tification 0

9. Other reasons 0

b
1

45

10, Mot issue-oriented reasons
11. Don't know; no answer

Total 100 100

broad and general reasons for their vote. Secondly, they were considera-
bly more prone to refer to tangible values (rows 2 and 3) than opponents
were. Thirdly, issues related to European integration were much more
salient to opponents than to supporters: nearly one-third of the opponents
referred to issues like sovereignty, selfdetermination, or independence,
while only 6 per cent of the supporters mentioned arguments which could
be unmistakably coded as indicating support for European integration as
such (row 4) —or 12 per cent, if we include a wider and vaguer category of
responses indicating support for international cooperation in general, A
final salient characteristic of the responses is that opponents of EC mem-
bership were much more likely than supporters to choose political or
ideological arguments other than those concerning integration proper: the
most widely used arguments referred to alternatives to EC membership,
such as increased Nordic cooperation (4.3 per cent) and opposition to
being drawn into great-power and bloc politics (7.5 per cent). In total,
therefore, tangible values were mentioned as the first reason by 45 per cent
of the supporters but only by 22 per cent of the opponents; 56 per cent of
the opponents mentioned intangible values as their main reason against
only 17 per cent of the supporters.



Table 4. Reasons Given for Referendum Vote by Time of Decision

Type of reason! EC supporters EC opponents

‘Old" ‘New'  ‘New' ‘Old*
(N=306) (N=141) (N=71) (N=140)

1. Non-specified bene-

fits/drawbacks 29 29 16 15
2.-3, Tangible (cconomic)

reasons 48 3B 20 17
4.-6. Intangible reasons

{integration issue) 14 9 28 38

7.-9. Intangible reasons
{other political-

ideological) 6 5 23 26
10.-11. Not issue-oriented

reasons, DK, elc. 3 19 14 4
Taotal 100 100 101 100

! Figures preceding the categories below refer to the categories in Table 3.

This general picture becomes even clearer when we divide supporters
and opponents into ‘old’ and ‘new’ ones (Table 4). ‘Old’ supporters/op-
ponents are those who had already taken their final stand on the EC when
they were interviewed in April 1972 before the referendum campaign had
gained momentum, while ‘new’ supportersfopponents are those who
made their final decision some time after April, during the campaign. As
could be expected we find significantly more persons giving no or not
issue-oriented reasons among the new converts on both sides than among
those with ‘old” convictions. Among supporters, however, the balance
between tangible economic reasons and intangible reasons is not much
different between the two groups: the ‘old’ supporters were more prone to
cite the integration issue (in its wider sense) than new converts, but they
were also more prone to stress tangible values, Among opponents diffe-
rences were somewhat more pronounced: in particular ‘old’ opponents
were more likely to stress the integration issue, while the new converts
tended to stress the economic drawbacks of membership.

These findings strongly suggest that supporters and opponents of mem-
bership tended to view the basic issues differently at the mass level as well
as at the level of the political elite. To supporters the main issue involved
was a tangible one: to secure for society as a whole or for sections of it,
such as agriculture, the economic benefits which membership was seen to
entail. To opponents the issue was political-ideological, involving restric-
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Table 5. Attitudes towards European Integration by Referendum Vote

Federalism Anti-Integration
Referendum Vote
Low High High Medium Low
(N=380) (N=220) (N=182) {N=211) (N=291)

Yes 48 85 19 70 89
No 45 10 73 25 6
Didn't vote, etc. 7 4 8 5 5
Total 100 949 100 100 100

tions in national self-determination as well as other political drawbacks.
Our earlier, more impressionistic, hypothesis that ‘integration’ was a
negative, rather than a positive symbol in the EC campaign therefore
seems to be substantiated by our data.

We shall now consider the direct relationship between Federalism/Anti-
integration and actual voting behavior (Table 5). Here we note a marked
difference in the referendum vote between those who score low on Fede-
ralism and those who score high. While low-scorers were about evenly
divided between support of and opposition to EC membership, the ‘pro-
federalists’ were highly supportive of EC membership. We therefore find a
clear positive relationship between federalism and support for the EC.
This becomes even clearer when we control for time of decision: 50 per
cent of the ‘old’ supporters were ‘pro-federalist’ as against 30 per cent of
the ‘new’ supporters, 16 per cent of the ‘new” and 5 per cent of the ‘old’
opponents. The really interesting feature of Table 5, however, is the fact
that even in the anti-federalist group there is a slight preponderance of
yes-votes over no-votes. Or to put it differently, 26 per cent of the entire
sample voted for EC membership irrespective of their total or almost total
rejection of federalism.

This seemingly inconsistent and paradoxical finding can be explained in
different ways. For one thing, respondents in this group may have voted
for membership despite their rejection of the federalist model for Europe
because they did not believe in the probability of the model being realized,
i.e. they considered their anti-federalism to be more or less irrelevant to
the issue at stake. Table 6, which shows the relationship between federal-
ism and referendum behaviour when controlling for belief in the probability
of the Common Market evolving into a political union, lends considerable
credence to this hypothesis. First, the table indicates a clear positive
relationship between such beliefs and anti-federalism; the more our re-
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Table 6. Attitudes towards Federalism by Referendum Vote and Belief in Probability of
Political Union?

Federalism

Referendum Vote Low High
‘Believers’ ‘Non-believers' ‘Believers' ‘Won-helievers'
(N=225) (N=155) (N=105) (N=124)
Yes 33 68 78 a1
No 1] 24 16 [
Didn’t vote ete. 7 8 [ 3
Total 100 100 100 100

1 “‘Believers/non-believers” are those who agree/disagree with the statement: *An economic
grouping like the Common Market will inevitably evolve into a political union’.

spondents believed in an eventual political union the more reluctant they
were to vote for membership. This finding confirms the observation made
above that in Denmark there are more believers in the dynamics of
European integration among opponents than among supporters of the EC.
Secondly, those ‘anti-federalists® who do believe in the probability of
political union were markedly more anti-EC than those ‘anti-federalists’
who do not believe in it. This suggests that beliefs about the feasibility of
the federalist programme may have been an important intervening varia-
ble in the relationship between federalist attitudes and referendum voting.
Strangely enough, this same tendency can be seen — but to a much lesser
degree — among the ‘pro-federalists’; those who believe in the inevitable
evolution of the EC into a political union were slightly less positive
towards the EC than those federalists who doubt its feasibility. This
finding is confusing as one would normally expect that doubt in the
probability of a cherished goal would tend to reduce rather than increase
its impact on overt behavior. These differences are not very large,
however, and it is therefore unwise to draw too many inferences from
them. Nevertheless, they might suggest that the pro-federalist attitudes
we have found are of a rather half-hearted or uncommitted character when
compared to the depth of European attitudes in the old EC countries.

Another possible explanation for the high incidence of pro-EC votes
among the anti-federalists might be that the issue of federalism was less
salient to this group than for example to those anti-federalists who voted
against the EC. Their low score on the Federalism index might very well
be a function of the low saliency of its items, or alternatively the saliency
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Table 7. Attitudes towards European Integration by Referendum Vote, by Party Choice

Referendum Federalism
Vote
Low High
Soc., Rad. Cons. Mod. Soc. Soc. Rad. Cons. Mod. Soc.
Dem. Lib. P.P. Dem. Lib. P.P.
$ g 2 @z & § 8 g § ¢
1} 1l Il I Il 1] [} 1l Il 1]
€ z zZ %z z z 2 2z % 2
Yes i 60 (30) By (12 90 (90 98 (3 (30
Mo 58 38 (200 6 (B7) 8 (6 202 (5m
Didn't vote
etc. 6 2 (M 11 {m 2 [ 4) 0 [ 4) (2m

Total 100 100 (100) 10O (99 100 (100) 100 (100) (100)

of their anti-federalism may have been lower than the saliency of other
factors disposing them towards support for membership. It can be shown
that the group of anti-federalist supporters was more likely to cite general
or tangible reasons for their vote than either the more federalist supporters
or especially the opponents of membership. Conversely, only 5 per cent of
this group referred to the ‘integration issue’ as the main voting reason
compared to 20 per cent of federalist supporters and 31 per cent of
opponents.

Anti-integrationist attitudes show a predictably high relationship with
referendum vote (Table 6): 73 per cent of those who scored high on this
measure voted against membership, and more than 90 per cent of the
low-scorers voted in favour. This does not permit one to conclude any-
thing about causal relationships between anti-integrationist attitudes and
referendum vote, but at least we can say that there is a very good fit
between attitudes and overt behavior.

Party preference is usually a powerful predictor of voting behavior.
Probably in most political issues the political party acts as the primary
reference group, depending, however, on the clarity of the signal which
emanates from it: the less clear and unambiguous external clues are, the
more the individual will be forced to act on internal clues, in casu federal-
ism etc. We therefore expect that the clearer the party’s policy stand is,
the less impact attitudes towards federalism will have on the individual’s
vote, and conversely the more blurred the policy stand is, the more
difference will it make. Table 7 seems to support this hypothesis to a
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Table 8. Attitudes towards European Integration by Referendum Vote and Preferred Rela-
tionship with the EC

Preferred Federalism Anti-Integration

Relationship/ Total
Referendum Low High High Medium Low Sample
Vole (N=380) (N=229) (N=182) (N=211) (N=291) (N=704)
Full memb. fyes-

vote 24 57 7 37 58 a7
Uncertain/yes-

vote 7 g 2 12 9 9
Looser ass./

yes-vole 16 19 9 19 21 17
Looser ass./

no-vote 33 [ 51 17 5 21
Neitherfno-vote 9 4 20 5 1 7
Other 11 5 10 10 6 9
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100

considerable degree. Support for federalism did make a difference in all
parties, but much less so in those parties (the Conservatives and the
Moderate Liberals) whose official pro-EC line was clear, consistent and
uncontested, than in those with a vocal internal opposition like the Radi-
cals and especially the Social Democrats, 12 of whose 70 M.P.s voted
against the membership bill. While federalism makes a difference of 11 and
18 percentage points in the level of support for membership among the first
two parties, the difference among the Social Democrats is 54 percentage
points.

Another way of analysing the role of federalist and anti-integrationist
attitudes in determining support or opposition to EC membership is to
connect them with the relative preference for membership or for a looser
{economic) association with the EC. It could be argued that if the issue of
integration was the main stumbling block as far as the opponents were
concerned, then quite a few of them might be tempted to accept a looser
trade association between Denmark and the EC that would not entail the
dreaded effects of full membership. Table 8 lends some support to this
hypothesis; only 9 per cent of the anti-federalists rejected both member-
ship and a looser association, while 33 per cent accepted a looser associ-
ation, but not membership. This indicates that opposition to EC members-
ship meant a total rejection of any connection with the EC only in very few
cases, The same applies — perhaps a little more clearly - to the Anti-Inte-
gration index; only 20 per cent of the anti-integrationists were against any
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connection with the EC while 51 per cent could accept a looser relation-
ship with the EC, but not full membership.

At the time of the referendum it was widely believed that the yes-votes
to a considerable degree represented preferences for a looser relationship
than that of full membership. However, this was hardly the case. In total,
27 per cent of the yes-voters would have preferred a looser association had
this been possible, while a large majority of 57 per cent had full member-
ship as their first priority. But, of course, the relative preference for the
two modes of relationship differs with acceptance of federalism as well as
anti-integrationism; pro-federalists were twice as likely to prefer full
membership as anti-federalists. Even so, there was still in the anti-federa-
list group of yes-voters a clear majority of respondents who preferred full
membership to a looser relationship. We have seen above that this group
was more likely to cite tangible reasons for their vote than either pro-fede-
ralist supporters or opponents, and, as at least some of the expected
material benefits (in the important agricultural sector) would accrue only
in the case of full membership, we may have some explanation of this
slightly illogical finding.

On the whole the two alternatives of full membership and a looser
association were about equally popular (37 and 38 per cent of the sample
respectively), though, if we hypothesize that those who opposed both
would have preferred a looser association as a lesser evil, we may say that
this alternative may have been the more popular one. This says very little
of what might have happened in the hypothetical situation where a genuine
three-cornered choice had been put to the voters, but it serves as still
another indication of the general lack of support for supra-national inte-
gration in the Danish population at the time of the referendum.

5. Conclusion

To sum up, we have found a rather low level of support for federalism and
European integration in general, both at the time of the referendum, and in
the years since then. Support for the federalist ideology has been and still
is significantly lower in Denmark (as it is in Britain and — to a much lesser
extent — in Ireland) than in the old EC-member-states. It was suggested
that these differences can be explained at least in part by the differences in
exposure to the federalist ideology over a generation, but obviously many
other variables have to be taken into account before anything more defini-
tive can be said on this matter.

With support for federalism in a minority, it cannot obviously explain
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the 2:1 majority in favour of the EC in the referendum. Characteristically,
we found that the issue of integration was more salient to opponents than
to supporters of the EC. Nearly one-third cited opposition to integration as
their main reason for voting against the EC, while support for European
integration was the prime motivation for only 6 per cent of the supporters.
On the other hand, supporters were twice as likely to cite tangible reasons
for their vote than opponents. A rather high correlation between anti-inte-
grationist attitudes as defined here and referendum vote was found: three-
fourths of those who feared drastic curtailments of Danish sover-
eignty voted against membership, while those who did not harbour such
fears voted overwhelmingly in favour of the EC.

The relationship between federalist attitudes and voting was less
straight-forward. Nearly all supporters of a United States of Europe voted
for Denmark’s membership in the EC, and nearly all EC opponents were
anti-federalist, but in between these groups stood about a quarter of the
sample who voted for membership while at the same time having very little
sympathy for federalism. Three possible explanations for this fact were
suggested and shown to be at least partially substantiated: belief or disbe-
lief in the dynamics of European integration, saliency of federalism in
relation to other values, and political party preference. Non-federalists
who did not believe in any automatic integrative process, who were mainly
interested in the tangible aspects of the EC question, and who identified
with parties with a clear positive stand on the EC were much more likely to
vote for the EC than those non-federalists who did believe in a continued
process of integration, who focused upon the intangible aspects of the
issue, and who identified with parties which were split on the membership
issue. Finally, it was shown that opposition to membership was only to a
limited extent tantamount to opposition to any connection at all with the
EC; in fact, a looser association with the EC than formal membership was
the most preferred alternative among the non-federalists and perhaps in
the total sample.

The EC issue was thus a multi-faceted issue meaning different things to
different people. Clear differences could be seen between those who
viewed the issue in tangible economic terms and those who tended to treat
it as an issue of intangible values, primarily those values engaged by the
notion of European integration. Not unnaturally the short-term aspects of
integration seemed to be more salient and more closely linked with refe-
rendum vote than the longer-term aspects inherent in the pure federalist
ideology. Support for federalism was rather low with only a few indica-
tions of potential growth. The Danish politicians did not obtain any man-
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date for a federalist or integrationist EC policy in the 1972 referendum —
but neither did they seek one.

APPENDIX

Main Variables, Scales and Indices

A. Federalism Index

1. Are you for or against the gradual evolution of the Common Market into a federal state,
i.e. a kind of United States of Europe? ]

2. Are you for or against a common European government being created above the Danish
government? . ]

3. Are you for or against the election of an all-European Parliament by direct gcqerzui
clections, i.e. a kind of Folketing elected by all citizens of the Common Market countries?

B. Anti-Intepration Index

1. As a member of the Common Market we shall lose every possibility of conducting an
independent foreign policy.

2. Membership in the Common Market will mean giving up our national independence.
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NOTES

1
2

For an attempt in this direction, see Hansen and Petersen, 1978,

In 2 study of the behaviour of American foreign policy elites in 65 cases involving threats
to American objectives concerning Europe, Brewer (1973: 94-95) found 24 cases to be-
long primarily in the status area, and 41 cases in the non-human resources area. No cases
were found which could be coded into the human resources and territorial areas.

The survey is based on a cross-national sample of initially 844 respondents who were
interviewed twice: the first time in April and May 1972, about 4 months before the
referendum, and then in October immediately after the referendum. The questionnaire
used and marginals can be found in Elklit et af. (1974b).

The main reason was that this item seems to engage universal democratic ideals, such as
voting for a candidate’s platform rather than for his (national) background, and only to a
lesser degree the specific federnlist-democratic ideal. Furthermore, the item is utterly
unrealistic in its underlving assumption of a Danish politician campaipning for the presi-
dency of some 250 million Europeans.

This can be compared with the inter-ilem mean correlation of about .30 reported for
Inglehart's parallel measure (Inglehart, 1970: 257).

From April to October the percentage of respondents in favour of Denmark's EC mem-
bership rose from 45 to 63 per cent, while the percentage of opponents rose from 24 1o 30.
Correct answers to four knowledge questions on the EC rose during the same period by an
average of 13 percentage points (from 47 to 60 per cent),
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but neither did they seek one.

APPENDIX

Main Variables, Scales and Indices

A. Federalism Index

1. Are you for or against the gradual evolution of the Common Market into a federal state,
i.e. a kind of United States of Europe? ]

2. Are you for or against a common European government being created above the Danish
government? . ]

3. Are you for or against the election of an all-European Parliament by direct gcqerzui
clections, i.e. a kind of Folketing elected by all citizens of the Common Market countries?

B. Anti-Intepration Index

1. As a member of the Common Market we shall lose every possibility of conducting an
independent foreign policy.

2. Membership in the Common Market will mean giving up our national independence.

REFERENCES

Brewer, T. L. 1973, ‘lssue and Context Vanations in Foreign Policy’, Jowrnal of Con-
flicr Resolution 17, 89=114,

DeLamater, 1., D. Katz and H. C. Kelman 1969, ‘On the Nature of National Involvement: A
Preliminary Study®, Jowrmal of Conflict Resolution 13, 320=57.

Elklit, J., P. Hansen, M. Pedersen, K. Siune, M. Small and O. Tonsgaard 1974a. The Danish
EC Referendum: Some Preliminary Results. Arhus: Institute of Political Science.

Elklit, 1., P. Hansen, N. Petersen and O. Tonsgaard 1974b. The Danish EC Referendnm
Survey: Questionnaires with Marginals. Arhus: Institute of Political Science.

Euro-Barometer nre, 3(1975). Den offentlige mening i Det europaiske Feellesskab, Bruxelles:
Kommissionen for de europriske Fallesskaber.

Enro-Barometer ne, 5(1976), Denoffentlige mening i Det europxiske Fiellesskab, Bruxelles:
Kommissionen for de europaiske fellesskaber,

Hansen, P. and M. Petersen 1978, *Motivational Bases of Foreign Policy Attitudes and
Behavior: An Empirical Analysis®, Trernational Stwedies Quarterly (forthcoming).

Inglehart, R. 1970, ‘Ongoing Changes in West European Political Cultures’, Inregrarion,
1970, 250-72.

Katz, D. 1960, “The Functional Approach to the Study of Attitudes’, Public Opinion Qar-
terly 24 163-24,

Katz, ., H. C. Kelman and B. Flacks 1964, *The National Role: Some Hypotheses about the
Eelations of Individuals to Nation in America Today’, Peace Research Society (Interna-
rional) Papers |, 11327,

Kelman, H. C. 1969, ‘Patterns of Personal Involvement in the National System: A Social-
Psychological Analysis of Political Legitimacy®, in James N. Rosenau, ed., Tnrernational
Politics and Foreign Policy, New York: The Free Press.

Lindberg, L. M. and 5. A. Scheingold 1970, Enrope’s Wanld-Be Polity., Patterns of Change
in the Evropean Community, Englewood Cliffs, N, I.: Prentice Hall,

Rosenau, J. N. 1966, ‘Pre-Theories and Theories of Foreign Policy’, in R. B. Farrell, ed.,
Approaches ro Comparative and International Politics, Evanston, lll.: Northwestern
University Press.

41



Shepherd, R. 1. 1975. Public Opinion and European Integration. Famborough: Saxon

House, D. C. Heath.

Smith, M. B., J. S. Bruner and R. W. White 1956. Opinions and Personality. New York:

Wiley.

NOTES

1
2

For an attempt in this direction, see Hansen and Petersen, 1978,

In 2 study of the behaviour of American foreign policy elites in 65 cases involving threats
to American objectives concerning Europe, Brewer (1973: 94-95) found 24 cases to be-
long primarily in the status area, and 41 cases in the non-human resources area. No cases
were found which could be coded into the human resources and territorial areas.

The survey is based on a cross-national sample of initially 844 respondents who were
interviewed twice: the first time in April and May 1972, about 4 months before the
referendum, and then in October immediately after the referendum. The questionnaire
used and marginals can be found in Elklit et af. (1974b).

The main reason was that this item seems to engage universal democratic ideals, such as
voting for a candidate’s platform rather than for his (national) background, and only to a
lesser degree the specific federnlist-democratic ideal. Furthermore, the item is utterly
unrealistic in its underlving assumption of a Danish politician campaipning for the presi-
dency of some 250 million Europeans.

This can be compared with the inter-ilem mean correlation of about .30 reported for
Inglehart's parallel measure (Inglehart, 1970: 257).

From April to October the percentage of respondents in favour of Denmark's EC mem-
bership rose from 45 to 63 per cent, while the percentage of opponents rose from 24 1o 30.
Correct answers to four knowledge questions on the EC rose during the same period by an
average of 13 percentage points (from 47 to 60 per cent),

42



date for a federalist or integrationist EC policy in the 1972 referendum —
but neither did they seek one.

APPENDIX

Main Variables, Scales and Indices

A. Federalism Index

1. Are you for or against the gradual evolution of the Common Market into a federal state,
i.e. a kind of United States of Europe? ]

2. Are you for or against a common European government being created above the Danish
government? . ]

3. Are you for or against the election of an all-European Parliament by direct gcqerzui
clections, i.e. a kind of Folketing elected by all citizens of the Common Market countries?

B. Anti-Intepration Index

1. As a member of the Common Market we shall lose every possibility of conducting an
independent foreign policy.

2. Membership in the Common Market will mean giving up our national independence.

REFERENCES

Brewer, T. L. 1973, ‘lssue and Context Vanations in Foreign Policy’, Jowrnal of Con-
flicr Resolution 17, 89=114,

DeLamater, 1., D. Katz and H. C. Kelman 1969, ‘On the Nature of National Involvement: A
Preliminary Study®, Jowrmal of Conflict Resolution 13, 320=57.

Elklit, J., P. Hansen, M. Pedersen, K. Siune, M. Small and O. Tonsgaard 1974a. The Danish
EC Referendum: Some Preliminary Results. Arhus: Institute of Political Science.

Elklit, 1., P. Hansen, N. Petersen and O. Tonsgaard 1974b. The Danish EC Referendnm
Survey: Questionnaires with Marginals. Arhus: Institute of Political Science.

Euro-Barometer nre, 3(1975). Den offentlige mening i Det europaiske Feellesskab, Bruxelles:
Kommissionen for de europriske Fallesskaber.

Enro-Barometer ne, 5(1976), Denoffentlige mening i Det europxiske Fiellesskab, Bruxelles:
Kommissionen for de europaiske fellesskaber,

Hansen, P. and M. Petersen 1978, *Motivational Bases of Foreign Policy Attitudes and
Behavior: An Empirical Analysis®, Trernational Stwedies Quarterly (forthcoming).

Inglehart, R. 1970, ‘Ongoing Changes in West European Political Cultures’, Inregrarion,
1970, 250-72.

Katz, D. 1960, “The Functional Approach to the Study of Attitudes’, Public Opinion Qar-
terly 24 163-24,

Katz, ., H. C. Kelman and B. Flacks 1964, *The National Role: Some Hypotheses about the
Eelations of Individuals to Nation in America Today’, Peace Research Society (Interna-
rional) Papers |, 11327,

Kelman, H. C. 1969, ‘Patterns of Personal Involvement in the National System: A Social-
Psychological Analysis of Political Legitimacy®, in James N. Rosenau, ed., Tnrernational
Politics and Foreign Policy, New York: The Free Press.

Lindberg, L. M. and 5. A. Scheingold 1970, Enrope’s Wanld-Be Polity., Patterns of Change
in the Evropean Community, Englewood Cliffs, N, I.: Prentice Hall,

Rosenau, J. N. 1966, ‘Pre-Theories and Theories of Foreign Policy’, in R. B. Farrell, ed.,
Approaches ro Comparative and International Politics, Evanston, lll.: Northwestern
University Press.

41



