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Iﬁtroduction »
The expansion of European Union (EU) authority and the progress made: toward European
integration -iknl the laté 1980s Has led policy-makers and academics alike to ‘eXamine the
appropriafeness of povs}er at .the Europeg.n Union l¢§éi of governance. The very
' reinvigofatiAon 6f the E'qropean Urﬁép, therefof_eé has bfought with it a number of questlons
:regafding the nature and direétion of Eﬁropean goverﬁaﬁcg;-- many visibie in, tﬁe difficulties
facéd by the EU in the wake of the Treaty on Eu}opean Unibn. Perhaps one of the most
| fundamental of these issues has been that of EU 1egitimétion. '
In othel; Words, as fthé ilufopeaﬁ Union has gained in stature, taking on and aspiring to-
new functio/ns. across the policy specltrum, the issue of its légitimacy has comevto the f.or.e.
' int_erést ip theAl‘tvagitirvnacy of EU, this paper argues, leads to the study of news coverage, since
media have an’ importaﬁt function in the légitimation of politic‘:al systems.‘ 'If it is true that
inolitics in Westerr; democracies has to ‘be' justiﬁed in public, it can reé;onably be ass-umedv
~ that the pubiic discourse ébout supranational. governance assumes a decisive role in' the
process of legitimation of Europegr_l govemaﬁce structures' J(Jachtenf,uché 1994: 17). In.other
words, understanciing’medja pfeseﬁtation, of the Eu;opean Union is an important aspect of
unde£standing tfle'nature‘ ‘of and reac;ci’ons to the integrétion debate. This paper %;vill,.
"invevrstig‘ate' selected coveragé of the European ‘Unioh. in British and Germap nev;s media
: betWeen 1985 and 1991 as a ?neans of e%arﬁining the issue of legitirﬁafcion within the

European Union.

Why Study News Media?

The investigation of legitimation points toward news media coverage for a number of

~ reasons: First and foremost, as communication scholars from Lippmann (1922) to Lazarsteld
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ahd Merton, (1971) to McLuhan (1964) have argtled, the news process is not a neutral one.
‘ Rather-, media have an implortant legitimation function within political systems, particu]arly
;with,in demdcracies, where medta's own legitimate status allow them to cenfer authority upo'n _
igsues, institutions .and/incllividtlals;.’ Therefore, media coverage of the Eutopeztn Union has the
ability to4contribute to the image of the EU as a legitimaté source of political power.’ :

News media legitimate politieal systems and precesses by constructing the itnage of
authority and accountatbility that etructures of gOvemanc‘e require to retain the support of their
p‘ublics.l In the 1940s, Lazarsfeld and Merton‘ described 'how status-conferral was a key
'sociel function of the mass n—ledia‘, writing: 'The mass me(iia,bestow prestige and enhance
the authority of individualsland groups by legitimizing their status.” Decades later, Herbert ,
Gans (1980: 60-1) eoncll_lded that; '...the news tlpholdsI the legitimacy of holders of formal
authority as long as they abide by the relevant enduting velues; both in public and private.
realms'. As Ericson, Baranek and Che.n (1989: 23) have more recently pointed out:

...news' is-crucial to the constitution of authority in the knowledge structure of .

‘society, even if its veracity and contributions to understanding are in doubt. .

Resources have to be devoted to newswork if one wants to be recognized as an

authorized knower, if one's organization wants to both promote and protect its

~image as accountable, if legitimation work is required to respond to and
sustam the myths of one's institutional environment.
The frequency, placement, type, and tone of coverageﬁ of particular political institutions or
processes, indeed the very selectien of stories and sources and the portrayal ‘of conflicts

associated with them, contribute to their credibility and status. In short, news media coverage

influences the legitimation of politics. EU politics are no exception.

'Signiﬁcantly, such 'publics' - or recipients of media - can also include other elites.
’See Lazarsfeld and Merton (1971: 561). Italics in the original.



Further, us Bob Ftanhlin (1994 -11) has argued, 'Few citizens now have direct.
'knotwlecrige of political matters independent of ‘media’. Yet news media are not only a -
principle souree of information ubout governtnent, ‘but they are also linked to elite aud public
_opinion formation, both of which are /crucial to the political legitimationv .ptocess‘. Indeed,
‘ | media "are central agents in the shaping of publics' (Dahlgren 1993: 16), at.both the .e.:l'ite urid
.popular le.ve‘ls.‘ In addition, studies within the field of agenda setting have lshoWn-that public’
knowledge and—beliefs are at least in parté funetion of news media coverage, .particularly'
when the subject of n‘ews. is vi'e\'avedl to he’ less well understood bly itslau'diehce, ,euch-'as 1s the
case with EU issues.‘ ~
| . Within Eu politics, public opinion has been btought "back in' (Sinnou 1995) in re'cent
- :years, 1n 1arée part due to the end of the 'permissive consensus' (Lindberg and Scheingoltl ‘
” 1970y about.'Europea'n inteération. The presumption of 'perfnissit/e consensus' had Halways
offered those. respon51b1e for maklng EU pohcy a diffuse (albeit passwe) pubhc support for ‘
the EU and European 1ntegrat10n its demise since the early 1990s has brought to an end a |
period of consensus about EU governance excluswely by elites (Hayvyard 1995). .As Slater -
_‘(51994: 1‘55.) has pointed out,"A‘viable political 'eor.nm'uru'ty needs the allegiance of | its mass
\public as well as thétt of elites'. | |
Of course, the case could be made that the need for 'the public’ was not a factof in the-'

. EU from the 'outset (in part because of the EU's status as an arena of foreign policy®), but

" rather became one only a few decades into the EU's existence - as a result of events after 1985

and particularly after 1991. As-Sinnott (1995:25) has correctly argued, elites, structures,‘and

For a discussion of the end of permissive consensus, see Laursen (1994: 297-99).
*Dalton and Duval (1986: 133) take this to the extreme, arguing that 'the public events that compromise the

foreign policy environment are relatwely easnly mampulated by political elites’, even lf they quahfy this to a
short-term influence.



processes are still céntral explanatory elements'in EU governance, but '..the émphasis on
elites Was too narrow...and needs to be ihcorporated in a broader perspecti\}e which gives
adequate attention to public opinion and politic-al pﬂ[ture?’. Arguably, this broéder perspective
includes ﬁews media. While the analyéis of ﬁews média can'not explain elite and public
opinion, in the sense of quaﬁtifying média‘s imf)act oﬂ opinion (or vicé-versa), 1tls still
.possible tol' assume that media both shape andl reﬂectéthe uhdérstanding of politics in the
public 'sphere. In order to explore th¢ question of le‘gitimacy in EU politics, it is useful to

explore the communication of those politics in the news media.

v

EU Legitimacv and the Nation-state

'Legi;[imacy', Seymour Martin> Lipset (1963: 64) has w;itten in Political Man, 'involves the
.capacity of the system to engender and maintain _tfle belief thaé the existing political
instituﬁons are the most appropriaté ones for the societly....Legitimacy is evaluative'. David
. Held (1990: 102), approaching legitimacy differently from Lipset, nonetheless has employed

-a simifar definition: 'A legitimate political order is one that is normatively sanctioned by the ‘.
: pépulatio‘n'. While the means of establishing the belief required for legitimation, or, in Held's
‘words, of providing for the 'normative sanctioning' of a political systeﬁ, may be disputed, the
process of lvegitimati‘on'clearily involves a degree of mobilization around the public evaluation
of politics. In short, questions ‘ab,ou{ fhé legitimacgz of aipolitical order, in this case tha§ of the

European Union, necessarily empower the public.v5 A

*The public are empowered, it might be argued, regardless of whether they are genuinely mobilized. As Lang
and Lang (1981: 49) have stated: "The force of public opinion- resides in the standard of acceptability or
acquiescence to which those who advocate a particular course feel they must pay attention and, in consequence,
modity their bargain'ing position or change their tactics'. In other words, perceptions of a concerned, involved,
mobilized public can be enough to motivate political actors. For a discussion of the limited empowerment of
the public via permissive consensus, for example, see Wallace and Smith (1995: 151). ‘
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Traditionally, the‘ nation-state, with its national- public(s),‘ has offered the primary ‘
frameWork for the public legitimation of politics. Likewise,,the nation‘:-state has also served
"as thenmain object in the examination of thelegitimation‘process (Weiler, Haltern, and Mayer
- 1995: 15, 28). Yetif '[t]he great achievernent of the late-nineteenth century West European
‘natlon state...was to link accountabllity, loyalty, and leg1t1macy to authorlty and power as
‘Wilham Wallace (1994 75) has written, then it is perhaps only right that observers of the
] European Unlon‘have he'gun to assess to what extent the EU, as a supranational aspirant ~
challenging the European nation-state, has acquired such linkages.

In lrght of this challen;e the EU has always been problematlc neither the EU nor its
leg1t1macy approxrmate that of the nation-state Rather the European Union represents a..
unique political entity, one develo'ped in conjunction with (but not asla replacement for)
existing nation-states. In adolition, the EU lacks an obvious dem‘os\-a public that deﬁnes"
itself according o one common ethnic, national, or linguisticl tradition (Neunreither 1994
31l; Weiler, Haltern, and Mayer 1995: 13). ‘The absence of a 'sense of communit)r'-in the -
European Union,' which Deutsch et al. (.1‘957: 5) claimed n_iade integration possible;(; has heen :
combined with a relatively weak system of IéU representation in the form of the European
_Parliament, 'wh.ose relative irnpotence has prohibited s legitimation fof the entire .
supranational-system of governance.7 Further, the lack of a Europeani public, or polity,v is

reinforced by the continued dominance of profoundly national conceptions of 'identity (F uchs,

Gerhards, and Roller ' 1993) and systems of communication, including’ political

,(’See also Deutsch (1953: 70), who has written: 'The community which permits a common history to be-
experienced as common, is a commiunity of complementary habits and facilities of communication’. .
7Brigitte Boyce (1994: 461, 470) has argued that in addition to the general low opinion held of the EP, poor
voter turnout for EP elections may have further alienated the public from the EU, adding to its legitimacy gap.



communication (Gerhards 1993). Always a source of ébntention, the issue of EU

* legitimation has been exacerbated by EU development since the mid-1 980.5,‘.

1

* Theories of EU Governance: Finding a Place for News Media

In Public Opinion and International Governance,.RicE:hard ‘Sinnott (1995) ‘has sh;Wn that
>carefL~11 attention to European integration tileory, parﬁcularly as it has developg:d since the
1980s, provides clues that the‘study qf néws .media is gelevant to undefstanding, EU politics.
He has done this by pginting out the importance of political culture variables within EU
development. Because of the:~ legitimation function of, imedia, news‘media aré b_o‘th a source
and recipient of such variables and therefore involved in the formation of interests (or
'preferences’) within a political system.

Such interests, according to recent theorizing aboﬁt the European Union, are
fundamental to both EU policy-making and- deg:ision—‘imaking. | Indeed, - work within' both
international relations and comparative politics has resu‘lte’d in three developments that point'
in this direction. First; liberal institutionalism (Moravcsik 199.1, 1993) has emphasized the
role of state intefcsts as decisive for EU policl}ffmaking. Similarly, fhe approach of multi--
level governance (Sbfagia 1992; Sandholtz 1993; M'c;rks, Hooghe, and Blank 1996) has.
questioped the extent to which the nation-stéte represents a boundary of influence in the
creation of interests and thereby excludes inpuis from th!e European level. In other words, the’
revisiting and substantial revision of the intergt_)vernrhen;tal arid ﬁeo-furi;:tional frameworks of
;malysis, as a result of EU dynamism over the last ﬁftee1:1 years, have pointed to the enhanced
consideration df the role oAf domestic interests and int;erest formation. Second, theoretical

work has repeatedly pointed to the socially constructed nature of identity and interests (Adler -

and Haas 1992; Wendt 1994). Third, theories of new institutionalism have emphasized the



'role of ideas' in policy-making and politics (Bul\mer 1994; Kerremans 1996; Pollack 1996;
Hall and Taylor 1996). Despite these theoretical inclinations, research agendas designed to
éxpldre the aspécts of political culture that are invol\-/ed in interest, identity, or ideational

formation have remained limited.

AThe Me-thod
A nu@ber of interrelated questions. can Be formulated to address news média'é légitimatioﬁ of
EU politicé. First: How have news media made: visible the issue of the EUropean Union?”
While this question potentizi_liy Vinv'olvesl several meahs of ‘measurcnient,: this paper will
concentraté on tﬁe frequenéy '(')f' EU news and the themés portrayed ih EU coverage. Next,
‘ ‘which political aqtérs have been authori;éd 1n EU covérage? Media treatment of 'au/thority ,
will be explored via the sources presented in EU -néws. *Finally, to what extent have media
supported or opposed thé‘-.Eulropgan Ijﬁjon? Taking in’tol consideration -b"oth national and.
supra-national goals iﬁ the Eurqpear\xi sphere,'where have Ane,ws. media place the‘mselve_s on EU
i1ssues? Héré, media opinion on Euro.p'e will -IbeAexp.lored through éditbrialsl and other news
commentary onEU affairs. |

Given this framework of inqﬁir'y, the paper offers some re\splts' of a content analy\sis of
.over }400 news items.® ‘Writing in reference to the EU,‘iM_anfred\Kuechler (1991: 2I88—9) ﬁaé
"arg;ued: "The dynamics of mass Vsuppo.rtlr‘nust be. .interpreted in conté}it \;vith méjor'poiitical
events. To ao'tﬁis in'a more than impressionistic rhannef, systenﬁatic c&ntent anal;:sis of mass

media are needed to reconstruct the shifting political climate'. The content analysis presented

‘here incorporates all news related to the European Union in eight media (the Guardian, Daily

8For more information on the content analysis, including the-code book, sampling, reliability tests, etc., please
contact the author. : : .

’
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_Telegraph, Sun, and BBC."Nine O'Clock Newe" in Britain; and the Siiddeutsche Zeitung,
'Frankﬁlrte'r Allgéneihe Zeitung, BILD, and ARb "Tegesschau" in Glermany‘) dL_lring foplr
time periodé. News media organizations were chosen baseel on high circpletion/viewership,
nation-wide appeal, and comparability across national lines.

Since the study is intended to inveétigaie the nafure of European Union cove;ege and
.its legitimation. of EU politics_ in | Britein and G_ermany, critical moments in European
integration dering the period under review were selected for the analysis of EU news. '-The
requirements for these critical moments were a) that they involved both countries equally, b)
that they could be compared e;eross time, and ¢) that they represented points in the debate on
European integrationr whee that debéte could be expected to be at its most saliene- and
therefore, to have created an increase in attention to EU affairs. Based on these' criteria, the
stedy feCLlsed en four keyv European Councils, the meetings of the Heads of ‘State and
‘Government of the member-states of the Eur'opean:Uni“on. The first twe were the European
'Councils at Milan and Luxembourg, which framed the 1985 ‘intergovernmental conference
(IGC) leading to the Single European Act; the final two included the Rome and Maastri'ch~t
- European Councils, which began and ended the IGCs leading to the Maastricht Trea__ty on

European Union. For the purposes of this paper, comparisons across countries and across.

time will be highlighted.

An QVer{/iew: Britain, Germany, and Europe 1985-91

Not only the European Union, but Europe as a'whele underwent a tremendous period' of

~ change between 1985 and 1991. Therefore, before examining news coverage, it is useful to
pro-vide a short (if simpﬁﬁed) overview of deveiopfﬁeﬁts in EU politics in the perioel under

review, 1985 to 1991, with particular attention to British and German government positions
\ o



and pub.lic aftitudes to‘wardvthe E‘uropean Unioﬁ. Above all,.'th‘is contextualization' of EU
ﬁews coverage provides a basis upén vwhiclh the results of the céntent anélys'is can .bé
‘ asséssed.‘,- }

In the mid-1980s, ‘é. number of factors intemai and external to the EU contributed to a
climate of dynamism in EU integration and pblicy-making. The Single Europeaﬁ Act, the
.ﬁrst treatsr change in the EU since the Treaty of Rome, codified this dynamism and launched‘ |
the Twelvé toward ‘a Single Market aﬁd ﬁlfther(co-operation acrpsé a spectrum of pol‘icy~

- issues. Following an upswing in EU ’ac‘tivity in-the late 1980s that was at least in part dri{ien
by an aétivist European C'or;lmission,.' EU member-stétes planned a secqﬁd set of treaty
chanées, initially in‘ pursuit of Ecox;omic and Monetary Unioﬁ as a follow on to the Sin‘gle _
Market.  However, the demise of ﬁie Warsaw Pact and Germe}h uniﬁcatioﬁ - the implications
of 'which wefe just erﬁerging as the EU Heads qf 'S.tate and Government met at Maastrichf in
December 1991 - changed the equation for West Européan‘ integration. The nee'di to focus on
assisting Central and Eastern -Europg' (particularly in light of inner-EU _ strife over
Yugoslavia), the ‘persisteﬁce‘ of -markedliy.different‘ European views of the Gulf ‘WE'II‘, the onset
~ of recession, and ﬁﬁally public backlash aboﬁt the Maastricht Treaty all éombined to slow the
EU train, a condition which has persisted into the iate 1990s. | |
Britain"s traditional role és_ an arﬁbivalént E'uropeam continued in the 19865 and early
199.(‘)'5-. ]jespite self—sevl‘ected’ morhents of godd will, such ag Before the Milan European
Cquncil, and a genuineventhusizhism forldéregulatiozn, Prime Minister Thétcher was reluctant to
sign up to what she éa;)v, 've;ryingly, as a 'fed.eral', 'Socialist', ‘or 'idénti;kit‘ Europe.
Nevertheless, the momentl\x\m c_rveated‘ by the 1992 Program and the subsequent ev'ent of

“German unification directed Britain towards a more European orientation. Thatcher's’

successor, John Majbr, sought to place Britain 'at the heart of Europe'. Yet by changing just

AN



|
the tone, not the substaﬁce, of Britain's Eurdpéaﬁ pplic;y, his gbvemrﬁent initially proved an
equally av?kwérd European, particularly with the looming prospect of a British General
Election in 1992. Altogether, Britain’s position vis-é—vié its European Union partners did not
alter dramatically over the period.

However, German ,ceﬁtrality to EU affairs grew in the 1980s, both before herman
-uniﬁcation and then as a result of it. With a largér German.présence on the Europg:an sfagé,
the idiosynéfasies of ’Gérr.nany‘s Europapolitik becétriw clear. Germany wanted further -
European integration, but not on»a,ll issues and ceﬁainly not at any price. Nonetheless, the

" German government continuezl to advocate arl‘m'ore poliéical European Union, especially after
German _émiﬁcation. By the éarlyl 19905, Germahy was; no longer the EU Musterknabe, had
served briefly as its Sorgenkind, and was on its way. to -becoming Europe’s‘ igiant" . one
ﬂormally gentle, but with evér-growing,authority (Bulm;er and Paterson 1988, 1996).

- In terms of public opin‘ion, the German_ pubiic had traditionally ‘exhibited rﬁofe

qsupport for European integration’ than the British, yet neVer led among member-states in its
|

pfo-European sentiment. In light of the lesser degree of political controversy surrounding the

basic commitment to the Europe in the Federal Republic, it is fair to conclude that the

German public - in'contrast t?) ﬁhe British - provided the German government a permissive.

co'nsensus to make European policy from thg: establishjment‘of the EU down to the 1980s:
: o

However, affective support was strongerr than utilitarian (cost-benefit) indicuators in both

Britain and Germany, and support for the EU in géneral‘ was at a low iﬁ the early 1980s after

a period of standsﬁll in EU politics.
Over the course_of the 1980s, lBriti-sh public o\pinion.towlard Europe became more -

positive. In effect, this allowed the British.to make up part of the ground that stood between
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it (and Denmark) and the other member-states. .-’German'publivc opirﬁon, hoWever, ehanged
- very li-ttle'in: the _}9805, refnaining positive but natienaliz'ing slightly toward the end of the |
| decade (Nie-dermayer‘ 1995).: Finally, pro-European sentiment fell sharply-in both Britain and
Germany during 199‘1_ anel 1992.. This'is in line‘with‘ the broader trend t'eward Eurosceptieiem
across mem‘eer-sta‘tes th'at has been widelyl interpreted as an expression of a e}isis of
: legifimacy in Euronean Union politics. -
| Based on fhis, brief overview, it is poseible to. make some'hypotheses‘ ebout the _
treatment of .the EU in British and German media in the period ‘1>985 to 1991. First, with
regard‘ to frequencsz of news—on Europe, it might be expected that German media nfould
dex}ote more attention to EU stories 'during the 1985 Eurppean Councils, given Gef.rnany's :
familiarity with the EU issue» and the degree of gevernment_ interest in the integration process.
In contrast, British niedia cdvefage of the(EU, during ‘the 1990-1991 European Councile
- would 'likely }ontpa_ce‘that in Germany, reflecting fhe fact that the British debate abo.u‘t' Euroi)e-
was far more édvenced than that in etner member-states before Maasfricht, due to the nany
political n,atnre..of the issuela‘nd the B_ritish. governrnent's persjs?ent battle ;for op;t-outs to the
planned treaty. Coverage in both conntries could be expected to gfow oven time, indicating
the increasing centrality of the Eur_opean Union after the mid-1980s relannch. \

N'ex'ty, British media might be‘ anticipated to focue on the EU as a story about
econemics, ‘with German media more interested in the political aspects of EU policy, 'with
policy-oriented issues growing in both countries over time. Germ.an‘medi’a could be exnected
to use more sources frofn European Union institutions, as a reﬂectie'n of Gennany's greater

degree of European orientation, with British media focusing more on national government or

other national sources. However, EU sources would likely increase in both countries’ media

- “The relevant question in Eurobarometer has measured attitudes toward 'further west European unification'.
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between the 198'5‘ and 1990-91 period, reﬂecting-fhe enhanced réle of EU orgaﬁiiations as the
period’progressed. Finally, it could be anticipated that British news média, on the whole,
would be rﬁucﬁ mo‘re'critical of the EU than their German equivalents, based-on the more
fundamental conflict within British politics about ;he nature and aims of European -

integration.

Some Results: Europe in the News

Freqilency |

Perhaps the least sufprising —result is the increase in. coverage of EU affairs between the
European Councils in 1985 and ..1'990-91. Coverage increased by two ‘a'nd half-fold (267%) 4'

I between the IGCs in 1985 and 1590-91. By fhe time of Maastricht, the quality newspapers
examined ran as many as 20 stories per day each‘abouyt the European Union. This generai
increase in coiferage of European .pqlicy is a clear inc{icator of the :dramatic growth in the

salience of the issue of Europgan Unibn politics-in Britain and Germany.

In addition, German media had more ,cm'rerage%q'}f the European Union than British
media. Not only did the Gern}an media have what v:vould seem to be an unusually high
ﬁumbe’r of stories on the Milan summit (N = 174) as compared with the British (N = 72), ‘but,
they had mdré coverage of the EU during each Europiean Council examin@d.‘ In the 1985
period, the frt;quency of Gefman coverage likely reflected a greater German fa.rl;liliarity with
the EU and the cent»ralityv of Europe in German politiés as compared With the British case.
However, another reason for the media attention to EU affa’irs in Germany at that time was
the‘ conflict the EU issue hgd created - both in German party politics aﬁd in Germany's

relations with other member-states - as a result of Germany's use of its veto on an issue of

agricultural policy just prior to the Milan summit.
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By the':-.time 6f .t.he iﬁuﬁching of the 1§9Q-91 -IIGCS, however, frequc.f;ncyv of British
coverégé of the European story haci nearly cziught up to that in GerrnanyZ “}hﬂe there was |
4approxir:nat.ely bn;a story in Britain for every two ‘in Germany in 1985,. by 1990-91, thé ratio
~ had approached one to one. Based on the ‘extenf of discussion in both ﬁritish and German
media about the European Union - especialiy af the tiﬁc of Maastricht - it is not po'kls':éib’le to
sustain thelcigi/m, so often made by politicfans and experts, that ;[hg TEU was ignored in the
| —\public domain or that the EU was 'under-debated' or 'under-discussed' in the 'media. This is
-espec.:\i.ally':true ih Germany, where media coverage proved substantial, thus refuting the
. eXpéctation ,tﬁat British contravefsy aB‘Oult Europeaﬁ inltegraltion prior tq the end of 1990-91
IG,Cs would have resulted in British coyeiagc outrunning the German. éf course, the results -
for the 1990 -and 1991 Europ_éan lCouncils“stand m great contrast to the those in 1985, in
Iwhich both poligy;makers and the media, it séémé_, overlooked t_ﬁe signiﬁcaﬁcé of .the,chéngés-

taking place in the EU sphere."”  »

| T hemes

Heterogeneity charac'terized«the‘range of themes addressed in the context éf EU coyérége.”
.No one thematic cétg:gory déminated the .reporting’ on Europe in either Britain of'Germany. _
In-fact, themes remained so diverse that only two ’achievec'lh more than 10% of total coverage

in both countries: e_cohomic and monetary policy (including the theme single currency) and

summit as a theme itself (see Table One).

loDel10usse and Majone. (1994: 103) and others have argued that the impact of the SEA was largely
underestimated at the time. ° : . o

- ""With more than 140 original categories of themes, it was necessary to regroup themes at a secondary level,
resuiting in the 2| categories presented here. ' ‘
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Table One: Frequency of themes {in %)

British Media ~ German 'Media All Media

Themes A (N =1028) (N=1298) °  (N=2326)
Shape of Europe ' 78 6.2 6.9
EU Constitutional Issues 72 3 8.3 7.8

" European Institutions B : 4. : 4.5 43
European Political Union 1.2 : 24 1.8 .
Summit ' 111 10.3 107
Intergovernmental Conference 22 1.3 1.7
British European Policy 8.0 . 4.5 6.1
German European Policy ‘ 13 3.5 ‘ 25
Other Member-state European Policy 1.0 . 2.2 i 1.7
Domestic Political Institutions 8.4 . 3.5 5.7
Franco-German Relations 15 ‘ 2.6 2.1.
British-German Relations : 04 .. 06 0.5
Single Market - 1992 Program - 38 3.2 35
International Trade i 46 - 3.5 39
Economic and Monetary Policy 12.9 14.4 138
Foreign Policy sl 10.1 . 7.8
Defense Policy : , 1.9 1.5 1.7
Enviroﬁmcntal and Energy Policy 19 4.7 3.5
Social Policy 64 0.6 32
Agricultural and Fisheries Policy 3.1 3.8 35
Other Policy Areas - 6.2 8.2 7.4
Total ' ' 100.1 99.9 1001

What is perhaps most striking in examining the frequency of themes associated with
c'overage of the European‘Union‘ i_s their similarity in tlhe British and German media - with
just a few noteworthy exceptions. -First, rather than thé EU proving a more economic theme.
in Britain (where British journalists in Brussels remained '‘Common Market’ éorrespondents
until the end of the 1980s) than in Germany, econoﬁics themes (economic and moﬁemry
]'Joligy, the Single Market Program, and ’internatioﬁal trade) were p-ortrayed with similar_
frequency in both. This contradicts the expected .result that the British media, like the

Conservative government, were more likely to favor the economic aspects of European

integration by thematizing them with greater frequency than the German media.
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LikéWise, the Germé;n media Iwas no more interested in thematizing the political
aspect'é of the Eﬁroi)ean Union (such as Eurobean Political Union, for example) more than
their ‘Bri.tish' equivalents. Indeed, mc‘>\‘st‘of' the themes dealing with what could be described aﬁ
" the posi’tion‘and _power‘of the Edropean Unionz as .oppo'sed to that of ‘inc'iividﬁal'xﬁerhber-
‘states (for example,' shape of 'Europe, European Poli}ical Union, and even 'Esﬂropeaﬁ
:institu.tioﬁs) wére tféated with comparablé frequency in both countriés - amounting to 'abput
‘o'rvle-ﬁfth.of all .coi/eragé: ‘This is an ﬁnexpected reéﬁlt, showing thaﬁ German media were not -~
_more prepared to tflematize 'EU-centéred' issues (as favored themes: of the Gel‘n'nan

government) than British méd}a. .

; _While'féwer' than their similarities, the\d»iffeteﬁces in the ‘ﬁjéquency of coverage of
certaiﬁ themes in British aqd German news media vx_/e‘re .alsé_ telling. The topic domestic
‘politicc.xl institutions, Which inclucied stories about’ member-state parliafnents, elections,
opinion polls, or referenda, as they related to the EU story, Was a good example of this. Here, -
the British media includea miorc'a,t_h'an twice as much cé\{erage of this theme thén'the Gefn*;an |
| media. This conﬁrmed the British téﬁdency - both in politics and.the media'-'to focus on“
' Pa'rli;amenf and Parliémentary debz;te, lperhalps even disproporti;)nately -so,A in light of
- Pa_rliament's relat{vely iimit_ed bowér ix;x EU affairs.

%ile this dorﬁ_es;tic-EU linkage was a clear trend in thevUK, it was partiéqlarly acute

" during the Rdme sﬁmfnit in 1990. At that time,l John Major's elevation to Prime Minister |
created an atmosphere of both Iintra- and inter-party >politi.cal tension ové.r Europe (which aﬁer
all waé the' i.ssue t.hatv ap?aréntly b:oﬁght do;Nn his predecessor). ‘During lthe Méasfrjcht
period, the British government was within a few months of having to calll‘a General Elecﬁon.
This éaused a wide spectru_mlof 'policy, ‘including Europ'eanv piolvicy, to be intém{eted“in the

British media according to domestic political imperatives. Both moments (Rome and
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Maastricht)‘ created a natural link betwéen party poli‘;tics and Europe in the rllew‘s media
: discuséipn of Britain's domestic politics."” Interéstingly, despite German Bundestc‘zg elections
j-u-st béfore the Rome summit in' 1§90, Germaﬁ c.ove':ra’ge of the EU in this period cii.d not
thematize German dom;estic political institutions with any greatér frequeﬁcy; Not only were

b

bther issues in .Germany more salient (above all, the thent—recent. event of Germari unif‘;l'.cation),
but it could be argued that the relat.ive consensus a;oout European integration as a goal did not
bring it to the fore as an election issue and therefore in connection with domesti’vc political
institutions..

German media, mean;vhile, were much more likely than the Britisﬁ to report on
European Union politics in the context of foreign policy Enews. This greafer claim to attention
for EU foreign policy ners in German media would seem to éonﬁrm the readiness of Gérman
more thaﬁ British media to enﬁphaéize the EU in its foreign policy capacity. For thé Fedéral '
Republic, where the EU had provided Genﬁany a legitimate framewo'rk for foreign policy |
ag:tio;i for décades; the German mledia's Willingnéss to é:onﬂate EU and foreign poIicy news
reflects a flexibility within the German approach to the question of sovereignty in foreign‘ |
policy affairs. Therefore, it was an easier step f;)r thic? German media than the British to
A regard the EU as a foreign policy actor, and accordingly to cover foreign policy news within_
an EU frame of reference.

As a ﬁnai and ogvious note on diffe;eriqes 1n the frequency of themes in both
countries, the issue of Britain's European policy was a more frec‘]uent‘ theme in the British

' !

media and likewise, Germany's European policy appé;ared more regularly in the German

media. Both cases reflected domestic media interest in their own government's positions on

AL, . - N y . N . o .. .
"This link was more than momentary, however. The European issue has long had an influence on British party
politics, although the contestation both within and between parties arguably has become more consistently
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EU policy-making.‘ However, Britaiﬁ's E;rbpean policy §vas more often 4th;ervnatiz‘e;d i;1 bdth
. ‘co,u‘ntrie.sl than, Germany's European policy, impl;}irig that wﬁaf the Britis}_l. government was
doing Vil‘S-E‘l-ViS Europe was more newsworthy than the goings on in Bonn. This'res_ult also
underline§ the relatively silent ('géntle giant;) role of the German government,i‘ﬁ EU politics
_ down to M‘aastriclhtl. |
‘ Qver time, EU themes also reveal some ihterésting cha.nges. ‘First -Aand uﬁexpectedly
- other EU pblicy areas deé:lined o/ver the cémse of the fo_ur sumﬁjits _(froni 10.4 % oif all news
.' duri’ng‘ ,thé first period té 6.1 % dﬁring Fﬁe second). : In other words, coverage of the 'veiriou's
) areasl of bolicy handled at the—Europweanilevel did not g;ow in( correspondence'to their actual
increase _ovef this period.‘ “While it might not be valid to extend this result regarding other EU
policy aréa.s to EU coverage in geperal ti.e., to coverage outside important Eurép;:an Council
..pleriods”), it nonétheless shows that 'dgy to day' poiicy ‘stories were alregdy signiﬁicantly '
‘ Ppresent in 1985 news épverage, and were not exclusively the result of greater EU competency
after the relaunch. In addition, European ins.tz:turions rémained at or be}ow 3 pér cent of total
news, as themes, and there was no growth in the treatment of topicé such as the Shapé bf
L : ‘ A
. Europe (subsidiarity, Europe of the regions, ﬁiulti-speed‘ Europe, etc. ) or‘E U constitutional ‘
issues'(i.‘.eform,'maj-'or'ity vqting, enlargement; etc.).
-~ Foreign policy, while mbstl c'io-rninantf during Rome, ﬁeyertheless showed a marked
increase between the European Councils in the 1985 and 1 990-91 .periods, from 23 per cent :
to 10.2 per cent of total coverage. Bgsed on thisr'r'esult, it could be arguéd ;chat by the time<qf

~

the second IGC it was more common for the EU to be gonsidcred a legitimate foreign policy

i

visible since the mid-1980s.
I3Certainly, one could probably correctly assume that the coverage of other EU policy did grow as a percentage

of overall EU coverage (not just that during summits) during the late 1980s. The best way to establish such a
trend over time would be via a longitudinal content analysis of European policy news, rather than through the:

-, 'sample offered here.
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actor than ﬁvé years previ.ously. This pattern concurs with that found by Werts (1992.),' who
has suéQested that European Councils after 1989 bécamé fora for foreign policy consideration
mére than éver before. As waé‘, indicatedl'above, the thematization of foreign policy was
especially marked in the German media. Additionally,;more atténtion.'was given to defense
iséues during the: sufnmit;s which led to the Treaty on Eurqpean Union, wﬁe;l thé ’int:i:gration
of the West Europeaﬁ Union into the EU apparatus as v:vell as' the eventual development of a
European ‘defense idéntity were under consideration. The increasing portrayal 6f the EU in
the context of foreign policy themes sgggests that the ap:tﬁearance of consistent public support
for further European integrati—on on foreign and defensé policy issues' - even when support
for other EU initiatives has faltered - may ‘at. least m part reflect the frequency of media -
discussion of the European Union in é. foreign policy .coﬁtext.

The Single Market Program was at its pe;ak asa ’media theme during the Luxembourg _'
summit, when if was anﬂo@ced as part of the SEA. " Yet even at that critical moment in its ‘
genesis, the Single Market Program as a‘theme remairiled under 10 per cent of total media
.cover‘age. What is surprising, however, is tﬁat as the second IGC(s) began in Rome, the
Single Market Program - perhéps the EU success story of fhe decade - was seldom evoked ;15
a media themg, achieving just unde; four per cen’; of tbtai EU coveragé..

In fact, the thematic area that showed the steédiefst increase over the course of the four
European Councils was that of economic and monetafy pol.icy, which constituted l:ess than
- three per éent of all coverage during Milan and'.‘almo;st a fifth of ali coverage du;ing the
Maastficht European Council. This result makes it pos‘sible to argue that the media focu‘sedt

increasingly on the economics of the EU, and on Europe as a fundamentally economic sphere.'
. |

That the discussion of the Europe Union took place above all in economic terms also points.

"See Nugent (1992) for a discussion of British public opinion on these issues.
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to the _possibilityAthat this type of coverage undermining EU legitimacy: the identification of
EU institutions with eco'n'om'ic issues, and therefore not (sufﬁciéhtly) with issues of social
~welfare, employment, etc., that have been viewed as particularly pressing in all EU member-

'statés in the 19_905.

" Sources
Source were, those actors cited (directly quoted) in the news, and therefore vﬁvhosve opinions

were made relevant to the EU debate by- journa'listé. These sources were then grouped

éccording to categoriés (see Table Two). The analysis of sources offers an indication of whait

types of actors were authorized by the news media as legitimate in the conduct of EU

affairs."
The sources studied revealed a clear pattern in the news on Europe: the dominance of

sources from the national government level, as well as the relatively low percentage of
! N , R

X

sources from the European Union.

Table Two: Sources in EU news (in %)

. . : : British Media German Media All Media
Source . - (N=37D) (N=293)  (N=664)

European Union 16.4 13.7 152
National Govefnment , | 458 . A 584 - © 514
* Other National 146 19 . 134
A Regional Government . 0.0 ; 34 o 1.5
Interlnatio‘nal ) 05 - 14 - 0.9
Bankiné and Business ’ 65 6.5 . 6.5
. Experts and Interest Groups . 5.7 ' 3.1 4.5
Public and Media 105 L7 66

Total ' 100.0 100.1 | 100.0

. I’Again, the categories in Table Two reflect secondary groupings of sources.



Des'pitve,' having a ‘smaller nu.mber"of overallv stori€s, the British media used more. sources
within their‘c}overage of the EU than the German :n'ledia;. This greater reliance on sourcing in .
Britain would hav¢ been even more drarr;a\tic had% the study included all un-named
'government-sources' (which in most cases were national government sources, for whom off-
the-record sourcing was a standard practice, in great con:trast to German custom).

Nevertheless, the sources included in the study reflected a | relatively similar
percentage of European Union sources in British and German coverage of the European
Union. However, the German—media included substantially mgre sources (over 10 percentage
points more, in fact) from national government than the British, a result which was not offset
by the British use of other national sources (primari?ly parliamentartans), where the two
- countries-employed a comparable percentage of sources. This presents an interesting resulit,
indicating that the German media were more likely to rely on ‘s‘pokespersons from the federal
gov;ernment in Bonn than even the (more centralized) British media reiied on Number 10, the
. Cabinet, and Whitehall - includz"ng the Foreign; and Corlnmonwea'.l‘.ch Office. ' This speaks for |
~ the Gerrﬁan media’s designation of overwhelming expexy'tise to federal 1evei actors in the area
of EU polipics. It also _sugéests that German media, even more tﬁan their British eqtlivalents?_
were disposed to légitimate national, rather than EU, voices in the coverage of European
Union issues.

In addition, the British media were much mofe likely than the German media to
inélude members of the public and the media (inclUding specific joﬁm’alists_employed as

sources) as authoritative voices on the subject of Europcan policy. This is perhaps evidence

that British media both took more account of public input into the issue of European



integration than other EU Imémbeﬂsta&:s duriné .this period,i by.a-llowipgi ihe‘: >pu.blic and the
media fo lpzirticipate in the UK European integration debate. | |

Othe'r‘ dAiff'er'ences‘between German and Bri’tishA so_uréing were less substantial, But'.
' incIudéd the (infréquent) German use of regional government s'o'mfces, vgrsﬁs. the ltdtal _
absence of such sources in the British media. | The very limited use of regjonal goﬁie;;nmenrv
.s'our,ces in the German rﬁe_dia comes as sonilething/ of a surprise, since one might have
: expectéd the Lénder to appear in the media as vital régional actors. After all, the German
Lc’inde}j‘.had 'contribﬁted to the very development of 5 regional focus in EU pblitics. Their
absence in news qoverége i; particularly unelxpectéd _in coverage of the: 199Q aﬁd 199”17
Eur‘épean Councils, when subsidiarity and attempts bvy the Ldnder to incfease theif authority
at the Europeaﬁ_levél, via the TEU, was a leadipg issue for the Fédergl Republic. -

In addifion, British and German media made very .similar use‘of banking and business
‘sources. In this case, if Qe return to the _original level of Acl'assi'ﬁcatiop, it ié .clear that while .
- British media relied more on business leadé?é as sources (6.1 % versus 2.6 % in Germany),
"Gerrnar; media used bankers with mucli more re.gularity (3.6 % of total coyérage vérsﬁs just
“0.3 % in the UK). Thlj.S reflects first and féremost the greater voi(':e_of the Bundesbank in
German coverage of the EU, as well éls the reliance qf Germanr’ media on an go;felrnmentall
organ (thé German institution responsible fér plrotecti_ng\ the D-Mark) for éomcing, Versus
Britlish media's ‘gr,eater intefest in private (i.e. business) Sources. '
| When examined -over time, patterns of souréing reﬂécted a slight‘decfeaéé in tﬁe use
of nétional gqvefnmental‘ sources énd no. apparent increase in those from the Europecvm'

Unioﬁ. These. _cﬁanges were primaf.ily apparent bétWeen the tWo iGQs, i.e., between the 1985

~and 1990-91 periods (see Table Three).



Table Three: Sources per IGC period (in %)

1985 - ' 1990-91
i Milan and Luxembourg Rome and Maastricht
, Sources | N=137) - (N=s
. European Union 16.1 145
Nationa! Government 57.7 : , 48.2
Other National | 16.1 ‘ ' 12.3-
Regional Government 4.4 ' 0.1
International ' '1.9 ' o 4.3
. Banking and Business » C 2j2_ . ., 16
Experts and Interest Groups . ‘ 5.1
Public and Media -~ 0.1 ! - 79
Total ' 1000 100.1

Public and media sources tended toward more freqtient usage between 1985 and 19,91.,
largely due to'their apiaearance in the British news. ;Experts and interest group sources
showed a ;light increase by_’the time of Maastricht, as did banking and .busin.ess sourcés, with
the latter reﬂecting.tﬁe great salience of economic and monetary policy themes at thaf time.

Regional governmen% sources, ip contrast, showed little change whatsoever over time, this
.despite the explicit increase in emphasis on the role of tﬁé Linder (and the notion of a Europe
of the regions) as a corréctive to an increasingly integréted, centralized Europeax; system of

governance.

Opinion |

Patterns of opinion - drawn from both direct and indire;:t commentary in the news - offer an
indication of a news organization's stance dn Europé. Three aspects of opirﬁon were assessed
as being relevant to understanding the e.valuative tone of .EU coverage: opinioﬁ on EU issues,

at a general level (Aspect One);-opinion on the position‘s and policy of the EU itself (Aspect
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'T'wo); and opinion on the position and ‘policy of national .go‘ve‘rnment‘toward the European
Unionr (Aspect' Three). Such’ aspects could indicaté and differentiate between qpinion on
Eufpnean Union fhemes; EU g.'overnanc‘e (and the _posvitio'nv of EU institutionSin the promotion
-o.f EU policy), and national positions and govemance‘ in the EU realm;
| Opinion, which was offered on average in just over 27 %~ of the news'ei;lluated,
-fen'c.led to'.appear rnost freqnently on the general level (Aspect One - that ef EU issues)', less so '
as directed at the European Union (Aspect Two),' and even less’ in addressing ’nhe -a‘ipproach of
national government to Europe (Aspect Three). Cornpa;red with British media, éerman'
‘media offere‘d more ‘frequent éeneral opinion on EU themes (37.1% versus 31.3.%), and more
.freq'uent-npinion on the European Unio‘n 'i;tself (28.3% versus 24.3%), vwhile evaluative ,
commentary on national go?emment EU policy-'rnaking was almost the sAame. in Both Briﬁsh .
and Gerrnan media (22.6% and .19'._1% respectively).
| When opinion did occur, the modal r'ned‘ia opinion on European Union topics (Aspect
One) duning.the eight weeks examined was 'more ‘negative than nositiv'e' (which, ae a’single
cétegory, appeared in almost helf of all cases)." When oninion on EU thernes was linked to
‘the EU positions and institutions itself, it tended to be even more negative than general
H.opinion, with over one quarter of 511 evaluations falling into the "nnainly, negative' category..
In cont;ast, howev.er; when the 'ne\,‘vs media nffered opinion about their, own nationnl

government's position'on EU themes,'” opinion tended toward the positive end of the scale

(see Table -Four).

Here the results reﬂect only cases in which medla had a dlSCleb[e opinion, i.e., when the category 'no
evaluatlon was excluded .

"Media opinion on 'own government' or ‘own national government approach to EU policy referred to either
British ‘media commentary on British government policy regarding Europe or German media commentary on
German government policy 1e«7ardm0 Europe.
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Table Four: Media opinion: all media, British media, German rhedi‘a (in %)

{Aspect One) ' (Aspecthwo) {Aspect Three)

. General EU Issues EU Policy/Position | National Policy/Position
Degree of Opinion: All British German | " All ;British German | All British German

(N=287) (N=116) (N=171) | (N=220) ' (N=90) (N=130) |(N=172) (N=84) (N=88)

Mainly Positive 59 69 | 68 - 56 250 333 [ui7.0%
More Positive 13.9 145 122 227 2

than Negative o

Even Mix _ 19.5 19.5 ] 15.1

Positive and Negative

More Negative 43.2 33.2 2719

than Positive _ »

Mainly Negative 17.4 25.9 9.3

Total 99.9 99.9 100:0

Net Opinion - -40.8 -37.8 10.5

The breakdown of opirlion by co’ﬁntry yiel,'ded' sc;,me interesting results. In light‘ of the
more conflictual nature of the EU issue.in British politics, it is perhaps not a great surprise
that British media containgd more 'mainly negative' (i.e., very critical) opinion on general EU
themes'than German media. German m_edia,' neveﬂhel;ss, expressed more negative opinion
on EU themes overall. Both countriés presenf;ed api)roximately one fifth of all general
opinion in positive tones (‘more pdsitive than negativé' plus 'Il'nainly positive'), 'but British
media offéyed more mlixed oplinioln than German n;edia. 1

In opinion that was directly related to. the p'osit!ions ’an‘d activities of the EU, British
media showed a much greater trend towﬁd negative opinion than German media. More than

one third of all British opinion on the EU itself fell into the 'mainly negétivé' category, versus

just one sixth in the German media. British media also contained more negative opinion
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-oilerall,! as measured in net opinion.' Ho;evéver, despite the differences of degree in
negati\:/ity', 6né should not lose sight of the féct:that news media in both countries were
negatwely chsposed toward both.these aspects of EU news. In the case of German media, the
ﬁndlng that- medla was critical of EU affalrs (and on a level comparable ‘with the British
media) stands in stark contrast to official government posltlons on European the;fies and
institutions: |

A remarkable difference did exist, ho;Never, in media opiﬁidﬁ on national
gdvemmenﬁ'é (i.e., London's or Bonn'é) positior'ls\l— and policies toward 'thé EU. Here,' the
British media as a whole —e:xpresséd dpinion very much in favor of the Conservative
| géyémﬁient's handling of EU issues, ! while the iG'e,r'man media tencied to comment about
Bonn's EU politic;s in a more négative fashion. This iﬁdicates a basic consensus. within the
~ British fnedia in favo; of tht_; Eritish govgmmeﬁt's (often contentious) al;pfoach to European
Union issues, but a greater sénse of dissatisfaction Witﬁin Germgn néyys ‘media with thé_
aétivities of the Bonn governmenf towards the EU. The disappréving positi’én of the German
* media took two forms. First, i,t was critical of the Koﬁl government fo’;‘making EU policy in
'bad faith’ -- for not recognizing (ér admittingj ‘that fcﬁe progess of European integration would
be more difficult and eXpensiVé th‘an- the German government had claimed and would involve -
disadvantages for the Federal Republic. ' Sec':ond,.criticism in thé German media in Aspect
Three of Aopiriioﬁ involved fhe critique‘t.ﬁat the Gerr_ne;n govéx;nr_nent had noi achieved eﬁbugh

in the European spheré. In other words, this criticism of the Kohl government. contained an

"Net Opinion is an indicator for the relative orientation - positive or negative - of opinion on EU news. It is
measured as follows: the sum of 'Mainly Positive' and 'More Positive than Negative' categories minus the sum
of Mainly Negative' and 'More Negative than Positive' categories. .

Althou°h the media type level of analysis is not here examined, the case of Guardian's opinion on Europe is
~exceptional enough to merit attention: not only was the Guardian positive in its opinions toward the EU (Aspect
. Two), it was negative toward the Conservative govemments ‘European policy, makmg it the exceptlon among
the British media studied. : : :
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ifnplicit pro-European positién: Europe was c}esirgble,but Ggrmany's European policy had
failed. '. Either way, negative opinion abloutlthe Gerrhan igovernfnent involved a questioning of
its authority and efﬁc;écy Vis-é-vis EU politics.

The results also shoWed some clear trends over time. First of all, the increaée in
frequency of opinion on EU and national policy and positions was signiﬁcgntly gre;t'er than
the general jump in coverage between the tﬁo\ periods.zl" This shows that both the EU'$ and,
signiﬁcantly, national govémment’s handling of EU issues became issues more worthy of
opinibn in both British and German news media. When then two summits associated with
each IGC period were takeﬁ t;gether, general opinion téwa;d EU themes grew more negative
over time, from an averége net oi)inion of -26.3 for the %1985 period to -44.4 for that of 1990-

91. In addiﬁon, an interesting pattern ai)peared in Aspect One opinion: it tehded to be only
moderately negative durihg thé ‘first European Counci1§ of an IGC and much more negative
during ‘the final one, duringkwhich most critical decisiorfl-making took place. In other words,
overall opinidn was more critiqal during the crucial fn:lal summits that clinched both treaty
negotiations. A

Net opinion toward national govemrﬁent, as it dealt with the EU, aléo became less
positive over time: for Milan and Luxembourg, it stood ;at 33.3, while it dropped to 6.2 during -
Rome and Maastricht. Therefore, in contrast to the net ﬁositive nature of opinion on national

government handling EU policy, there seemed to be a developing sense of disillusionment

with the way national government handled the EU issue. This suggests that there may well

I
'

be a linkage between media'coverﬁge of Europe at these key points in European integration

*Whereas about 21 per cent of all news studied appeared in the first period (leading to the SEA) and 78.5 per
cent during the second (Rome and Maastricht negotiations), about 85 per cent of all opinion on the EU and
national government EU policy was made during the European Councils associated with the Maastricht Treaty.
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the emerging perception of the inability of nationsl_gﬁmlrernm’ent '(wﬁich was commented on.in
less safi.sfactory tonss over time) to legitimate the Eu-roﬁevan political sphere.
Conclusion
Europe's relaunch' after 198‘5' and subsequent slowdown after 1992 have placed disc&ssion of
EU legitimation prominent‘lon_n academic and policy agendas. This‘paper has sc)ught to
e;(amine the issue of legitiﬁation by examining the trestmenﬁ sf the European Uhion in the 1
‘British and German news msdia during high ‘points.in the EU debate between 1985 and1991.
News media treatmeqt of Eu;ope, it has argued, is selévant' to inqﬁitjy into EU legitimacy;
because sf newsmedié's own legitimation function and becausé of {nédia_l's,position >i_n the
opinioh-buildiﬁg and in;ferest forﬁation processes. The latte-r have appeared with increasing
lreguliarity as key aspects of theories ‘of European int‘egra'i\on and go‘vgmanbe.

News on EU issues grew dr'amati‘cally'bet‘;zveen the two IG(lZs‘stchlied, showihg that the
EU .issue did achieve grester saliense in both British snd German msdia. European Union
news was élso more frequently portrayed in the Germﬁn media than the British, 'a'lt'hougl‘l the
gap between the two narrowed;'over-tirﬁe. T_he‘rel.atively limited stsarance of the EU story
in the British news in 19-85 indicated 5 geﬂeral lack of Europe's newsworthiness in the British.
media at that tims, whjsh stood in‘ cont_rast to 'ifs treatment ‘in the Gernsari news. This likelj
reﬂested botil the"ﬁormalsy' of th¢ EU tale in _Gerfnany (i.e., its higher positioﬁ within lthe
news hierarchy) at tl.lat: time, but also the speciai intérsst in German rr;sdia in the outcome of
_ Germaqy's /L‘,lnprecedented‘ uss of its veto; By the time of 4the summits at »ﬁ‘ome‘ ancll

Maastricht, the European Union was a leading news theme 'in both British and German media.

Indeed, qualitafcisfe observation indicates that, during Maastricht, European Union issues were
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a principle theme . versus other news - in all media s;tudied. In short, the EU theme had
'beqomé very visible in both British and German ﬁews. '
| The énalysis of EU -news themes builds. a hetefogeneous picture of the European
integratior'l, debafe, as it existed 'i'n} the. British and bémm news media. One overall .
iﬁpress,ion of thematic patterns is that Ithey were une;xpectedly similar in both cguntries.‘
.Ind-’eed, in both Blritéi’n and-Germany, eco-n‘om.z'c and mgnetary policy was the larges;[ ‘sin.gle
category of news on Europe. EU visibility, 'therefore,;was above all in an écondrnic news
co.nt'ext. The topic lof foreign policy grew subsiahtially over the two negotiation periods,v
dutrun only by the trgmendou; growth of economic-related news. These results could .be;gin
to explain both substantigl pﬁbli’c support for furﬁher fm%eign and security policy codperatién;
as shown by Eurobarometer, and sorhe of the legitimacy probfems the EU has faced in its rolé
asa poiiti(;al (and not ﬁlerely an economic) actor.
European Union sources compﬁsed one-ﬁfth br less of all ‘sources of | EU nev;/s,
limiting their authoritative voice vis—é—vis the EQropeail Union. While British and German
| media offered a relatively similar frequency of ‘E U sourcges- overall, German media provided a
much higher percentage of nqtion;zf government NewWs sci>urcés than the British. On this basis,
it can be concluded that German media reinforced th‘e‘ authority of federal gOvcrnmo'entalu
officials in Bonn in the EU political process, evén more ;than the British media did in the case
of London. This isa sﬁrprise in the context of the European poliéy and pélicy styles adopted
in béth countries. On’the whole, however, the conclusion can be drﬁwn that media use of
sources reinforced the authority of natiolnal government frnuch more than EU actors.
The_overall trend in genéral opinion of EU issues, Aspect One, was ne;gative, although

German media were more negative than British in this case. Specific opinion toward the EU

itself was also negative, as measured in net opinion, with the British media more extreme in
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their negative' le'anings than tﬁe German.2' In the last éspect of opinion. that@as evaluated,
that Ao't; haﬁonal goyérnment pélicies and pésitions toward Europé, there was littile simiiarity
in the opinion presented in ‘the .- B.riti'sh. and German media, ‘as British media was
overwhelmingly posi_tive'and German media largely negative. | Viewed over time, European -
Union news triggéred more evaluative comirllentary 'dur'ing.the -second tréaty negdtiation
(Mdastrichf) Athant‘ the first, but the trend‘ in gener'al opin'io:r‘l _waé. toward more nef'gativity.k
Finally,—.opinion on national govérnrﬁent became rhuch less positivg: from fhe ﬁrlstr-treaty
" change to the sgcond. T;his points to a growing media dissatistjéction with the way both
I:ondon .&na’ Bonn made Eur;pean lpolicy. On the whole,' both Briﬁsh aﬁd German media
offg:red a critical qontribﬁtion_té public débate of EU issues during key mome’nts. in EU
- politics. |
| -These results of the study confirm .the central role of national governmentvitr‘l media
coverage of EU politicsL in both Britain and German}}.- Noﬁétheless, itis certaihly true that the
amount of 'EU“coveragel grew tremendously between the two IGCs; In addition, thére were
signs in the media of fixe 'increased stature of the EU - for example, media.opiniqn about EU
institutions and policies was much more critical during the se'cohd IGC t.ha.n~th‘e first, showing
that _Europe had ‘belc'orne sorriething worth} being :critica} .about. Yet in thematic terms; fhe.
'Eﬁropean Uni;)n was a story about ecc')'norr‘lics,\‘ mafkets, 4"cmd'm(‘)ney:, and not about political
. integration of other policy areas. Not oﬁiy di‘d -Europe'an institutions remain hégligible as

topics in the news, but EU sources were also very limited. Rather, the sources reported in EU

news were large'ly national figures identified in their national capacities.

*'However, the left-of-center quality newspaper in Britain, the Guardian, was a clear exception, in the British
media-and overall, as.it was the only news media organization to offer net positive opinion on EU institutions,
policy, and positions. ' "
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Finally, rﬁedia opinion . toward Européari issués was critical toward the ' European
Union --a result that applied in the Federal Repﬁblic as well as in the United Kingdom. In
short, neither country's news media functioned as a—,prc:)ponent of Europe_an Union pblitics -
regardless of the posftiqn to‘ward‘the European Union adopted by govemménf at the "pational
l‘evel.‘ While increased news attention to seemed to foster an enhanced pul?lic 'discghrse on
the European U.nion and European integration in both Eritain and Germany, bringing Europe
into the publ‘ic eye, it is possiblelto conclude that the nature of news coverage during decisive

‘moments in EU affairs did not substantially legitimate a European sphere of governance, with

likely implications for the legitirﬁation process in the EU overall.
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