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Abstract

This study investigateghether British elites’ discourse on sovereignty has changed
as European integration has progressed. Acadesdiarch has long recognized the
existence of discourse change regarding sovereignty the process of European
integration is likely to be a modern event thatdpoes such change in elite
understanding of sovereignty. The dissertation ithuestigates the question of whether
elite discourse on sovereignty has indeed chandbd tontext of European integration.

This researcls separated into two parts. The first part exantioegs the academic
literature has discussed sovereignty in the comiganpworld, how sovereignty has
generally been conceptualized in Britain and tiadlesige of European integration to the
academic and British political debates around saydly thereby presenting the key
mechanism behind modern discourse change. Thedspeninconducts a discourse
analysis focussing on statements of British MPAw® fBitish accession to the EC to the
debate on the Treaty of Lisbon. In order to condiscburse analysis, MPs are classified
into specific groups: Government, the Conservétary, the Labour Party, and those
who favoued a bill, and those who were against a bill. Furthdivide the process of
European integration into three time periods: tbesasion to the EC and the referendum
on membership (1971-1975); the Single EuropeanaAdtthe Treaty of Maastricht
(1985-1993); and New Labour (1997-2009). The aisalysarried out by a comparison

between different groups and time periods.



Ultimately the dissertation determineshether British elites’ discourse on
sovereignty has changed and, if so, whether tharaew interpretation of sovereignty in

modern day Britain.
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| ntroduction

Research question

‘There exists perhaps no conception the meaning dfi vghmore controversial than
that of sovereignty (James 1986, p3).An eminent intemational lawyer, Lassa
Oppenheim, made this observation on sovereigntg than a century ago. For a long
time, the concept of sovereignty has been exanaingdiefined by numerous scholars.
Why have they examined it and considered it tari@oitant? Because we view this
concept would be a foundation of state governaidbe same time the concept has an
ambiguous and changing meaningspecially given the rise of global concerns beyond
the framework of the state, such as free tradeahuights, the environment, and others.
Under these circumstances, some scholars argugtateasovereignty has been eroded
or undermined. Changes to European state struet@esuch more visible due to the
integration process of the European Union (EU). btamnstates need to obey the
supremacy of EU law. What does this mean for thersmnty of member states?

As European integration has progressed, the ItierabRelations and European
Integration literatures have paid much attentiotihéorising sovereignty. They mainly
ask whether sovereignty has been transferred t&ther not and how we should
understand this phenomenon. | found, on the othed, lthat there has been much less

attention paid to the question of how the term isiyety is used and spoken on the

! This phrase was cited from L. Oppenheim, IntamatiLaw, VVol. 1: Peace (London: Longman, 1905),
p103



scene of political debates, and how the meanirtigeousage of the term has changed
over time. Jens Bartelson argues that the linguistn has increased rather than
diminished the staying power of the concept of imigety within legal and political
discourse. He also states that the meaning ofesgngr lies very much in what we
make of it through our linguistic conventions ahdtorical practices (Bartelson 2006,
p464). In other words, one might say that sovegigivery much a constructed concept.
Therefore, focussing on discourse on sovereignigtdi us to interrogate the different
arguments as to what sovereignty has come to iiHeane, the aim of this research is to
discover how the discourse of sovereignty has used andethin relation to European
integration.

Europe is an ideal case for examining debates over igpigiia ‘real politics— in
debates in the media and amongst political ditesexample, these debates can be seen
in the incorporation process of Community (EU) law gidonestic law and subsequent
amended treaties such as the Single European B&},(the Treaty of Maastricht, and
so on. l assume that it is difficult to maintaicoasistent discourse as one responds to the
requirement of complex institutional change thraughthe deepening and the
enlargement of integration. Therefore, this stu@yrenes these changes in the ways that
political elites have interpreted and expresseddneept of sovereignty as integration
has proceeded.

In this research, | will illustrate and examine theted Kingdom (UK) as my case

study. In Britain, there has been a long-term pgmadhat sovereignty resides in



Parliament. How has discoursemdrliamentary sovereigrityeen influenced by joining
the process of European integration in the lastdegades? The impact of European
integration on member states of the EU has reckeaéin studied in academics as the
Europeanisation approach. This research appliesEthepeanisation approach to
illustrate the main mechanism of &&’s potential influence over discourse on the topic
of sovereignty. Further, in comparison with otheenmber states, the relationship
between Britain and Europe has not been smootairBis the only country that has
held a referendum on continued membership of the Eamdpemmunity (EC). Britain
did not initially join the monetary union and hbag far suspended its decision on this
issue. Further, Britain initially rejected the di@a of a new EU treaty that aimed at
tackling the Eurozone debt crisis as the treatgteis British sovereignty. British national
sovereignty has been continuously discussed witbugaintegration policies. Hence,
Britain is a good case for examining the discoomssovereignty.

For the purpose of finding the change of discothgeresearch divides British cases
of political discourse on Europe into three timeqgols in the process of integration: 1)
the British accession to the EC and the referermlumembership (1971-1975); 2) the
SEA and the Treaty of Maastricht (1985-1993); ande®y Nabour: from the Treaty of
Amsterdam to the Treaty of Lisbon (1997-2009). id@son why | divide the analysis
into these three periods is that they seem mady lik have included disputes on
sovereignty under different governments. Accordintipe examination of Bulmer and

Burch, the UK accession (1973), the Treaty of Mightt(1992), New Labour



(1997-1998) and Devolution (1999) are critical jures for significant institutional
change in the UK (Bulmer and Burch 2009, pp189-1983 a result, each period of my
study seems to contain at least one critical juaatiinstitutional change. The division
of period will then allow me to effectively invegsite changes of discourses over time.

In sum, my primary question of research is asvialio

‘How has the elite discourse of sovereignty in Britthanged as European

integration has proceedéd?

If the same argument about sovereignty has sineglly keiterated over the years, this
will indicate that the discourse of sovereignty hasstransformed. Through identifying
the emergence of different or new usages of diseaur sovereignty different patterns,
different or new phrases, and new interpretatibrasguments— and by investigating
how these arguments have emerged and for whatseutipey have been used, | can
show whether and how the usage and the meaningvefegynty has undergone a
transformation over time. Thus this study examamesoutlines the impacts of European
integration, which largely follows the Europeamigabpproach that is introduced later in

this chapter and is examined in Chapter 3, on aigvity discourse.

2 Bulmer and Burch present the critical momentscaitichl junctures and define the critical momeasts

when a perceived opportunity arises for significhange; a critical juncture as a significant shifte
way things are done which creates a new pathweig foliowed through thereafter.

In this research, a division into three periodssdmt originate from their critical junctures. 8énperiods
are divided by chronologically, governmentally, aadry bill which has reached a resolution.
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Context of theresearch

This research question is led by three broad dsntdkey are the historical
evolution of the sovereignty discourse, the miditgl of concepts and the critiques of

current theories of International Relations anegean Integration.

Historical context

Analyses of the meaning of sovereignty point to dbiclusion that history and
political context make an impact on the mannertiicivthe term is used. Thus it is clear
that the meaning of sovereignty evolves as paléied historical contexts change. This
section highlights some of these changes in thaintgeaf sovereignty in classical
literature. This is also discussed more extensneéBhapter 1.

What is the origin of the concept and how has alved? In the context of the
modern state, it is said that Jean Bodin was ftsietd conceptualise sovereignty in a
systematic manner. As Bodin was fearful of the anarehgrgted by religious disputes
in sixteenth-century France, he established tlagiarship between the ruler and the
ruled:

The prince is the sovereign, becdiiss the law of God and of nature that we
must obey the edicts and ordinances of him to wBoh has given power over
us, and princes artis lieutenants for commanding other m@&hinoda 2000,

pl3).



Hinsley argued in his examination of Bodihge further history of the concept will be a
history of its use and misuse in varying politmahditions and not of restatements of it
in different or in novel termgHinsley 1966, p125). Accordingly, it will be piss to
follow the evolution of sovereignty if we focus time usage of sovereignty in the
historical context.

For example, Thomas Hobbes has shifted the redaffofrom between the ruler and
the ruled to between the state (sovereign) andidodis (subjects). When Hobbes
published Leviathan in 1651, England was in thedimidf the short era of being a
republic and there was no king as the ruler. As a resuttreignty did not reside in one
person anymore. Rather, Hobbes argued thatsth& as an actor itself possesses
sovereignty, but the relationship between sovereigsh subjects remains the same
(Hinsley 1966, ppl41-143). It is reasonable totkay Hobbes used the pre-existing
concept of sovereignty in the new political coondi of his time.

Further, John Locke and Jean-Jacques Roussealehal@ed the idea gdopular
sovereignty. The central argument of Locke is tiatpeople can resist a state which
tramples upon individual rights (Hoffman 1998, p4Bese personal rights and the
property of individuals were prior to all sociadgpolitical organization (Hinsley 1966
p149). When he published Two Treatises of Goverhimé&i®90, England had just come
out of the Glorious Revolution, and had laid dowimens rights in a Bill of Rights. A
century later, the French Revolution took place. msirgues that Rousseau equated

the state with the body politic of the people twas formed by the social contract



between associated individuals, reducing governmiet rulership, to a mere
commission in his work Contrat Social in 1756 (lgd53). Thus Rousseau used
sovereignty to advocate overturning the establishgel in France at the time. This was
realised in the revolution after his death.

Hinsley argues that, since the writings of Karg, ¢bncept of sovereignty has been
developed along the track of constitutionalisnmd(Ipil56). As the principle of popular
sovereignty has come to prevail against principlstfying ruler absolutism it has
everywhere been found necessary, in time, to qagamhst its justification of popular
tyranny and its culmination in anarchy by chanmgliit through the forms of the
constitutional state (Ibid, p156). Thtlegal sovereignty has been set in law as the
foundation for the settling of political conflict® Britain, ‘parliamentarysovereignty
has filled this role, establishing the legal sagetg of the Westminster parliament, by
the work of A.V. Dicey. Hideaki Shinoda argues tbatey's theory of sovereignty at
once explains the imperial principle of sovereigntythe international field and the
democratic and national principle of sovereigntyhia domestic field (Shinoda 2000,
p52).

Consequently, these variations in the concepttiafisaf sovereignty have been
produced by particular political conditions. Inetivords, the evolution of sovereignty
was a mediating measure for political conflictsze®eignty has been used as desired and
might acquire a different or an additional meanirigen other political conditions are

applied. These changed meanings then have atieaiyrecognised by various political



discourses. | assume that European integratiorbaght some political conflicts in

member states and that sovereignty would be relquies/olve as a mediating measure.

Component context

This section highlights the structural meaning @feseignty. The meaning of
sovereignty is not a simple structure but one wigghires multiple components. Those
historical elements of the concept outlined above areahieomponents of the concept
— they make uginternal sovereignty. However, the concept of sovereignty alssists
of another component ‘external sovereignty. Neil MacCormick argues that external
sovereignty is thus distinct conceptually fromrimé sovereignty, and may be present
even when in the strict sense internal sovereigrasent (MacCormick 1999, p129).
He also argues that the distinction of external anohadteovereignty shows that even a
strict definition of sovereignty permits a senseligided or limited sovereignty (lbid
p130). In this respect, it seems that the distinchetween external and internal
sovereignty, or the existence of the concept @reat sovereignty itself, confuses our
understanding of sovereignty. What factors arei@ah this external sovereignty? John
Hoffman argues, citing Hedley Bigllwork, that sovereignty is conceived as a statist
attribute, and that states, Bull tells us, arermatly sovereign when they exercise
absolute control over their own territory and intzedts, and externally sovereign when
they enjoynot supremacy but independence of outside audsfitioffman 1998, p83).

Biersteker and Weber argue that whenernal refers to the existence of some ultimate



authority over a particular domaiexternal refers to the recognition of that authority by
others (Biersteker and Weber 1996, p2). Externekremnty suggests that this
recognition can be partly given by other bodied, that states might positively attempt
to attain this recognition and the subsequent ertignce.

Thus the concept of sovereignty needs at leastdwgponent elements. This dual
and constitutive character of sovereignty pointennimportant direction, and partly
explains why it has been so difficult to grasp witally (Bartelson 1995, p17). When
we look at the EU, all member states are recogaiseddependent countries by the
others. On the other hand, these states are vijuntaited by the motivation for
European integration through the creation of saial and intergovernmental
institutions. It seems therefore more difficult 9ee their sovereignty with just two
components. These states express sovereigntyhiaigrelationship with other states
— the traditional understanding of external sovatgig but how do member states,
especially political elites, allocate sovereignthew they perform their voluntary
cooperation in the integration process? This igeat glilemma for them. Some people
would place sovereignty in the supranational utiits. However, there is a question of
whether it is possible to recognise the power m spranational institution as
sovereignty and of whether sovereignty can trulgdtached from a state as an ideology.
Consequently, the impact of European integration altar such common perceptions

that sovereignty consists of just internal and reatecomponents. That is to say,



European integration may require another companentlifferent usage of sovereignty

to explain such membership as neither internaagexternal.

Theoretical context

This section highlights the academic debates @mrlational Relations theories and
European integration theories on sovereignty wigich of key relevance to this
dissertation. In early theories of European integravarying views on European
integration have been providesk will be discussed in Chapter 3, scholars haig pa
much attention to theorising sovereignty with tlesosuch as realism or liberalism of
International Relations and neo-functionalism dierkl intergovernmentalism of
European integration theories. These debatesmgrenmortant and should be taken into
account when we consider the sovereignty issue.eiawthere are also different
debates that we cannot neglect and that provideesrvaew for considering sovereignty.

In theories of International Relations, constrigivhas gained momentum in recent
years. The main argument of constructivists is ttetstructures of world politics are
social rather than material (Rosamond 2000, pIiAd)s, they criticise rationalist
approaches such as neo-realism and neo-liberalsneeney argues that the
constructivist approach emphasises how collectihderstandings emerge and how
institutions constitute the interests and idestitieactors (Sweeney 2005, p160) in social
practices. This stands in contrast to the view #uah identities and interests are

pre-existing or constituted by simple rationalfiiierefore, | assume that constructivist
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accounts can provide a useful position for examitiie changing elite discourse of
sovereignty and for making up a deficiency in tagescentric approach of rationalism.
Biersteker and Weber asserted that a change of tosards the social construction of
sovereignty would allow a richer analysis of tharging nature of sovereignty over
time (Biersteker and Weber 1996, p6). Constructivisenetbre, can offer us a different
approach when traditional approaches are unalagplain the conceptual change of
sovereignty.

In the study of European integration, those theasibich have focussed on the
European level such as neo-functionalism and lidaetargovernmentalism have
flourished. However, more attention to other levels also prevailed in recent years.
Examples are the Europeanisation and Multi-leveleB@nce (MLG) approaches.
Europeanisation has now become a major theme insstidtee EU. It focusses on the
impact of the EU on domestic politics. Dyson andet@oconsider that the
first-generation of Europeanisation emphasised there formal, observable
consequences of EU membership and can be tradetbltiae early 1970s. On the other
hand, the second-generation, which emerged in9®@s1is not limited to changes in
political-administrative structures and policy @t but also focusses on the effects on
ideas, discourses, and identities (cited in BantdeGeorge 2006, p63). Accordingly, it
would be worthwhile to examine not only whether duiv the machineries of
government have been Europeanised, as much ofoithkeimthis area does, but also

whether and how governmental elites have changmsddiscourse because of this
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Europeanisation. Narrowing the focus down to the Blidmer and Burch argue that the
concept of Europeanisation provides purchase onatige and extent of Whitehiall
adaptation to the EC/EU (Bulmer and Burch 2009).p33us | will apply this concept
as a major framework of mechanism of the discatliaage. A detailed examination
including mediating domestic factors for Europegtioa will be conducted in Chapter
3.

MLG proposes that regional, state and supranagat@is share control over many
activities that take place in their respectivetteies. MLG suggests that the state is
under pressures froraboveé and‘below and that policy making is a complex interplay
of various actors at various levels (Sweeney 2008?). Ben Rosamond argues that the
emphasis on governance takes the debate aboutitautiveay from the zero-sum
notions associated with discourses of sovereigrsgmond 2000, p110). In other
words, the discourse of sovereignty might have li@eed to change because of the
changes pointed to by MLG. Government elites Willl Ise asked to promote their
national interests within this framework, but tiégyne no longer have complete control.
MLG approach will be also discussed in Chapter 3.

These approaches are not a replacement of exisiirmpean integration theories.
Rather, they can compensate for the weakness eé tteeories caused by the
evolutionary change of the world politics. Thusufging on levels of a state and a region
in European integration can make up for a blind spaewing sovereignty and affords

a better understanding factors and mechanisngfdigcourse change of sovereignty.
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By taking these three contexts, the historical, pmmmant and theoretical into
consideration, European integration seems to baj@r factor for affecting discourse
change on the topic of sovereignty. My hypothdéissgefore, is that, with this complex
integration process and the impact on domestidtuirets, elites discourse on
sovereignty has been required to change. In otieisythe question is whether political
elites can continue asserting the same discoursavefeignty under the challenge of
European integration and the associated domesttiational change. In order to test this

hypothesis it is necessary to discover and analysedisesarses at the various stages |

set out above.

Sructureand Methodology
This research is separated into two parts: thérmoation of the evolution of
sovereignty debates; and the verification of dismuhange by the discourse analysis.
The reason why | focus on discourse and conduitcautise analysis is that it very
much depends on supposition, such as in the follpstatement:
Sovereignty is a discourse, which promotes a oepalitical order as the
authoritative and prescribes certain actions augthtsri as legitimate. By
emphasizing sovereignty as a claim, the emphagiaded on how it is used, or
being played out, in legal and political practicEhis approach implies an

important difference between claim and control. Tibeodirse of sovereignty can
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be an effective way to produgadering powet but only if the relevant audience

accepts this claim (Alder-Nissen and Gammeltoftgdared. 2008, p82).

This study highlights how political elites have lgpo to the relevant audience, the
nation, emphasising their interpretation of sogeitgi | assume that their interpretation
has shifted over time through political debateSwbpean integration. This hypothesis
rests on the basis of views like adaptational press the Europeanisation approach and
argumentative persuasion in the theoretical delibswill be discussed in this
dissertation. Irorder to analyse the discursive change in interjmetabf sovereignty
the research firstly investigates the theoretiebhtks behind discourses of sovereignty.
This will allow me to draw out specific mechanisamsl factors which are important to
look & the changes in discourse. Then, secondly, therechspeoceeds to conduct

discourse analysis by examining actual debates$ Bboopen the British Parliament.

Theoretical analysis (Chapter8)1-

In Chapter 1, | will illustrate how the acadentertture has discussed sovereignty in
the contemporary world. This includes reconsideiiggmeaning of sovereignty: how
have academics theorised sovereignty and critieiaedd other?; why has sovereignty
been required to change?; and how has the coriceptaseignty been used? Through
reviewing literatures, as a result, the chaptesfthat the definition of sovereignty is not

a simple one. Some people require several meanmgjafinl some others are opposed
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to any definitions. According to the shared viewpofrconstructivists, sovereignty can
be changed through the construction of nationatgsts within various social practices
in a state. Precisely, constructivists view that thguage of sovereignty or the usage of
sovereignty has been changed in various contertsiading the state.

Chapter 2 focusses on British debates on soverdigrgxamining how sovereignty
has generally been conceptualised in Britain, &ogson the concept of parliamentary
sovereignty and the characteristic basis of thegmirin British political culture. Further,
in order to highlight the difference from others, thepter examines the debates in two
other member states: France and Germany. In carsaxjuhe conceptualisation of
sovereignty in Britain is unique. The concept afi@mentary sovereignty has emerged
solely in Britain. And the confrontatiahstyle of British politics is an important characte
of discourse. Therefore, some of political eliteaynemphasise the concept of
parliamentary sovereignty, some of them may utifisdanguage of the critiques of the
notion of parliamentary sovereignty, and others pagt out the difference from other
states. Elites thus are likely to try to define ¢bacept of sovereignty on the basis of
British political culture.

Chapter 3 discusses the impact of European integi@h discourse change. The
first section looks at the theoretical and legabectives of European integration,
illustrating some questions of sovereignty thatnatesolved in these debates. Then the
second section presents the mechanism of disahasge on sovereignty, focussing on

the Europeanisation approach. The third sectiorowsrthe view into actual legal
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impact on the British constitution and parliamegn&overeignty and, then, gives three
different points of argument over sovereignty. Athe forth section discusses a
characteristic of British political system, which catitppns between and within parties
could lead the direction of discourse on sovergignt

As a resultthe following can be found. The first section shtveg sovereignty can
be theoretically changed and EU law has alreagygtaft the sovereignty of member
states. However, it is possible to find some umesblguestions on sovereignty. The
second section, then, provides the mechanismatfullse change and reveals the actual
institutional change in the governmental machinéhe third section recognises the
actual impact on the British constitution. Fromegal perspective, sovereignty has
changed. However, the argument has never settled asuissoived questions have left
in the first section because there are three eiffearguing points of sovereignty: legal
theoretical and practical that make the argumesbwereignty complicated. The forth
section also finds that the British confrontatiorigdes of politics make the argument of
sovereignty complicated and can be a domestia fafatliscourse change.

In short, it is possible to hypothesise that discatiiaage can be found through the
mechanisms of institutional change and the conwgetitguments between and within
parties while focussing how elites refer to theuiagy point of sovereignty and
examining how elites have expressed, defined empirtted sovereignty in relation to

European integration.
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Discourse analysis (Chaptergy-

In Chapter 4, 1 will introduce what discourse asialiys and explain how | apply this
analysis into my study. Many scholars agree tlemetls no fixed way of carrying out
discourse analysis. However, this study borrowsesstages of the work of Potter and
Wetherell 1) sample selection, 2) collection of records asaichents, 3) transcription,
4) coding, 5) analysis.

Chapters 5-7 conduct discourse analysis on thneegeriods: the Accession to the
EC and the referendum on membership (1971-1978)StBA and the Treaty of
Maastricht (1985-1993); and New Labour (1997-2088ch chapter carries out my
investigation based on three analytical approadhesd usage analysis; Definition
analysis; and Interpretation analysis. The detdilthese analyses are presented in
Chapter 4. In each analysis, | will examine varigrsups: Government, the
Conservative Party, the Labour Party, the Favauwho voted in favour of a bill, the
Against group who voted against a bill, in both $#ad records and two newspaper
articles: The Times and The Guardian. Thus theysisas carried out in making a
comparison between competitive groups, as Eurcgadiam of party politics is driven
by the dynamics of long- and short-term governropptsition competition, and is the
key driver of change is party strategy (Sitter 2p@2). As different stance on European
integration can be seen within parties, furthelyiion into two groups of the Favour
and the Against can also draw a comparison betwesmpetitive groups. Thus

comparing the result of analyses in different geaepeals the context and the feature of
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change in each group. In addition to that, totplrés of each debate, each period and
each newspaper will be shown in order to grasp and tparera general trend of each
debate and each period as well. Transitions in soralgses can be identified in various
perspectives: in each group and in total of allgspby a certain event such as the Treaty

of Maastricht and by a certain period of time.

I will then draw a conclusion as to whether Britdite discourse on sovereignty has
changed since the accession to the EC, comparwgdregroups such as parties and
between periods over time. The point here is h@cktiange can be estimated. If the
analysis confirmednew discourse of sovereignty and if this new discouras
prevailed in debates, sovereignty would have clahitgeneaning or obtained another
meaning. If the analysis did not confifmen’ discourse but confirmed the evolution of
existing discourse, the usage of sovereignty waake been changed. Of course, if the
analysis did not confirm neitharew discourse nor the evolution of existing discourse,
sovereignty would have not changed at all. Thexefttre point is whether some
differences or changes in discourse which will beddn analyses can regard‘asw
discourse or the evolution of existing discours@xpect that elitésdiscourse of
sovereignty will have been compelled to changetirereof the above two ways by

membership of the EU.
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Significance of this study

| believe that analysing elifediscourse change in actual political debates is an
original way of studying the concept of sovereigiityere are many studies examining
sovereignty in relation to European integration e have attempted to trace the
evolution of the concept by analysing actual dampstitical discourse. Thus this study
would reveal how elites have understood and reffemrsovereignty. If discourses do not
just describe things but construct a social reatyconstructivists argue, to recognise
discourse change would be to find a major elenmentiéwing a construction of this
reality. Consequently, |1 seek grounds for the qanitself by analysing discourse. Of
course, elitegiscourse is only one aspect involved in the oatigin of a social reality.
Therefore, this study may not definitively proveatiterithe concepof sovereignty has
been changed or not by European integration. Howey@nalysing thé&discourséof
sovereignty in political debates, | believe that #tudy applies a different approach to
existing studies in the examination of sovereightylong as states exist, the argument
on sovereignty would continue not only in Europediso in anywhere in the world.
Then, our future may be decided depending on hiteg einderstand sovereignty. In
other words, a changed elites understanding ofesgugy which can be a part of shared
idea can affect and construct the future redlity.thus hoped that this research will offer

new insights in the study of sovereignty.
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1 Academic debateson soveregnty

This chapter reveals various approaches and viewsoeereignty in academic
debates. When British elites or any other peofeatzut sovereignty, they at the very
least need to know or try to understand what sigwegyds. Their basic knowledge and
possibly its extended idea are likely to be confiogn academic understandings of
sovereignty. Therefore, academic understandindgelseto reflect the common and/or
elite understandings and thus help show how sgwtyas likely to be defined by elites
and how its meaning when used by elites is lileelyave changed. However, there are
countless literatures on this subject. Accordinigiytilise the following approaches to
examine the academic debates on sovereignty. iEhéfbe discussed is the focus on
theories. How have academics theorised sovereagobjow have they criticised each
other? The second is the focus on the context. Nelysovereignty been required to
change? The third is the focus on the usage. Hevthbaconcept of sovereignty been
used? It is important to grasp the framework aeddifift of academic debates on

sovereignty in order to understand and view tte@lkcourse on sovereignty.

1.1 Definitionsand critiques
The aim of this section is to present these delaigritiques of the concept of
sovereignty and to examine the reasoning behirdaweariety of definitions. In other

words, | will show why multiple meanings of sovgrey have appeared, illustrating the
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crucial importance of the constructivist approachunderstanding the evolution of
sovereignty.

How have scholars tried to define the meaning eérsmnty? Some have made
distinctions between different types of sovereighty example, Stephen D. Krasner
divides it into four meanings: domestic sovereigrtyerdependence sovereignty;,
international legal sovereignty; and Westphaliaresagnty (Krasner 1999, p9). Fred
Hirsch divides it into three meanings: formal seigaty; effective sovereignty, and
autonomy (cited in William Wallace 1986, p368). Bosl Boutros-Ghali gives a good
reason to make divisions in the concéptmajor intellectual requirement of our time is
to rethink the question of sovereigrtyiot to weaken its essence, which is crucial to
international security and cooperation, but togeze that it may take more than one
form and perform more than one functi(aited in Beaulac 2004, p1). By making these
distinctions between different forms and functicghgy have tried to find a better
definition to fit with the contemporary state systeOn the other hand, Weber and
Bartelson are opposed to definitien® all definitions- because definitions, they argue,
imply a‘representationatelationship between language and existence {jsitddffman
1998, p17). Beaulac argues, by focussing on laegtizg words likésovereigntyhave
their own history, which is not only a history béir changing meaning, their changing

definition, but a history of the social effectstieéir changing meaning (Beaulac 2004,

p3).
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Language has become a key factor in analysingédiaeing of sovereignty in recent
years. Neil Walker presents a definition of sogengias:
the discursive form in which a claim concerning éiestence and character of a
supreme ordering power for a particular polity Jpressed, which supreme
ordering power purports to establish and sustanidantity and status of the
particular polityqua polity and to provide a continuing source and alehof

ultimate authority for the juridical order of tigaility (Walker 2003, p6).

Then, he argues that there is a distinction betiveephases in the modern use of the
language of sovereignty: the Westphalian phaseesteMVestphalian phase. He finds
that sovereignty of both phases combines to fomngbshe object-language but only
sovereignty in the earlier Westphalian phase fqgramsof the meta-language (Walker
2003, p10). That is to say, the modern world cabeoéxplained by the concept of
sovereignty because, he finds, there is a chalteages posed by the emergence of new
forms of polity.

Afocus on language is one of the features ofdhstructivist approach. Most of the
academic debates and critiques on sovereignty tese can be found within this
approach, and especially its critique of rationaks- in the forms of neo-realism and
neo-liberalism. Reus-Smit presents three imporantrasts with rationalism. First,
where rationalists assume that actors are atoregists, constructivists treat them as

deeply social. Second, instead of treating ddtgesests as exogenously determined, as
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given prior to social interaction, constructivigtsat interests as endogenous to such
interaction, as a consequence of identity acauisitas learnt through processes of
communication, reflection on experience, and roctnent. Third, while rationalists
view society as a strategic realm, a place wheoesa@tionally pursue their interests,
constructivists see it as a constitutive realm, d¢ite that generates actors as
knowledgeable social and political agents, thenrdhbt makes them who they are
(Reus-Smit 2001, p219).

Therefore, constructivists can provide us withed#iht views on sovereignty from
rationalists. What is their view of sovereignty anditdio constructivists criticise about
the rationalists views of sovereignty? Deudney claims that one js@nof
constructivism is its opening to variation in theris of authority, sovereign or otherwise,
and social practices that constitute political oré&ealising this promise requires a
conceptualisation of different forms of authoritydasovereignty relations, and of
different social practices, both domestic and mati@nal, that generate and sustain
security structures (Deudney 1997, pl192). Indeedseeéms that sovereignty is
intertwined with various social practices in aestatd between states.

Alexander Wendt locates sovereignty simply as @qoty of a structure (Wendt
1999, p207). Wendt insists, however, that sovesempes not presuppose a society of
states. Sovereignty is intrinsic to the statecoatingent (Ibid, p209). He contrasts this
view with those of other constructivists, such athany Giddens. Wendt considers that

empirical statehood can exist without juridicatedtaod and that recognition confers
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upon states certain powers in a society of statefieedom from external authority per
sedoes not presuppose it (Ibid, p209). He arguesthier words, that a state can have
external sovereignty even if it is not recognisgdtiner states (Ibid, p208). Thus he
suggested thaainarchy is what states make o6f(libid, p6). According to Bartelsé
work, Giddens pointed out th&overeignty simultaneously provides an ordering
principle for what isinternal’ to states and what‘iexterndl to thent. This double and
constitutive character of sovereignty has beenhtmiaipon by Ruggie, to whom
sovereignty is a principle of legitimacy pecul@the post-medieval international system.
Similarly, Kratochwil emphasises the impact ofitiial sovereignty in the formation of
the modern state as the constitutive unit in thdamostate system (cited in Bartelson
1995, p17). Philpot analyses constructivigisw that national interests are defined or
‘constructed, not fixed, and that ideas, meanings, and disc®ursetribute to this
definition of interests (Philpot 2001, p8).

On the other hand, Krasner argues against thesteumivist views that these studies
have placed more weight on discourse and the ingpadtas, and less on power and
material interests as explanations for the couatestaracter of Westphalian sovereignty
(Krasner 1999, p45). What distinguishes his stuaiy those constructivist approaches
that have emphasised the problematic nature ofresguty is not the empirical
description of reality but rather the weight tHaiigd be given to different explanatory
factors. For all constructivist arguments, shamaaciples and norms are the critical

determinants of actual outcomes (Ibid, p50). Knasees norms in a different way. For
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him, international norms are often contradictong @ the international environment,
logics of consequences dominate logics of apptepeas. Thus, norms, though not
irrelevant, do not have the weight that constrisctivhas attributed to them (lbid, p51).
On the contrary, Ruggie has criticised the nesteaéw on sovereignty, arguing that
Waltz’s conception of structure is static and cannotumtdor change in either the
ordering principle or in the level of functionaffeientiation from the feudal system to

the modern states system (cited in Lake 2003, p308)

Why, then, has sovereignty become the subject ofugth contestation? Although
many scholars point out some disputable aspestwefeignty, none of them refuses the
existence of this notion or seeks to replace #s idsffman argueSSovereignty is an
insoluble but it is insoluble only as long as waoamte it with the statéHoffman 1998,
p2). Therefore, competing views of the state maiketérm contestable and as long as
the state exists, sovereignty will be discusses. dipparent that those distinctions of
sovereignty by Krasner or Hirsch were not givehetime of the emergence of the idea
of sovereignty. If certain conditions surroundihg state changed, then the meaning of
sovereignty would become ambiguous. In definingtimeept, we are obliged to give it

different or additional interpretations throughdbestruction of theory.
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1.2 Thechangein context

How have academics viewed the context of disauBdiis section introduces two
recent works on sovereignty of Daniel Philpot aneil NValker, who theorised
sovereignty under various changes and challenges state in the world.

Daniel Philpot focusses on what has occurred arthedtate in the history of the
world in his book Revolutions in Sovereignty (Pbil2001). He premises that the
sovereign states system arrived most commandimglydgh revolutions (Ibid, p3). As
constitutional revolutions since Westphalia havkeeiestablished or diminished the
sovereign state, he calls them revolutions in sayrayeiln this perspective, he assumes
that revolutions in ideas brought the revolutionsavereignty (Ibid, p8). He explains
that revolutions in sovereignty occur when ideaseaon the scene, and proceed most
vigorously in those locales where ideas are mddgble(Ibid, p7). Then, Philpot offers a
‘framework of idedsn order to describe the effect of ideas. He argues ttwtsists of
two ‘roles of ideds The first role of ideas is to convert people to itmtities, leading
them to want new political ends. The second otmevigeld social power, coaxing heads
of state to pursue new courses (Ibid, pp46-47).

Thus, Philpot presents five revolutions in sovetgigesulting from the effect of
these two roles. They are: Westphalia (1648); Mindireaties (1878); European
Integration (since 1950); Colonial Independencaly(e®960s); and Intervention

(Post-Cold War). According to this categorisatiove are currently facing two

26



revolutions in sovereignty: European integratiam latervention. These entail ideational
changes in both people and heads of states.

On the other hand, Neil Walker focusses on cotistial pluralism as the theoretical
context for discussion of sovereignty in his bootegeignty in Transition (Walker 2003).
According to his work, constitutional pluralism epts that, just as we cannot dismiss
the constitutive power of those claims which camito be registered in the language of
sovereignty, we cannot either ignore the objectgality of globalisation and
multi-dimensionality which has caused many at tkéartevel to forsake the claims of
sovereignty. Therefore, constitutional pluralismnds beyond the perspective of any
particular system in order to conceive of sovetgignterms of a plurality of unities and
in terms of the emergent possibilities of the imtahips amongst this plurality of unities
(Ibid, p18).

Walker then applied the language of late sovegeigninake sense of the new
multi-dimensional order. He presents four suggestas to why this age should be
understood as one tdite’ sovereignty, rather than sovereignty or post-suyely (Ibid
p19):

1. It suggests fundamental continuity than discortiindginat the basic conceptual
apparatus of sovereignty can be adapted to unuttkanew order.
2. It suggests a distinctive phase in the discursiveet of the term. That just as there

are continuities in the meaning of sovereigntygtiaee also significant changes.
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3. It suggests irreversibility, that there is no way kiadke world of early sovereignty
and the one-dimensional system of states whiepnesented.

4. It suggests transformative potential, that sovetgigas entered a final stage, that its
capacity to represent the world of political authosgtipeing tested to the limits, and
even, possibly, that in that challenge there mag toensformation into an order of
authority where sovereignty is of diminishing valaed where its continuing use
both in the object-language of constitutional regméation and in the meta-language

of explanation and normative projection is testetie: limit.

Walker also suggests three categories of argunnentghich late sovereignty
contains the seeds of its own transformation: tflicoand boundary maintenance; 2)
diffusion of sovereign power; 3) reflexivity (Ibig25). As a result, he concludes that the
dynamic of transformation within late sovereigntyl imolve the continuous evolution
rather than the demise of sovereignty (Ibid, p28).

This section introduced two arguments on sovereiBhtipot argues that Europe is
currently facing two revolutions in sovereignty:répean integration and Intervention.
Walker argues that late sovereignty contains thdssef its own transformation. Of
course, these are not the only arguments on sovgrélgmit matters is that we need to

regard these possible changes in context that ffeal/elites understanding.
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1.3 Thechangeof usage

Chapter 2 will discuss how the concept of sovetgigas changed historically in
Britain and Chapter 3 will explain how Europeaegnétion poses a modern challenge
to traditional understandings of sovereignty. Tégstion, however, focusses more
generally on how the usage of sovereignty has eldakighy have political elites needed
to use the concept differently? One of answersdvoe) Sovereignty is a discourse
Rebecca Adler-Nissen introduces this view citing fissuch as Biersteker and Weber,
and Neil Walker. She argues that, by emphasisiggaignty as a claim, the emphasis is
placed on how it is used, or being played out,egall and political practices
(Alder-Nissen and Gammeltoft-Hansen ed. 2008, g&&uming that it is reasonable,
the analysis of discourse on sovereignty will bealde for understanding and finding a
change in usage.

The debates on sovereignty have not solely focasstigborising its meaning. Some
scholars argue that state sovereignty is still aningful concept in todéy world.
However, if we focus on how we use it, Gammeltoft-HamsehAlder-Nissen contend
that the concept of sovereignty is undergoing repaihges (lbid, p2). They argue that
states and other actors have become increasiegiverin instrumentalizing their use of
sovereignty to reassert legitimacy, power, andadntface of new challenges (lbid, p3).
In a certain sense, it is possible to say thattlaisnere repetition of history as Hin&ey
argumentthe further history of the concept will be a higtof its use and misuse in

varying political conditions and not of restatersesttit in different or in novel terms
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(Hinsley 1966, p125). Bartelson also indicatestti@meaning of sovereignty is wholly
contingent on its usage, and that this usagenmnidwgoverned by a blend of linguistic
conventions and rhetorical intention (cited in Aliissen and Gammeltoft-Hansen
2008, p39).

If the usage of sovereignty changed, would the mgdoehind the term disappear?
Bartelson presents two views of concefk® belief that sovereign statehood is here to
stay has been nourished by a semantic view of ptnaad their meaning, while the
belief that sovereign statehood is undergoing prafochanges has been greatly
facilitated by a nominalist view of conceptsle suggests that there has been the
transition from the former view to the latter ammplees the ternilinguistic turri to
describe it (Ibid, p34).

Indeed, the meaning of sovereignty itself will gmne to exist as a fundamental
framework for the state system. However, under rthéti-dimensional order or
revolutions in sovereignty, political elites woudd interested in using the function of
sovereignty rather than discussing and seeking ivtmeans in political practices.
Focussing on the usage of sovereignty will beunstntal in examining the essence of

those phenomena.

Summary
This chapter introduced a variety of academic debatss\@reignty. We could find

some criticisms between rationalists and consirststi or even among constructivists.
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The definition of sovereignty is not a simple ddeme people require several meanings
for it and some others are opposed to any defisitidccording to the shared viewpoint
of constructivists, sovereignty can be changedugirahe construction of national
interests within various social practices in aestecisely, constructivists view that the
language of sovereignty or the usage of soverdigisypeen changed in various contexts
surrounding a state. This study will try to vetifys theory focussing on the UK in the
process of European integration. Therefore, | fatdls on discussion of sovereignty

within the UK in the next chapter.
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2 British debateson sovereignty

This chapter clarifies the basis of the British concepivarsignty. It is important to
know how the British concept of sovereignty hasbestablished in order to analyse
British elite$ discourse on sovereignty. For that, | will firstiggue that parliamentary
sovereignty ought to be seen as the basic assamptlin a British conception of
sovereignty. In a certain sense, parliamentaryreigynty has emerged or has been
constructed as a new concept of sovereignty istaryiof the UK. Therefore, the first
section of this chapter will set out not only todesstand what the concept of
parliamentary sovereignty is but also to view hoie conceptualised. Secondly, then, |
will examine what underpins the British concepfdzyissing on its main characteristics.
As a result, we are able to establish what beligisiBelites emphasise when they talk
about sovereignty. Thirdly, | will then present tiebates on sovereignty in France and
Germany as other EU member states in order tovéistow they vary from Britain,
especially in regard to debates around Europeeliatds on European matters, some
MPs refer to other members of the EU when theyatathut British sovereignty. They
often emphasise the difference from other stateacé] in order to understand the

difference, | briefly discuss academic debate®wersignty of these two countries.

2.1 TheBritish concept of sovereignty: Parliamentary sovereignty
The aim of this section is to examine how sovetgigas been conceptualised in

Britain — primarily as whahas become known as ‘parliamentary sovereigrityAt first,
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this study briefly reviews a history dhe conceptualisation in Britain from the
Reformation in the sixteenth century to A.V. Disework in the nineteenth century. |
will then critically analyse interpretations of l@nentary sovereignty. For example,
Nicol looks at the different perspectives on pamdatary sovereignty from within the
professions of law and politics. He argues thdikeitawyers, Members of Parliament
failed to perceive parliamentary sovereignty imterof judicial power (Nicol 2001,

p106). This section will answer the questions: WEeised this difference? Has
parliamentary sovereignty ever had one clear tefinbr was it already problematised

in the UK regardless of European integration?

Higory

It is difficult to identify a singular origin of gsliamentary sovereignty. Rather, it
seems that the concept has developed alongsidiestbey of parliament in the UK.
Parliament evolved from the medieval tradition @idnmial counsel and consent.
Participation in law-making was gradually extenfiieoh the barons to representatives of
counties and towns. By the late fourteenth cenwagording to the study of Jeffrey
Goldsworthy, Parliament had become the most atattigi institution in the realm in
temporal matters, apart from the monarchy itselfd&vorthy 1999, p229).

Goldsworthy argues that the real reason why Parliamemavgst fully sovereign,
by the beginning of the sixteenth century, wasettistence of a rival institution, the

papacy, which claimed, and was widely acknowledggubssess, an independent and
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superior authority to enforce Gedaw, at least with respect to exclusively sgifitu
matters (Ibid, p51). In the sixteenth century, ugfmut the Reformation Parliament
including the Act of Supremacy in 1533 and thealjetinst the PofeAuthority in 1536,
the Tudor government changed the relationship leetvibe King and the Pope.
Although the English Reformation derived from thetioms of Henry VIII, the
Reformation occurred throughout the Continent alt WWhe papacy itself would
eventually lose its political power. However, Guoldghy argues that these
developments left unresolved questions conceriagnature of Parliament and its
authority, and that the issue was not finally resblintil 1689 (Ibid, p53).

The English Civil War and the Glorious Revolutioarermajor events occurring in
England during this period. As | have contendetierintroduction, Hobbes argued that
the relationship has shifted from one between tiee anld the ruled to one between the
state (sovereign) and individuals (subjects) beoaiibe interregnum. During the period
from the Restoration to the Glorious Revolutionjrig the Exclusion Bill Crisis, John
Locke rejected the absolute monarchism and presargddea that, in England, the
King, Lords, and Commons shared the supreme liggsfaower that was recognized
by the constitution (Ibid, p152). Goldsworthy agyileat Lockés thesis became very
popular in Whig circles. As the result of the Glorious Reiom, the Bill of Rights was
enacted and restricted many important royal prévegaand thislaid the foundations
for affirming, the ultimate sovereignty of Parliantie The sovereignty of Parliament,

‘the highest power in Englahtbecameone of the supreme touchstones of the ideology

34



and language of Whiggism(lbid, ppl59-160). The discourse of parliamentary
sovereignty was thereby applied and expressedtéy @ho used the idea as part of
their ideological platform.

In 1707, by the Acts of Union, the new Parliament @aBBritain came into being.
However, this new parliament did not simply inh#éré full sovereign powers of the
English Parliament. As Goldsworthy argues, befogeunion, the Scottish Parliament
was not sovereign and there is no good reasonstonasthat the new Parliament
inherited “all the peculiar characteristics of the Englishli&aent but none of the
Scottish Parliamenfibid, p166).

Through the influence within Britain of the Amenc#&evolution, Goldsworthy
states, the idea that the people rather than rRariia were sovereign became
increasingly popular in the last few decades oéitjeteenth century. Several reformers
taking this stance denied that Parliament was atamip because they thought it was
bound by the inviolable rights of the people it wagpposed to represent (lbid
pp215217). Most British reformerssought the restoration of a balanced constitution
through parliamentary reform. They wanted a betbestitution by way of a better
Parliamenit Their object was not to limit Parliam&npowers, but to make it more
accountable to the people (Ibid, p219). Accordingdldsworthy, these reforméegeals
were largely realized in time:

The electoral reforms achieved in the nindteeantury made it possible to

reconcile, at least to the satisfaction of the wagjority of Britons, the legal
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sovereignty of Parliament and the political sogengi of the people, and to that
extent, the constitutional theories of eighteenttiurg conservatives and radicals.
The sovereignty of Parliament was preserved, lmgnga new, or rather, a
renewed justification, in that the forms made moregiite a claim that had been
frequently made since the fourteenth centuryRbadiament represented the entire

community (Ibid, pp219-220).

Dicey’sdefinition

Although all three branches of government in Briteave accepted the doctrine that
Parliament has sovereign law-making authority, soities argue that the doctrine is not
part of British law (Ibid, p236). A.V. Dicey re-abtished, in his book Introduction to the
Study of the Law of the Constitution (1885), therfiendamental principles of the British
Constitution and proclaimed that sovereignty intari belonged to Parliament,
composed of the king, the House of Lords and thasél@f Commons. Dicey also
excluded any possibility of legal limitation of pamiantary sovereignty (Shinoda 2000,
p51). It is said that Parliament is able to enact @alegmy law whatsoever, and that the
courts have no authority to judge statutes inviaiidviolating either moral or legal
principles of any kind (Goldsworthy 1999, pl). Guldrthy considers that Dicsy
definition of sovereignty should be qualified irotvespects. The first qualification is that
law-making authority is sovereign if it is unresed by norms that either are judicially

enforceable, or satisfy the criteria just listele Tsecond qualification follows from
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criticisms that have been made of Hobbesian tieeofiaw, that the sovereign and its
authority are above all laws, and therefore notepitle to legal limitation (Ibid
ppl2-13).
Shinoda analysed that Diceyheory of sovereignty has certain implicatiortbiwi
this historical context.
On the one hand, the legal sovereignty ofestminster parliament reigns not
only over Great Britain but also over all the c@snof the British empire.
According to Dicey, it is the strongest sovereigthie world. On the other hand,
the British electors are given another title ofeseignty. Although parliament is
also called the legal sovereign, the British etectwe the politically absolute
sovereign. In short, Dic&ytheory of sovereignty at once explains the iraperi
principle of sovereignty in thiénternationalfield and the democratic and national

principle of sovereignty in the domestic field (®ida 2000, p52).

As | have shown in the Introduction, the interpti@teof sovereignty might include
the existing political conditions. However, becaaokéhe deprivation of constitutional
power in the House of Lords in 1911 and the atteckhe traditional British political
theories by British idealists, national sovereigathieved its theoretical advancement
even in the country of the champion of classicastinitionalism (lbid, p53).

Armstrong defines the orthodox view of parliamentvereignty as including the

following tenets (Armstrong 2003, p328):
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\alidity— laws enacted by Parliament are to be considetasllémally valid and
enforceable;

Priority— it is the duty of the courts to apply the lateitaf/Parliament over and
above any other inconsistent rule of law, includioghmon law rules;

Continuity— sovereignty is continuous and cannot be legatigdd.

Critiques
Rogers and Walters illustrate five reasons whydpaeht is not sovereign (Rogers
and Walters 2006, pp79-80):
1) It embodies any concept of national sovereigrtypagh it may contribute
to the sentiment.
2) It vies with the Queen to be head of state.
3) It is not the centre of the da&yday decision making of government.
Parliament does not govern.
4) It is not the sole source of the governrigepowers, many of which are
derived from the governmeéstexercise of the prerogative powers of the
Crown with little or no recourse to Parliamentiat a
5) It is the government that, by royal proclamatianmmsons, prorogues and

dissolves Parliament.
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Therefore, they view the power of parliament‘lagislative suprematyather than
sovereignty. Using the words of Dicey, they defime as the ability ttmake or unmake
any law whatevér They point out a characteristic, which confusggesnacy with
sovereignty, that one parliament cannot bind isessor parliaments because it has an
equal claim to legislative sovereignty. Howevegytoonsider that even this legislative
supremacy has been limited in practical ways, bpdissing of the Human Rights Act;
accession to the European Union; and devoluti@eadand and Wales, and, with some
qualifications, to Northern Ireland (lIbid, pp80-82)

Borthwick claims that the sovereignty of Parliament Hashfan hard times, with it
having been described by one commentatdithaslast refuge of the constitutional
scoundré| and another characterising it‘asmething reassuring to suck when things
look bad, the mental equivalent of a boiled siv@airthwick 1997, p26). Borthwick
examines the challenge to the sovereignty of Rafihin five ways: the challenge from
the executive; the challenge from Europe; the eigdl from the courts; the European
Convention on Human Rights (ECHR) and a writterstiition; and the challenge
from referendum. The challenge of Europe and ECHRe&wiscussed in the following
chapters; thus, this section looks at the otheettinallenges.

There is a challenge from the executives whichamosche shape and content of
legislation. Indeed, this leads Borthwick to argjuat the effective sovereign power
belonged no longer to Parliament but to the exexu@overnments were able to actin a

cohesive way as long as they were backed by glofied party in the House of
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Commons (lbid, p28). Pilkington also observes idahe face ofthe ability of the
Government to whip its own backbenchers throughvtiieg lobbies to support its
policies, it is only fair to say that what is called by rsiers‘parliamentary sovereigrity
is rather more accuratelgxecutivé or ‘governmentalsovereignty (Pilkington 2001,
p80).

The courts in Britain pose a further challergehey are prepared to be much more
assertive in relation to other branches of govembthan has traditionally been the case.
They might legitimately challenge the actions é€als if they were, in the coustview,
exceeding the powers granted them under statutiack 1997, p36).

Finally, the doctrine of parliamentary sovereigstghallenged by the idea that on
some issues the electorate themselves should de@dgh a referendum. There are
three examples in the past 25 years: in Northelaniil on the border in 1973, across the
whole UK in 1975 on continuing membership of the B in Scotland and Wales in
1979 on devolution (Ibid, p39).

Accordingly, we found that there were some chalerig parliamentary sovereignty
within the UK. It is important to examine how Bsfii political elites have referred to
parliamentary sovereignty in relation to theselehgés. However, this study mainly

focusses on the challenge from Europe which widaenined in the next chapter.
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2.2 Characterigic bagsfor the concept
Despite these criticisms of parliamentary sovetgiginis popular with the British

people, but the basis of this support needs clarif¢ing. obvious root is in nationalism.
The desire here is to achieve self-determinatidhirwia community through the
maintenance of a single collective identity, sdtistorical rights and cultural traditions.
A.D. Smith defines nationalism as an ideologicalvenagent for attaining and
maintaining autonomy, unity and identity on bebélh population deemed by some of
its members to constitute an actual or potefttiatiori’ (cited in Bryant 2006, p25).
Nations usually, but not invariably, need a statprotect their integrity and intergst
states usually need (to forge) a nation if they are to cothedlegiance (lbid, p15). For
nationalists, therefore, the concept of sovereigntydispensable for securingraation
staté and bringing success to their movement. In oadachieve their claims to a nation
state, they argue that the concept of sovereigybver changed, in a similar manner
to rationalists. Although some rationalists, sigliberal intergovernmentalists, allow the
existence of supranational institutions and thesgadéion of sovereignty to those
institutions for pursuing the national interests asvti®f government, nationalists fear
that such behaviour would jeopardise the fundarnegités that the nation should have.
They argue that this would consequently underminedtien state. They believe, once
again, that national interests can be secured fepdieg sovereignty. In other words,
they hold the view that sovereignty still has #assical notion of absolutism and cannot

be divided.
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Much Euroscepticism is based on this view, witlionatism feeding a position to
intergovernmentalism in Europe. Therefore, thespoase to European integration
includes rather sentimental value when they find as/dbsovereignty. This sentiment
is widely recognised in British public discoursa; &ample in the resistance to the
introduction of the Euro into the UK, which stress#ige tradition of sterling rather than
judging the currencies by their functional capadityey use the concept of sovereignty
for the purpose of maintaining absolutely that Wwiitte nation had traditionally and
collectively established. However, these natiosdligtore the evolution of sovereignty:
the change in the discourse along with the develofsrin the world system, and
especially the changes in the relations betweddKhend other states.

In addition to that, Britain has a quite uniquetieal culture. Pappamikail presents
the British character as follows:

British politics is black and white, them and wagalty wrong or totally right and
that encourages a confrontational style that atsmfo the electoralystem... the
British often view sovereignty as something indablés either you have it or you

don't (Pappamikail 1998, p217).

This confrontational style needs to be examinedenmorrelation to European
integration and will be discussed in the next @dapiurther, it seems to me that an
indivisibility of sovereignty is a key factor toderstand British discourse on sovereignty.

| will take this up later too.
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Schmidt also defines Britain as a simple polity amgies:
A good way to illustrate the ideational prolderior simple as opposed to
compound polities is by analogy to polytheistic and niaisiic religions.. when
you believe in only one God- read the French Republic state and British
parliamentary sovereignty- the inclusion of any others is an attack on tig ve
fundamentals of orefaith— as it was for the Christians when forced to adbept

Roman gods (Schmidt 2006, p272).

Those characteristics of British culture may expldie existence of more
Eurosceptics in the UK than in other member sthtessuseful for comparison here to

examine the situation in other member states.

2.3 Discussonsin other member sates: Franceand Germany

Academic debates on sovereignty may differ in everymstade because the origin
of sovereign power varies in each. This is truetfermember states of the EU as well.
Before proceeding to examine the impact of Europeagratton on Britain in the next
chapter, this study briefly illustrates how twotleé key member states, France and
Germany, view the concept of sovereignty in thecgs® of European integration,
focussing on political, legal and ideological asgdtis possible to imagine that different
views on sovereignty compose different glitdiscourse. For example, is there an

important cleavage over the issue of sovereigntyoih countries? Balme and Woll
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argue that the most constant element of the disoums European integration in Franc
is the persistent disagreement between pro-Eungfgeaand national sovereignists
(Balme and Woll 2005, p98). It seems that theresiaméarities between the arguments
over sovereignty in France and those in Britaire [Eigal situation is slightly different,
however, since both France and Germany have abdibestitutions. International
Treaties signed by their Governments take precedseca@ational law and have direct
effect in their national jurisdictions without argguirement for enabling legislation as in
Britain (Forman and Baldwin 1999, p482). Such dmwd could lead to a different

discourse from the one in Britain. | will furtherestigate these aspects in each country.

France

Balme and Woll argue that one cannot find a unigegch vision of European
integration but rather a spectrum between two polasting integration and wanting to
preserve national sovereignty (Balme and Woll 2098). Vivien A. Schmidt argues
that French leaders recognized that only in bigjldarope could France enhance its
own power and objectives, even if this entailedipg@ certain measure of national
sovereignty and, thereby, executive autonomy, aguks that national leaders have
consistently sought to obscure this by presentiagdé as maintaining autonomy and
extending sovereignty through its leadership obp@iin their communicative discourse
to the public (Schmidt 2006, p76). The discussibnational sovereignty, therefore,

seems to be a matter of policy area and of pokigdies. Burban sees that, on the one
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hand, cooperation over the well-defined economicaireaal and steel did not directly
affect national sovereignty; but on the other h#mel, European Defence Community
(EDC) touched upon the central core of nationabiagnty (Burban 1993, p186). He
also argues that this was the time, starting in 1987 (thileeBEA came into effect), that
the press, even the mass media, became enthusliastic building Europe, and the
parties which had traditionally been hostile opscal regarding the European project
changed their mind. However, from that point onwaodthe Treaty of Maastricht of 7
February 1992, national sovereignty came to bieeahé¢art of the matter because the
treaty made the Community competent to deal withign affairs and security (Ihid
pp189-190). Burban observes these time periodsxamines as follows:
It was over the ratification of the Maastrictedly, however, signed in 1992, that
the French political establishment really split, innailar way to the split over the
European Defence Community. On the left, as orrigie, the same causes
seemed to produce the same effects; and thessplitieéning within each party

(Ibid, p191).

Throughout the 1990s, France remained conspicuoasljous about European
affairs, careful to demonstrate that the EU would npbga undesirable outcomes onto
French domestic politics (Balme and Woll 2005, p104

European integration has certainly brought ideakbgicanges in each party. Balme

and Woll illustrate that the most dramatic one thragJ-turn of the Parti Socialiste (PS)
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in 1983, from national Keynesianism to Europeanetasism. Further, in the Gaullist
party the Rassemblement pour lgpBlique (RPR), Jacques Chirac had to distance his
party from the historical stance of de Gaulle oronatisovereignty. By the mid-1990s,
the RPR shared the positions of Bi8on the single market and later on the single
currency (Ibid, p112). It can be said that the @gugn of both parties in the area of
economics was largely Europeanised.

In the constitutional aspect, although Forman asidvidn argue that international
treaties take precedence over national law and Haset effect in their national
jurisdictions without any requirement for enablingskdion in France, the international
rule introduced does not merge with French lawerttains separate by virtue of the
supremacy it has over all national legislativeegutatory rules (cited in Rambaund 1993,
pl176). Baime and Woll also point out that until 29Be European treaties had no
specific impact on the French constitution (Balme: \&/oll 2005, p106). The ratification
of the Treaty on European Union, however, requiremhsatitutional revision, especially
due to its provisions on EU citizenship and thétrigf EU citizens to participate in
French municipal elections. As a result, Europesati¢s had moved beyond the status
of international agreements, and the superiorityuobiean law on national law is now

fully recognized (lIbid, pp106-107).
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Germany

It is possible to find a distinctive approach of Germamyatds Europe in academic
debates. It is said that Germany has recoveredousreignty through European
integration (Taylor 2008, p67; Dreyfus et al. 1988165-166). The country completely
lost its sovereignty through the unconditional engler of May 1945. Afterwards, the
Germans found that Europe was the place wherecthy rehabilitate themselves on
the international stage by participating in the toership. Further, Europe provided an
alternative identity construction (Marcussen et1899, p628). Schmidt argues that
European integration was consistently presentéehiaycellor after Chancellor in terms
of its identity-enhancing qualities, with a Gernaaf=uropean identity the main
construct through which to explain Germanrelationship to Europe (Schmidt 2006,
p88). Thus she views that Germany lacks a fullesefwational sovereignty (Ibid, p202).
Moreover, Schmidt argues that sovereignty in Geyrhas never been a constitutional
issue, since the German Basic Law (Article 24)ieftplallows the transfer of sovereign
rights to international organizations (Ibid, p89). Earmany, therefore, sovereignty can
be gained or maintained through the European diarens

Institutionally, Anderson argues that obvious anasutprising evidence of
Europeanization is omnipresent throughout the QGerfederal bureaucracy. The
Chancellery and the federal ministries have atitete European units and in some
instances entire departments devoted to the aealuatonitoring, coordination, and

implementation of European issues and policies.eMa@r, the lower house of the
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German parliament, the Bundestag, has also adastidtionally to the growing
salience of the European level of policymaking, arghnizational adaptation by the
parties that is consistent with an increasinglpiignt EU policy process (Anderson

2005, pp86-88).

Both France and Germany tend to consider that Euspa place or means to
enhance national capacity. Further, they belieae Buropean integration is largely
developed by the firm relationship between Frandgzermany. Thus Europe would be
indispensable for them. There is a quite interesting efegdentity that political elitesi
Britain, Germany and France have a different idebesOther . British political elites
have continuously consideréBuropé as the friendly'outgroug, whereas German
elites have seen the courgrpwn catastrophic past as tther, and French political
elites have traditionally added the US to theirdis‘Other$ (Marcussen et al. 1999,
p616). In a certain aspect, in order for Germariyréak away from the past and for
France to feel it is competing against the US, ti@ye made good use of European
integration. In other words, European integratiaa been used as a response to such
threats to sovereignty. This being so, for whappse has European integration been
utilised in Britain when it comes to understandsmyereignty? The analysis in this

dissertation will provide some answers to this tipres
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Summary

This chapter examined British debates on soveyeighe chapter discussed the
concept of parliamentary sovereignty and its oetsy some characteristics of the
concept, and some differences in the concept ceahparother member states. These
debates are likely to be the basis of discourddR¥. Thus the chapter found that the
conceptualisation of sovereignty in Britain is weiq The concept of parliamentary
sovereignty has emerged solely in Britain and dmérantatioral style of British politics
is an important character of discourse. Therefme of them may emphasise the
concept of parliamentary sovereignty, some of thesy utilise the language of the
critiques of the notion of parliamentary soversigaind others may point out the
difference from other states. Elites thus arelikel try to define the concept of
sovereignty on the basis of these debates. Howewsisitler that they are not the only
factors included in elite framing of the conceph éxternal factor, that is to say, the
impact of European integration on Britain wouldabether factor in elite understanding
of the concept. This study is intended as a ma@stigation of this impact on discourse
surrounding sovereignty. By taking the core British debatesovereignty into account,
therefore, | will examine how European integratiorkedyl to affect the British concept

of sovereignty in detail in the next chapter.
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3 European challengeto sovereignty

This chapter highlights how European integrat®riikely to have affected the
debates on sovereignty both among academics amlitisk politics. Several studies
have already been made on the impact of Europdéegration on the UK from
theoretical and legal perspectives. However, diffcult to understand what causes
discourse change on sovereignty. Therefore, tagtehtries to answer the questions of
why and how discourse change occurs. In ordeagpgr broad picture of the debate on
sovereignty in Europe, firstly, the chapter lodkba theoretical and legal perspectives of
European integration, illustrating some questidnsogereignty that are still left as a
knotty problem in the integration process and skeyelegal cases that have aféett
sovereignty of member states as a fact of legappetive. Consequently, we would be
able to understand and view the problem of soweyeiiy European integration through
both the theoretical and legal angles. Secondiychiapter examines how discourse on
sovereignty can be practically influenced by Eumopentegration, illustrating two
mechanisms of change in reference to the Européianisapproach particularly
adaptational pressure and interactions. At the&this section, | will argue whether and
how British government and parliament have beerofeanised, taking those
mechanisms of change into account. Thirdly, thpteh#ooks at the impact of European
integration on the British constitution focussimgparliamentary sovereignty. After the
confirmation of the constitutional impact of Eurapentegration, this section conswler

why the argument of sovereignty has been made watapl in the UK by presenting
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three aspects of sovereignty: legtdeoretical and practical. Finally, the chapter
considers domestic factors for discourse changardiog to the view of Pappamikail,
the British political character is noteworthy fts confrontatioal style (Pappamikail
1998, p217); thus, | will examine how debates mmrereignty developed into a
confrontation between and within British parties,dxample between government and
opposition, between those people who are in favbEuropean integration and those
who are against European integration in each fattyAs a result of confrontation or
competitive debates, their discourse can be changed

Thus this chapter presents the hypothesis thatutige change on sovereignty will
occur with the mechanisms of institutional changd domestic factors such as

competitive arguments between and within parties.

3.1 The challengesof European integration
What interpretations of sovereignty have beeneaiigdid by European integration?
The aim of this section is to find out how Europedegration theories have tried to
respond to issues of sovereignty and to illustrdtat legal changes have specific

impacts on sovereignty.

Theoretical per yective
On the basis of the examination of definitional issuegl investigate whether and

how current theories of European integration hagpanded to the issue of changing
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sovereignty. How have neo-functionalists, liberattergovernmentalists and

constructivists viewed sovereignty in the procégsimpean integration? Once we have
viewed the challenge of European integration iarihéwill present some questions that
have not been sufficiently answered in a pract@ase. These questions will provide the

grounds for examining the actual debates on sgntyei

Shifting theories

First of all, what was the difference between flesoof neo-functionalism and
intergovernmentalism?ég-functionalism saw European integration as a sstbging
process driven by sectional spillovers towards awer-@doser union.
Intergovernmentalism emphasized the gate keeplagofdEU member governments
and their resistance to any wholesale transfenvefaignty from the member states to a
new center in Brussels (Pollack 2005, p359).

Cram argues, according to Haaseo-functionalism, that national political elites
might become more supportive of the process offfearointegration as they learned of
the benefits which might ensue from its continmati©ram 1996, p57). Further,
Sweeney develops the theory of neo-functionalismguke idea ofelite socializatioh
from Strgeby Jensen, arguing that the informalgamgant between different nationals
in the policy-making process nourishes an affioityhe culture of supranationalism and
can result in a form of embedded loyalty to thegradtion process (Sweeney 2005,

p153). Because of the influence of the so-calkezlLuxemburg Compromisdnowever,
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neofunctionalists were criticized that they had seglgnimderestimated the importance
of nationalism as a prevailing sentiment in Eurogegitics (Rosamond 2000, p64).

Intergovernmentalist theory emerged as an alteerizieory of European integration.
It interprets integration as a zero-sum game, mgahie success of one party in a
negotiation or deal is mirrored by someone’slkss (Sweeney 2005, p154). In the
1990s, Moravcsik modified intergovernmentalism arfds new liberal
intergovernmentalism emerged as the leading treddBuropean integration (cited in
Pollack 2005, pp360-361). According to Moravcsikré are three essential elements in
liberal intergovernmentalism: the assumption of matigtate behaviour, a liberal theory
of national preference formation, and an intergowentalist analysis of interstate
negotiation (Moravcsik 1993, p480; Pollack 2005364p361). That is to say,
MoravcsiKs adjustments to intergovernmentalist theory takeuat of progressions in
European integration which were not simply thelre§autonomous behaviour by each
government but by other factors such as develognieneconomic relations. The
difference here from intergovernmentalist theorythiat the integration can have
positive-sum outcomes (Sweeney 2005, pl55) andntimnal interest is seen as
divisible. On both things, neo-functionalists ail@eral intergovernmentalists agree.
Their difference is whether national interest can gsomoted by supranational
institutions or only by a state-centric approach.

However, Pollack indicates that liberal intergoweentalists basic theoretical

assumptions were questioned by internationalasscholars coming from two broad
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directions: rational choice and historical ingtiélist scholars on the one hand, and
sociological institutionalists and constructiviststhe other (Pollack 2005, pp361-362).
Although Pollack illustrates these two positions, dlaims that the former could be
integrated with liberal intergovernmentalism to stibate a single rationalist research
program: a community of scholars operating fromlairbasic assumptions and seeking
to test hypotheses about the most important deintsi of European integration. By
contrast, constructivist and sociological instindilist approaches argue that the most
profound effects of EU institutions are preciselhthie potential remaking of national
preferences and identities in the crucible of Esfitutions (Ibid, p364). As a result,
theoretical debates on European integration haftedsto two broad camps: rationalists
and constructivists.

The primary differences between these two grobips, are as follows. Firstly, for
constructivists, institutions are understood brogalinclude not only formal rules but
also informal norms. These rules and norms arectp® constitute actors, that is, to
shape their identittes and their preferences. 8coactor preferences are not
exogenously given and fixed, as in rationalist fspdheit endogenous to institutions, and
individuals identities shaped and reshaped by their sociaroanvent. Thirdly,
constructivists generally reject the rationalistaagption of actors as utility-maximizers
operating according to 4ogic of consequentiality in favour of the conception of a

‘logic of appropriatenesglbid, p365). Such debates make it clear thatotilgv be
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difficult to understand the evolution of Europeategration using only one of these

simplified models.

Building bridges between the debates

Under these circumstances, Checkel offers his thatwboth schools, rationalists
and constructivists, are right (Checkel 1999, p34&)argues that constructing European
institutions is a multi-faceted process, with baihonalist and sociological toolkits
needed to unpack and understand it. Checkel ldbéfis strategy asdouble
interpretationin the work with Zim (Zum and Checkel 2005, p)03hey argue that
empirical findings about causal mechanisms anditemmgineed to be interpreted once
from the perspective of constructivism, and onm fthe perspective of rational choice.
In terms of changes in the discourse of sovereitiyapproaches take quite different,
though not entirely incompatible, views of how ttmacept of sovereignty is shaped.
Thus, borrowing from both approaches would be eal idiay to undertake a broad
examination of the concept of sovereignty.

However, can the change in the discourse be suffigciexplained by simply using
both approaches at once? Checkel shows the defi@éthis argument by examining
why agents comply with the norms embedded in regend international institutions.
He presents two competing answers, from the twmapies, to this compliance pezz|
and tries to build bridges between them (Check@l 20553). Rationalists emphasize

coercion, cost/benefit calculations, and matenabkrntives, whereas constructivists
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emphasize social learning, socialization, and lsecians. He considers both schools to
have largely ignored the influence of social irdisa on compliance decisions (lpid
p554). In order to fill this gap, Checkel puts fards argumentative persuasion as a
mechanism. He argues that argumentative persuasiosocial process of interaction
that involves changing attitudes about cause decd @i the absence of overt coercion
(Ibid, p562).

This view was largely developed by the work of Hiadzes and introduced as the
third ‘logic of social actiohin recent years (Risse 2000; Pollack 2005; Finneraind
Sikkink 2001). The first of these is the logic ohsequentiality (or utility maximization)
emphasized by rational choice theorists; secotiaty,logic of appropriateness (or
rule-following behavior) associated with constrastitheory; and the third is a logic of
arguing derived largely from Haberrisagheory of communicative action. Pollack
explains that in Habermasian communicative actorwhat Risse calls the logic of
arguing, political actors do not simply bargaindoben fixed preferences and relative
power; they may alséargué, questioning their own beliefs and preferences and
remaining open to persuasion and to the powereobdter argument (Pollack 2005,
p387). Risse draws a triangle figure where eadheothree logics of social action is
located at a corner. Then he argues that, if balnawvi the real social world can almost
always be located in some of the intermediate sp@teveen the corners of the triangle,
one single metatheoretical orientation probabliyneil capture it. Hence the debates and

the controversies tend to centre around how farcanepush one logic of action to
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account for observable practices and which logiiniates a given situation (Risse 2000,
pp34). Where argumentative rationality prevails, adiog to Risse, actors do not seek
to maximize or to satisfy their given interests preferences, but to challenge and to
justify the validity claims inherent in ther and they are prepared to change their views
of the world or even their interests in light a tetter argument (lbid, p7). Although this
view was provided as a logic of social action,diuld not be clear how this could be
used as an approach for examining the change aiudi®. Rather, argumentative

persuasion is better understood as a mechanisacthally changes discourse.

Questions on sovereignty

These theories offered the possibility of the diss® change on sovereignty in
political debaés However, we can draw some potential questionshvare posed by
the gap between theoretical and practical perspsacind between a viewpoint of the

state and the EU, that have thus far not beexisaffy answered.

1. Divisibility

As far as neo-functionalists are concerned, dtreetepillover effect from one sector
to another, it is possible that sovereignty wouddigally be delegated to high authorities
sector by sector and, ultimately, full sovereigmbuld transfer to the EU. But there are
two unanswered questions here. The first questiahether sovereignty can be divided

between the state and the EU or into several setftove presume that sovereignty is
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defined as a supreme power to govern a certairtrgaanterritory, this divided power
between two authorities or into some sectorsfisuifto regard as the supreme power
to govern a certain territory. We may need to veviee definition itself. The second
guestion is whether we will be able to view therethasovereignty in the EU as
conceptually the same as that which is inherenstate. In other words, unless the EU
can be defined as a state, it will be difficultapply the current interpretation of
sovereignty. The definition and the interpretatbsovereignty can be analytic ground
for finding their answers.

These guestions have been asked elsewhere. Fglexsivien Schmidt views the
EU as aregional state and argues that the EU lsewdden as constituting a new kind of
regional sovereignty. The problem for her reside®mparing the EU to the nation-state
in terms of democracy and legitimacy (Schmidt 2p@@;14). She argues that:

These nation-states have had a certain finalityactegized in principle by
individual sovereignty, fixed boundaries, coheradentity, established
government, and cohesive democracy. By contrasEthhas no such finality
but, rather, is better conceptualised as in a constagssrof becoming. What it
is becoming, moreover, is not a nation-state hbifter, a regional state, given
shared sovereignty, variable boundaries, compioiteity, highly compound
governance, and fragmented democracy split betyaenmnment by and for the
people at the national level, and governance,ndvath the people at the EU
level (Ibid p9).
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| agree with Schmidt on two points. First, the Bidudd not be compared to the
nation-state. Second, the EU is not in a fixee stait is better conceptualised as in a
constant process of becoming. These points ararfugntal. Regarding sovereignty,
however, there are some further questions. Canveking of ‘regional sovereignty
formed through the sharing of national sovereigiigt separately from member states?
Will the shared sovereignty be legally separate frotroftraember states? How should
we view this regional sovereignty conceptually éfation to the current concept of
sovereignty? In other words, can people perceideuble sovereignty or a form of
sovereignty which has somehdwurst out, beyond the framework of the nation-state?
Although Schmidt makes a distinction between thioragistate and the nation-state, it
is difficult to define such developing super-ingiiins as states because the final form of
the EU is not yet clear. | hypothesise that thexpanétation of sovereignty has changed in
the process of European integration, and also dmnshat this interpretation still
generally fits the framework of the state. | unded and have argued that European
integration works beyond the state and the EUiigesteris. However, | also want to
argue that discourse of sovereignty is thus fgr@erceived within the framework of the
State.

| recognise that there are some arguments thaiegpwy can be divided, such as
Walker's work of ‘late sovereigntyor Keatng’s ‘post-sovereigntyfKeating 2001, p27).

| consider that these can be theoretically posdile view sovereignty at a level
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beyond the state. However, it is difficult to fitteese arguments, whereby sovereignty
can reside in actors other than the state, ingabdebates at the national level. Thus, the
difference between Schimigliand my work is whether the new concept of sayaeto

be studied exists at the EU level or the natiogatll And my research seeks the
discourse, which may not refer directly to suchumignts but may be gradually
influenced through political debates, that natioektes have tried to adapt the

interpretation of sovereignty to the national ctmais.

2. Pooling or delegating
Liberal Intergovernmentalism includes liberal tiyeand pursues national interest
within a world market. In order to understand hbw tworks, such scholars found it
necessary to talk about the pooling or delegafingember statésovereignty to the EU
in some sectors. Moravcsik argues why membergsig@nments might do so:
The degree to which governments favour théngpsovereignty (voting by other
procedures than unanimity) and the delegation wéremnty to supranational
institutions, depends on the value they place enigbues and substantive
outcomes in question: higher the gains of a cotyperagreement for a
government, and the higher the risk of non-compliapagter governments, the
higher its readiness to cede competencies to théoEltevent potential losers

from revising the policy (Schimmelfenning 2004, p80).
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Further, Pollack focusses on transaction costs,cantends that member state
principals delegate powers to supranational orgtmis primarily to the lower the
transaction costs of policy-making, in particulsiratiowing member governments to
credibly commit themselves to international agregmend to benefit from the
policy-relevant expertise provided by supranatiantirs (Pollack 2004, p142). In short,
as rationalists, Liberal Intergovernmentalistsrprtt those processes of pooling or
delegation of sovereignty as the will of each gavent which has not been restrained
by other actors. This is why rationalist theory gags an unchanging concept of
sovereignty. But if we define the concept of sagetg again as the supreme power to
govern a certain country, can pooled or delegateeraignty really be understood as
keeping supreme power at the national level? Theaeeeasy answer to this question.

Although governmental elites often use the ideaspobling or ‘delegating
sovereignty when they talk about the EU, they &se aften challenged by other
politicians who insist that pooled or delegated sagety means the erosion of national
sovereignty. It is quite likely that discourse don sovereignty can be found in the

debates which seek the answer to these questiongtttargumentative persuasion.

L egal per spective
Before we consider these answers, it is impodsilifgore the legal perspective. EU

(EC) law is different from other international laws. Thetati‘supremacyand‘direct

? Foster explains the difference between EU andi@s follows:
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effect of EU law would, it seems, certainly affect theeseignty of member states. How
and to what extent has EU law become dominant egrl & a challenge to national
sovereignty? | will give a concise summary of tgal debates surrounding European

integration.

EU law

Community law is established by the treaties aéahoriginal communities, the
European Coal and Steel Community, the Europeamiét&nergy Community
(EURATOM) and the European Economic Community. Thesans that Community
law is a system of law created by treaty. Thispeddent system has been given
effectiveness by the creation of Community inging, by its recognition within the
national legal systems of the member states, add\®fopments in the decisions of the
European Court (Collins 1990, pl). In other wosmmunity law consists of more
than one source. According to the classificatibietaf Turner (Turner 2006, p23), the
primary sources are those original three treatidsaenendments made in later treaties,
such as the SEA and the Treaty on European Uniecon8ary sources include

regulations, directives and decisions. Foster artha regulations and directives are at

At present, most Community law courses, whethé&dcBlU law or EC law, are not likely to consider
the law of the second and third pillars (of the ELBNny depth, if at all. Most courses will study Bw
only, as contained in the EC Treaty, and will rostsider the parts of the EU outside of the EC Jreat
(Foster 2007, p2).

Therefore, the term€ommunity laww and‘EC law that | quote from some literatures are part of EU
law.
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present the two most important forms of secondawy(Foster 2007, p39). EC Treaty
Article 249 provides that:
A regulation shall have general applicatioishill be binding in its entirety and
directly applicable in all Member States.
A directive shall be binding, as to the retulbe achieved, upon each Member
State to which it is addressed, but shall leategmational authorities the choice

and form and methods.

Foster explains the differences of these two ksl
Directives are aimed at the Member Statesaoned individuals, whereas
Regulations apply to everyone. Regulations weragrEs to be directly
applicable but it would seem from Art 249 that Bliees require some form of
implementation in order to take effect or haveditglin the Community legal
order. Directives were designed with the harmaoaisalf different national rules
in mind whereas Regulations were aimed to be pregeripji providing one rule
for the whole of the Community. Hence Regulationsld/be detailed and precise
and Directives more likely to be framework prowisiolaying down general

guidelines and are therefore less precise by nébidep39).

Also, recommendations and opinions are includethiensecondary sources but they

have no binding force. The tertiary sources arergéprinciples, such as proportionality,
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equality and the protection of fundamental humghtsj and the case law of the
European Court of Justice (ECJ) (Turner 2006, p23).

The ECJ has distinguished European law from irttenah law and from the legal
orders of the member states. It has been instrahwerthe creation of a constitutional
structure for the European Community through thvednction of a few guiding rules:
that of the direct effect of Community law, its ®fpacy over national law, the duties of
the Member States in all their guises to implement Contyrmules and the doctrine of
pre-emption which relates to the delimitation & dompetences of the Member States
and the Community itself (Daintith 1995, p32).

Thus EU law is remarkably different from other iintgional law in the way it
directly impacts on the issue of sovereignty. éftilowing sections, | will look at the

ideas of supremacyand‘direct effect that are major features of EU law.

Supremacy

Supremacy refers to the fact that Community lawsaltecedence over conflicting
provisions of national law, regardless of whethesé were made before or after the
Community law in question (Page 2004, p37). Howélvere is no Article which clearly
siates that Community law is supreme. Foster staet tan be argued that some of the
articles of the EC Treaty impliedly or logicallygrere supremacy, for example, Article

10, Article 12, Article 249, Article 292 and Atrticle 2@8ster 2007, p52). Turner notes
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that the closest provisions to this legal requirgraee given in Article 10 (in Article 4 of

the consolidated version):

The Member States shall take any appropriate neeg@guneral or particular, to
ensure fulfilment of the obligations arising outred Treaties or resulting from

the acts of the institutions of the Union.

The Member States shall facilitate the achievewfehe Union's tasks and
refrain from any measure which could jeopardisatianment of the Union's

objectives.

Member states are therefore asked to place prrignd not to block the Uni@n
objectives. Rather than through treaties, it isuitin the decisions and interpretation of
the Court of Justice that the reasons and logtbdéosupremacy of Community law were
first developed (Foster 2007, p53). Supremacy \stableshed by the following two
cases: \an Gend en Loos in 1963 and Costa v ENEIG#. These cases refer explicitly

to the limitation of national sovereignty, as wallskee in the next section

Direct effect
Direct effect means simply that Community law ipatade of conferring rights on
individuals, which national courts are obliged fmhaid. This is in contrast to most

treaties which affect only the states that argy pauthe treaty and not their citizens (Page
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2004, p37). This term is sometimes confused telilectly applicable which simply
means that, on joining, Community law immediatetgdmes national law within the
new Member State.

The “direct effect principle was first accepted by the ECJ in the G&nd en Loos
case. That means the ECJ accepted that, sincestitg Was clearly intended to affect
individuals as well as member states, it must palda of creating rights which were
enforceable by individuals. \an Gend em$ooncerned a Treaty Article that conferred
rights, but the principle of direct effect has bextended to other EC law by the case law.
A distinction can be made here between verticalremizontal direct effect. Vertical
direct effect concerns the relationship betweerla&Cand the national law. Horizontal
direct effect, on the other hand, is precisely athaurelationship between individuals, so

concerns rights enforceable in national courts@2006, pp56-58).

We will now look more specifically at those casdsclv have established the

principles of supremacy and direct effect.

\an Gend en Loos cése
In this case, the ECJ was asked by a Dutch cusibuonsal whether Article 12 EEC
(the‘standstill provision prohibiting member states from establishiey import duties

or raising existing ones) was capable of givingtsgo individuals which could be

4 Case 26/62 NV Agemene Transport- en Expeditieefaning Van Gend en Loos v Nederlandse
Administratie der Belastingen [1963] ECR1, [196B]LlR105
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enforced in their national courts. On the issughather the ECJ had jurisdiction to hear
the case, the Dutch and Belgian governments imeetM@ argue that the question of the
internal effect of Community law within the Netlagitls was a matter of Dutch
constitutional law which fell outside the E€demit (Nicol 2001, p8).
However, the ECJ interpreted concluding:
...the Community constitutes a new legal order ofriat@nal law for the benefit
of which the states have limited their sovereights, albeit within limited fields,
and the subjects of which comprise not only Mertegies but also their nationals.
Independently of the legislation of Member StaBesnmunity law therefore not
only imposes obligations on individuals but is afgended to confer upon them
rights which become part of their legal heritagestr 2007, p53, Page 2004,

p37).

The ECJ went on to hold that Community law was indeedleapbcreating rights
for individuals which national courts and tribunatse obliged to proteet-the doctrine
of direct effect. Although it claimed some supgorithe creation of this doctrine from
the text and system of the Treaty, its primaryficetion appeared to be that direct effect
was necessary in order to achieve the objectitted@ommunity (Nicol 2001, p8). The
ECJ was thereby interpreting Article 10, quotedrapahich obliges member states to
facilitate the achievement of the BMbjectives, in this case the establishment of a

common market.
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Costa vENEL case
This case was brought by a former employee ofléutrieity generating company
Edison-\olta, who claimed that his interests haehbdgarmed by the formation of the
ENEL, the ltalian nationalised electricity industity was claimed that the Italian
governmeris nationalisation of the electrical generating suaply industries, in 1962,
had infringed EEC regulations (Pilkington 2001, §10he case raised the issue of
whether a national court should refer to the Caiudustice if it considers Community
law may be applicable or, in the view of the Italgovernment, simply apply the
subsequent national law (Foster 2007, p53). Thet €aid:
The integration into the laws of each member siifgrovisions which derive
from the Community, and more generally the terntstha spirit of the Treaty,
make it impossible for the states, as a corotiagccord precedence to a unilateral
and subsequent measure over a legal system actgptedm on a basis of
reciprocity. ... The obligations undertaken under Treaty establishing the
Community would not be unconditional, but mereptrment, if they could be
called in question by subsequent legislative att$h® signatories. ... The
precedence of Community law is confirmed by Article, 1®reby a regulation
‘shall be bindingand ‘directly applicable in all member stateshis provision,

which is subject to no reservation, would be guoitaningless if a state could

® Case 6/64 Flaminio Costa v ENEL [1964] ECR 58854 CMLR 425,593
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unilaterally nullify its effects by means of a kgtive measure which could
prevail over Community law. It follows from all e observations that the law
stemming from the Treaty, an independent source ottavd not, because of its
special and original nature, be overridden by doolegal provisions, however
framed, without being deprived of its characteCasymunity law and without the
legal basis of the Community itself being called intestjon. The transfer by the
states from their domestic legal system to the Qamtynlegal system of the
rights and obligations arising under the Treatyiesmrwith it a permanent
limitation of their sovereign rights, against whiahsubsequent unilateral act
incompatible with the concept of the Community carprevail (Collins 1990,

pl7).

Turner sums up this statement in three points:
® Member States have given up certain of their smyepewers to make law;,
® Member States and their citizens are bound by &C la
® Member States cannot unilaterally introduce cdimticlaw (Turner 2006,

p51).

Collins points out the peculiarity of these cases:
What is unusual is the way in which the Court isdleases extended the area in

which sovereignty is so restricted by extendingaieas of the direct effect or
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applicability of Community law. What that meanshiat the Court was implying
from express terms of the Treaty an obligation ostéites to provide a domestic
remedy and also assuming that the national laverdidould give a remedy. In
other words, from the standpoint of the Court, Comity law was reaching into
national law and providing a national remedy wivetineot national law in fact

did so (Collins 1990, pp17-18).

Supremacy and direct effect have been built upnaodified by subsequent cases
such as International Handelsgesellschaft v EVGFO1Reyner v Belgium 2/74 and
Simmenthal SpA 106/77. The important point in gigly is that those principles have
been established before the accession of the UK timt EC. International
Handelsgesellschaft v EVGF case was also pribid@atcession and it said that EC law
cannot be invalidated even by national constitatiaw (Turner 2006, p51). Thus the
relation between community law and national lawstes before British accession to the
EC.

Now we found that European integration has infladnthe understanding of
sovereignty in theory and has legally affectecstvereignty of member statékie gap
between theoretical and practical perspectivedetwzeen a viewpoint of the state and
the EU, which | raised as some unsolved questions, mdigtrgied to bridge through
argumentative persuasion. Howewers unclear what aspect of European integration

affect elites” argument. In other words, how have €litiscourse on sovereignty been
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influenced? The next section will examine two possibldhamesms of change in elites

discourse on sovereignty.

3.2 Mechanisms of change: Europeanisation
The aim of this section is to examine the mechanisehind potential changes in
elite discourses caused by European integratidi,tia Europeanisation approach as
the framework for discovering these mechanisms,tarapply this approach to the

British case.

Europeanisation

Until recent years, the study of European integrathas tried to explain
institution-building, policy integration or poliayutputs at the European level by using
damestic politics as a central explanatory factah@ integration processo&el and
Risse describe this way of research dstom up perspective, in which the dynamics
and the outcome of the European institution-biglgirocess are the main dependent
variable (Brzel and Risse 2000, pl). However, much less d&iésrtgone into thinking
about the reverse effect: European integrationnasxplanatory factor in domestic
political continuity or change (Goetz and Hix 2001). Birzel and Risse view i
studying as atop dowri process that analyses the impact of Europeanatiegand
Europeanization on domestic political and sociacgss of the member states and

beyond (Brzel and Risse 2000, pl).
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Risse, Cowls and Caporaso, then, define Européaniss the emergence and
development at the European level of distinct tstres of governance, that is, of political,
legal, and social institutions associated withtipali problem solving that formalize
interactions among the actors, and of policy ndtsvepecializing in the creation of
authoritative European rules (Cowles et al. 2001, Tp#y view that scholars generally
referred to Europeanization as institution-builda¢he European level in the beginning
but slowly began to focus on the effects of Eurojzetion at the national level (Ibid, p3).
Featherstone argues, for example, tBatopeanizatiortoday is most often associated
with domestic adaptation to the pressures emandiiagtly or indirectly from EU
membership (Featherstone and Radaelli 2006, p7joudih the effects of
Europeanisation, Olsen believes that a large gap dresmesting institutional structures
and adaptational requirements can lead, over tinaesétous performance crisis of the
institution and finally result in radical and rapieinsformations (cited in Cowles et al.
2001, pp8-9). By adopting this framework of Eurepsstion, | will investigate how
domestic adaptation or change occu&z& and Risse present two conditions for
expecting domestic changes in response to Eurgpiani

First, Europeanization must baconvenient,i.e., there must be some degree of
‘misfit’ or incompatibility between European-level procgsgeolicies and
institutions, on the one hand, and domestic-levecgsses, policies and
institutions, on the other. This degree of fit aisfih constitutes adaptational

pressures, which is a necessary but not suffic@mdition for expecting change.
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The second condition is that there are some facilitaizigrs— be it actors, be

it institutions — responding to the adaptational pressurészé@Band Risse 2000,

pl).

We need to examine these adaptational pressurdacditating factors in details as a
mechanism of discourse change.

In the light of discourse change of sovereigntyamagile, Bulmer et al. view that
not all the adaptation may be attributable to arefi&tt (Bulmer et al. 2002, p17). They
identify three dynamics of institutional changepotigh the examination of British
devolution. These aréb(d, p16):

® change emanating from the EU, and often looselynegr as
‘Europeanisation

® domestic change at the level of the Member Statels;

® ‘third-level change beneath the Member State, deriving frartoiizd

politics.

These three dynamics are likely to change discoursevereignty as well. My research
particularly focussson the impact of European integration on discoursecd-ibe first

dynamic certainly contains the impact of Europedegration. The second dynamic
would affect discourse change but not by the impdetiadpean integration. Therefore,

this is not included as a mechanism of discoursageh resulting from European
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integration. The third dynamic does not seem tallimut the impact of European
integration. According to the work of Bulmer and Burchwéaeer, devolution might go

handin-hand with greater self-reliance within the devdipelitics, thereby acting as a
driver or enabler of Europeanisation (Ibid, pI®jus this third dynamic can also contain

the aspect of European integration and be condidaather mechanism.

Mechanism 1: adaptational pressures and facijtéiriors

The first of the three dynamics is certainly thpaet of European integration. That is
to say, there is a mechanism through which domiestiitutions are penetrated or
changed by Europeanisation. Risse, Cowls and Gaparall such phenomena
‘adaptational pressutesd theorise that the degree of adaptational presteiermines
the extent to which domestic institutions wouldentty change in order to comply with
European rules and policies and that the degredapftational pressure generated by
Europeanization depends on tfig and‘misfit’ between European institutions and the
domestic structures (Cowles et al. 2001, p7). Hénedower the compatibility between
European and domestic processes, policies, antdtioss, the higher the adaptational
pressure that Europe exerts on member states (Bo@ze pS0; Cowles et al. 2001, p7).
That is to say, amisfit’ exerts adaptational pressures. According to Badregk are two
types of misfits by which Europe exerts adaptatior@ssure on the member states. First,
European policies might causépalicy misfit between European rules and regulations

on the one hand and domestic policies on the dBemond, Europe can cause
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‘institutional misfit challenging domestic rules and procedures andcdliective
understandings attached to them. In this contexpd® might even threaten deeply
collective understandings of national identitytasuches upon constitutional principles
such as state sovereignty (Bérzel 2005, pp50+tgckent work of Bulmer and Burch,
they consider that the terradaptational pressurenly applies at the time of accession
and present the termduties of membershigor the impulses deriving from the EU
instead (Bulmer and Burch 2009, p195).

Adaptational pressure, or duties of membershipantords of Bulmer and Burch,
requires some facilitating factors for the chaiisse, Cowles and Caporaso argue that,
in cases of high adaptational pressures, the preserabsence of mediating factors is
crucial for the degree to which domestic changastidg to Europeanization should be
expected. There are three structural factors tligiitnenable or block adaptational
change: multiple veto points in the domestic sinactfacilitating institutions, and
cooperative cultures (Cowles et al. 2001, p9). odiglh multiple veto points are
preventing factors for adaptation and facilitafongnal institutions are promoting factors
for adaptation, both factors have in common theyt ire compatible with thégic of
consequentialish.On the other hand, cooperative cultures follow togic of
appropriatenesBorzel illustrates two features of the influen€¢hese factors. First, a
consensus-oriented or cooperative decision-makitigre helps to overcome multiple
veto points by rendering their use for actors ingpate. Second, a consensus-oriented

political culture allows for a sharing of adaptadib costs, which facilitates the
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accommodation of pressure for adaptation (BorZe$,2065). Moreover, Risse, Cowles
and Caporaso identify two mediating factors redatito agency: differential
empowerment of actors and learning (Cowles etQfl1,2ppl11-12). The difference
between these two is that the former does not asthanactors change their interests or
identities, whereas the latter constitutes an ggemtred mechanism to induce such
transformation. Learning is viewed not as instamcegich actors merely adjust means
and strategies to achieve their given goals arfdrenees but as situations that lead
actors to change their given goals and prefereneeséives in this case. This is called
‘double-loop learnirigor ‘complex learning Hence, mediating factors of cooperative
cultures and learning seem to be compatible wieh dbnstructivist approach to
international relations. Consequently, Risse, Coveled Caporaso argue that both
rationalist and constructivist approaches areantdo debates around Europeanization.
How has this learning been working in practice?rigmland Radaelli argue that
learning becomes an especially important featurerevtine EU does not work as a
law-making system but, rather, as a platform ferdbnvergence of ideas and policy
transfer between member states. This is espethiallgase with the open method of
coordination (OMC) (Bulmer and Radaelli 2005, p34®)cording to Bulmer and
Radaelli, the OMC is a means of spreading bestiggaend achieving convergence
towards the EU goals (Ibid, p349). Armstrong examines the UKptdian to the
OMC in relation to the issue of social inclusio &tgues that, despite the absence of

any legal requirement to do so, the sense thabridhtiAction Plans on Inclusion
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(NAPIncls) are required by Europe imbues their pobdn with a quasi-obligatory
status: like other member states, the UK has peodilhe NAPIncls required under the
OMC process (Armstrong 2006, p89). This suggests dnaestic change without legal

implementation is certainly possible in the EU.

Mechanism 2: interactions between three levels
The third of three dynamics of institutional chaisgems to be not the impact of

European integration but it is possible to viewtlagodirection of mechanism within the
EU and the Europeanisation approach. Bulmer letl@yve that institutional change will
occur through the interactions of levels of goveceaespecially after Blair came into
office and the devolution of power to Scotland, &/ahnd Northern Ireland was
implemented in the UK (Bulmer et al. 2002). Bulngerd Burch argue that the
devolution reforms have brought the UK into clogdignment with the more
regionalized patterns of governance of many EU reesthtes. In that sense, although
not directly prompted by pressures from the EUdthelved UK now has a better fit
with the Uniors pattern of multi-level governance (MLG) (BulmedaBurch 2005,
p880). Aalberts cites three characterizing elenait4lL.G as the work of Hooghe and
Marks:

First, rather than being monopolized by nationakeguments, decision-making

competencies are shared by actors at differenslevebecond, a new mode of

collective decision-making has emerged, similasulting in loss of control for
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national governments. Third, the traditional sdfmeraof domestic and
international politics has been undermined beaalusansnational associations.
... Accordingly, states are only one among a variétaators influencing
decision-making at a variety of levels, and dohyotlefinition have a final say

(Aalberts 2004, p28).

In addition to the relationship between the EU ameimber states from the
perspective of mechanism 1, the relationship betweember states and their
subnational or the third level, and also betweerttt and the third level have emerged.
As the relationship between the EU and membesdtatehad an effect of institutional
change, other relationships possibly cause ifstiitchange to some extent as well. As
Rosamond states, the emphasis on governance hiakdshiate about authority away
from the zero-sum notions associated with discewssovereignty (Rosamond 2000,
p110). As the assumption underlying MLG is plunali§Richards and Smith 2002,
p165), MLG may lead to the idea that sovereigntybeadivided. Thus, MLG approach
would provide another mechanism of discourse chaBgener et al. focus on the
interaction of logics in MLG. They firstly offerdefinition of Europeanisation:

A set of processes through which the EU political, sacdleconomic dynamics
interact with the logic of domestic discourse, fties, political structures and

public policies.
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Then, they present two important points arisingftiois definition:

° Multi-level governance entails the interaction ampeting logics, located at
the EU, Member States and, where extant, thirdsleites dangerous to
attribute institutional change to any one levéatation.

® The challenges arising from the interaction ofdegire most acute at the
points of interconnection between the levels ofegmance (Bulmer et al.

2002, p17).

They argue that the various branches of the UKypeliand most particularly
central government must identify an appropriate institutional resgotasthe political
and other dynamics of the EU (lbid, p17). This ideald match with‘the logic of
appropriatenessof constructivists. They designate the mechanising polity's
institutional response to Europeanization as iimglireception and ‘projectiori, and
consider that reception and projection are cradabptive responses by actors in the
polity since the need to engage in European polaking is a consequence of
Europeanization. These responses, according tauthers, need to be made at the
Member state level as well as the level of the ldedaauthorities (Ibid, p17). Bulmer
and Burch claim thatreception and ‘projectiori are the two steps in the adjustment
process to the EU. Reception is where domestitutitsts must find suitabléransfer
devicesfor processing EU business on the one hand, afetiion is where domestic

institutions must also adapt their procedures in dndéttie UK government can make
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an effective contribution to those EU dynamics (i@l and Burch 2005, p866). They
also present the third stgo-active use of EU arena8, which has been in operation
since the Blair government introduced the Step @harogramme in 1998 (Ibid, p877).
If we could see such changes of response invottiagpositive engagement policy
towards European integration, it would be possibt@nsider that governmental elites
discourse would change to adapt those responsetdnwords, interactions in EU

arenas may bring the possibility of more posititerpretations of state capacity in the
European community and, consequently, may direchbrae states to exercise their
capacity more by utilising those arenas. | belia this trend implies a change in
governmental elitégliscourse. Diagram 2 briefly shows two mechanishaéscourse

change by European integration.

Diagram 2: Mechanisms

Mechanism 1 Mechanism 2
EU
Adaptational Pressure / \nteracﬂons
State  [mediating factors] State -« » Sub-state
devolved government)

As devolved governments in the UK have been creatddr the Blair Government,
Mechanism 2 may largely be acted after 1999 whdéormaal transfer of powers

implemented in the UK.

® This is written in Figure 1 of Bulmer and Burcld30p865
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Consequently, both the adaptational and the ititeramechanisms reflect a
constructiviss account of the process. Therefore, it is a gebthht discourse change
towards a new discourse of sovereignty has takage ph this area as the way of
resolving some contradictions on sovereignty whidewased in the previous section.
These adaptations and interactions entail bothaloreind informal processes of
socialisation. That is to say, the changed diseduss become deeply permeated into

political debates and, possibly, into general caasen.

Europeanisation of Whitehall and Westminger

As to the specific impact of Europeanisation witBiitain, Allen concludes that
Britain does indeed have a Europeanized governnogetrating in a still
nortEuropeanized polity (Allen 2005, p139). What dibés mean? Bulmer and Burch
describe it as followsWhitehall has adapted smoothly to European integrathereas
Westminster has not, and has witnessed succelssiies; such as the great debate over
membership and ratification of the Maastricht re@ulmer and Burch 1998, p607).
They examined and assessed changes in WhitehallltHreeiglimensions: the system
organisationgprocessesegulation, and the cultural aspects (Bulmer andtBR009,
p30). Change in the system involved formal acceptaihthe condition that European
law would have primacy over national law. Changerganisations, all departments,
with the exception of the Department for Cultureedid and Sport (DCMS), have

established EU coordinating arrangements to haesles across the department.
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Change in processes is to be found in the morergathboration of a system of formal
meetings and committees, for instance, the creatite Friday meeting to handle the
input from UK-based processes into Brussels-basedsses; and ultimately the shift to
a more flexible structure of meetings and decisican Change in regulations, over time,
rules, guidelines, operating codes and understandiage been established and
inculcated about how to handle EU business anddewgage with the EU. Change in
the cultural aspects, in addition to the effedherstyle of administration; there has been
cumulatively an emergence of a substantial cadre bseivants and, indeed, ministers
who have, through dint of participation in EU pglinaking, built up a substantial
awareness of EU issues, tactics and procedurasi¢Bahd Burch 2009, ppl18838)
Thus the change in Whitehall is substantial.

Why, then, has Westminster never become Europeaniaetig Bnd Jordan cite the
1992 study by George which argues that the adaptatid come from changes on a
‘technical levélas‘civil servants and interest groups learned howp#ate in the EC
process, rather than resulting from or leading pol#ical conversion among political
actors in favour of the ECMore recent adaptations compared with the situati 1992
show clearer evidence that at least some poldicrs have gone beyond simply
strategic interaction with the EU to a more normeatiommitment to Europeanization
(Bache and Jordan 2006, p275). Thus, has the imjfaatopeanisation in Britain firstly
affected Whitehall, and only thgradually started to influence Westminster and beond

According to the study of Bulmer and Burch, thedpeanisation of Whitehall has
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presented few serious challenges to British practice,ietae adaptation of Whitehall
was already somewhat established by the time eksion through the creation of a
co-ordinating mechanism across Whitehall and theidgaiegether of legal expertise on
community treaties, regulations and directivesopgsn integration was seamlessly
absorbed into thaogic’ of the Whitehall machinery. On the other handy trgue that
the resultant adaptation has been overshadowde: Iogdre high-profile turbulence of
European policy in the political domain (Bulmer d@grch 1998, 2005). Buller and
Smith present the reason why the Heath governmgjeoted the need for a Minister of
Europe, along the lines of the French, insteadyjlm@intent to parcel out European work
to the relevant Whitehall departments at the time tof. érst, this method made entry
into the EEC less politically obvious, and secamteading the work of the EEC
throughout Whitehall was the best way of makingaise short supply of expertise on
the subject (Buller and Smith 1998, pp169-170). BulmeBamch also point out that a
particular problem was the lack of specialist kmmige in Whitehall on the legal
implications of entry (Bulmer and Burch 1998: p60®at is to say, the political and
legal implications of entry in Britain were obsaligs internal practice, despite the fact
that the adaptation of Whitehall was clearly areredl practice. Lynch argues that
Heattis approach was flawed in that it incorporated aettsraf both accounts, accepting
a pooling of national sovereignty in the EC as amaef promoting national interests,
but maintaining a pragmatic intergovernmentalistow of European integration in

which ‘essential national sovereigiiyould remain unscathed. He also reveals that the
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government accepted the Treaty of Rome framewdidreboembarking on detailed
negotiations (Lynch 1997, pp29-30). Once in offigelitical leaders may be
Europeanised or persuaded when they meet thoske peap work within Whitehall

ministries. Thus, it is worth considering that Euroissd Whitehall would certainly be
the source of adaptational pressure to change rgoeatal elites discourse on
sovereignty.

However, governmental elites have not presentetihence do not seem to have
settled upon, a satisfactory response to the gnestsovereignty. Schmidt outlines what
has been missing in the British discourse on Earopgegration:

In Britain, there has been very little discoursetanpolity-enhancing aspects of
European integration. While national leaders oppdseEuropean integration
have focussed on the polity issues, presentingpEBanization as a threat to
parliamentary sovereignty, to thistorically established rights of Englishren
and to an identity constructed with Europe‘the othet, those in favor have
tended to emphasize the economic benefits witlamitanting the polity issues.
The result is that the public has been made mdyiaahre of the drawbacks to
Europeanization with regard to sovereignty andtiiglenithout being presented

with any countervailing, positive vision of Britain Europe (Schmidt 2006,

pp38-39).
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The point here is how and whether governmentebsadkpresghe polity-enhancing
aspects of European integratiand a'positive vision of Britain in Europén terms of
the type of sovereignty that | will introduce ‘asal sovereignty- from the analysis of
Anderson and Weymouthin the next section. It seems to me the maircdiffi here
has been dealing with nationalism, and espedwiytevalence of th@ational rather
than ‘real view of sovereignty, which may have made artimgat positive vision
difficult. One possible factor to change is a lagfi@rguing that | cited in the previous
section. Risse argues that actors are preparedrgectieeir views of the world or even
their interests in light of the better argumens$Ri2000, p7). This indicates that MPs
may alter their view or focus fromn‘national aspect of sovereignty #o‘real aspect of

sovereignty through argument about sovereignty.

3.3Theinfluenceof European integration upon Britain
In previous two sections, we have seen the tiegreind legal perspectives of
European integration and the mechanism of the ingb&european integration. At the
end of the last section, we applied this mechatadvhitehall. This section looks at the
impact of European integration on the British aautigin. Firstly, this part explores the
actual legal impact of European integration onidBritsovereignty through the
incorporation of Community law into British law apalitics. Secondly, the section

focusses on the resulting impact of EC/EU memlger@hiparliamentary sovereignty.
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Finally, the section provides three contentioussaref debate around the issue of

sovereignty in the UK. They are legal, theoretca practical debates on sovereignty.

L egal impact

In Britain, Community Law has become incorporated the domestic legal order

by the European Communities Act 1972. Lawrencer@dlilentifies and summarises

the broad scheme of the Act as follows (Colling0] §926-27):

1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

those rights and duties which are, as a matteoiwindunity law, directly applicable
or effective are to be given legal effect in thetédhkingdom (s2(1));

the executive is given power to make orders andatzns to give effect both to
obligations of the United Kingdom and to deal vaitly incidental problems arising
from those rights and duties which are directhliegiple or effective (s2(2));

there are limitations on the power of delegatedl&ipn conferred by the Act, most
notably that the power does not include powerstdajax, (b) to legislate
retrospectively, (c) to sub-delegate, or (d) to degp new criminal offences
punishable by more than certain specified penédi®) and Sch 2), but subject to
those restrictions (and subject to any future AcParliament) the orders and
regulations may include any provision as might taelenby Act of Parliament
(s2(4));

any existing or future enactments are to be cawstind have effect subject to the
above (s2(4));
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6)

(7)

any question as to the meaning or effect of thedseitito be treated as a question
of law to be determined in accordance with Commuaity, of which judicial
notice is to be taken (s3(1) and (2));

specific alterations are made to existing law y&aind common law) to take
account of specific Community obligations, esplyaalthe area of customs dulties,
agriculture, company law and restrictive practisss-10);

provision is made for extending the Perjury Actl18hd the Official Secrets Act

1911-39 to the European Court and Community itietits.

According to this summary, sections 2(1), 2(2)),&4L) and 3(2) seem to affect British

national law. | will look closely at these parteukections and their interpretations by

Collins.

Section 2(1):

All such rights, powers, liabilities, obligats and restrictions from time to time
created or arising by or under the Treaties, drelicth remedies and procedures
from time to time provided for by or under the Treatissn accordance with the
Treaties are without further enactment to be degal effect or enforced, allowed
and followed accordingly; and the expressimforceable Community righand
similar expressions shall be read as referringnt® to which this subsection
applies.
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Collins observes that a whole complex of rightsduigés has been incorporated into the
law of the United Kingdom in this way. Further, &igues that not only the Treaty

provisions themselves and the secondary legislatamte thereunder have to be taken
into account, but also they are to have the edffegibed to them by the European Court

(Ibid, p46).

Section 2(2):
Subject to Schedule 2 to this Act, at any tifter its passing Her Majesty may by
Order in Council, and any designated Minister or deyggat may by regulations,
make provision—

(a) for the purpose of implementing any Community atian of the United
Kingdom, or enabling any such obligation to be implestgrir of enabling
any rights enjoyed or to be enjoyed by the Unitgsh#fom under or by
virtue of the Treaties to be exercised; or

(b) for the purpose of dealing with matters arisingasur related to any such
obligation or rights or the coming into force, e toperation from time to
time, of subsection (1) above;

and in the exercise of any statutory power or dgltyiding any power to give

directions or to legislate by means of orders,srulegulations or other

subordinate instrument, the person entrusted hdtpower or duty may have
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regard to the objects of the Communities and tosanlg obligation or rights as
aforesal.

In this subsectiofdesignated Minister or departmienieans such Minister of
the Crown or government department as may fromtortime be designated by
Order in Council in relation to any matter or for @ypose, but subject to such

restrictions or conditions (if any) as may be digetby the Order in Council.

Collins finds that the essential aim behind this seditmincorporate into the law
of the United Kingdom not only those Community tigand obligations which are not
directly applicable or effective by virtue of senti2(1) but also to fill out and make
specific provisions for those rights and obligagiamhich are directly applicable or

effective (Ibid, p113).

Section 2(4):
The provision that may be made under subese@joabove includes, subject to
Schedule 2 to this Act, any such provision (of sugh extent) as might be made
by Act of Parliament, and any enactment passedl loe passed, other than one
contained in this Part of this Act, shall be caresirand have effect subject to the
foregoing provisions of this section; but, exceptray be provided by any Act

passed after this Act, Schedule 2 shall have dffestinnection with the powers
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conferred by this and the following sections of #tt to make Orders in Council

and regulations.

This subsection recognises the supremacy of Corymlaw and concerns
sovereignty. However, Collins argues that no thieateor practical problem of
sovereignty arises in this context. The reasdmaiste considers that section 2(4) only
expresses a rule of construction which must givg twaa contrary intention and,
therefore, does go part of the way to preventléigis which would otherwise by
implication be contrary to Community law. Its effis; thus, that United Kingdom courts
should interpret subsequent legislation in suchaaner as to be consistent with
Community law and may read subsequent inconsistgiglation as subject to

Community law (lbid, p28).

Section 3(1):
For the purposes of all legal proceedingscmiegtion as to the meaning or effect
of any of the Treaties, or as to the validity, nieguor effect of any Community
instrument, shall be treated as a question of &, (if not referred to the
European Court, be for determination as such iordance with the principles

laid down by and any relevant decision of the EegopCourt).
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Section 3(2):
Judicial notice shall be taken of the Treatedsthe Official Journal of the
Communities and of any decision of, or expressfaopmion by, the European
Court on any such question as aforesaid; and theiaDflournal shall be
admissible as evidence of any instrument or otttethareby communicated of

any of the Communities or of any Community ingbtut

Section 3(1) instructs the courts to refer questmnthe interpretation and hence the
supremacy of Community law to the Court of Justicetibnal courts cannot solve the
problem themselves by reference to previous Céoudstice rulings. And section 3(2)
requires the courts to judicially follow decisiasfshe Court of Justice on any question
of Community law. Collins considers that sectiom&kes explicit what as a result of
section 2 must be implicit, namely that Commuraby is to be treated in the United
Kingdom as law and not, like foreign law, as fact (Collii80, pp128-129). Therefore,
the combination of sections 2(1) and 2(4) with ¢batrol of sections 3(1) and 3(2)
achieve the essential requirements of the recagatidirect effects and the supremacy

of Community law for past and future UK legislat{oster 2007, p62).

Impact on parliamentary soveregnty
By giving effect to the European Communities ActZL@hat has actually changed

in the British legal system? How has the changen he®lerstood in terms of
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sovereignty? | presume that one of the changestavdlse relationship between
pariament and national courts, especially the res@th role of national courts.
Paradoxically, it suggests that the power of padiatary sovereignty has diminished.

Alan Page argues that, to use Disghrase, the positive meaning of the doctrine of
parliamentary sovereignty is thahy Act of Parliament, or part of an Act of Pariat)
which makes new law, or repeals or modifies artisgisaw, will be obeyed by the
courts. The courts could not therefore refuse to obeygiwe effect to an Act of
Parliament; nor because it was the supreme-léda® highest form of law known to the
constitution— could they hold an Act of Parliament to be invéidge 2004, p4%ie
continues to state that community law, howeveisages a wider role for the courts. In
particular it envisages that in cases of confiiet¢ourts will give effect to Community
law over conflicting provisions of national law, regasdl of the fact that it may take the
form of an Act of Parliament (Ibid, p49). Membershgs thus increased the role of the
courts in the constitution, and diluted parliamensmvereignty. Whereas traditionally
their role was confined to interpreting and givéffgct to the law as made by Parliament,
they now have the power to deny effect to thatidaere it conflicts with Community
law (Ibid, p55).

Foster sees the status of parliamentary sovereigatglifferent way. He argues that
it is true that the European Communities Act 1972raasferred sovereignty in certain
areas as agreed for an indefinite period, but whéatthas completely overruled the

doctrine cannot be stated. The real problem ingrig reconcile these doctrines is that
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legal reasoning is not fully reconcilable with theactical realities of Community
membership. Whilst it may be legally possible toest the 1972 Act and leave the
Communities, that is practically and politicallemable. Thus, as far as membership of
the Communities is concerned, the doctrine of@Paéntary sovereignty is, at least, in
abeyance, if not completely undermined (Foster J088).

To the lawyer, parliamentary sovereignty is notualvdhat Parliament can do but
how the courts react to what Parliament does. tathyer, parliamentary sovereignty
means that the courts recognize Parliaimeight to make or unmake any law, that the
courts will not allow Parliament to be bound bygtedecessors, and that the courts
accord Parliament the status of supreme lawmates, Nicol clarifies the difference in
definition of parliamentary sovereignty from thegpective of the politician and the
lawyer, and argues that MPs have failed to pergeiti@mentary sovereignty in terms
of judicial power (Nicol 2001, p106). At least,\lewy the interpretation of parliamentary
sovereignty aside, the role of the courts has leggtly changed by the Act. It also
seems that the courts actually accepted the supyreafaCommunity law in the
Factortame case.Moreover, the Labour government incorporated toeoftean

Convention on Human Rights (ECHR), which is notirstitution of the EU, into

" Case 213/89 and Case 221/89 R v Secretary effStafransportation ex parte Factortame Ltd
[1990] ECR 1-2433, [1990] 3 CMLR 1 [1990] 3 CMLRB6
Nicol briefy summarised the case as follows; totgmt the British fishing industry against
‘quota-hopping the practice whereby Spanish fishing companiesimivented the Communigy
imposition of national quotas for fish catchesli@aent passed the Merchant Shipping Act 1988 which
inter alia imposed stringent nationality conditiamsfishing companies wishing to register as Britis
Then, some companies owned and controlled large§panish nationals applied for judicial review,
arguing that the provisions breached prohibitionaationality discrimination in the ECC Treaty (®lic
2001, p182).
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Scottish and English law through the Human Righdis (ARA) in 1998. Hence, the
British courts cannot strike down legislation oa liasis of the HRA, but they can rule
that legislation is incompatible with its provisspand leave the response to that ruling to

government and Parliament (Saward 2006, p226).

Divergenceof arguing pointsover sovereignty

Even though the supremacy of EU law and the declinaridipentary sovereignty
have been made clear, the debates on sovereigetynbeer been settled. This section
offers the reason behind it. This is related tagthestions, which were the gap between
theoretical and practical perspectives and betaegewpoint of the state and the EU,
that are mentioned in the first section of thisptdra That is to say, we have some
different arguing points over sovereignty.

Helen Wallace argues that the British debate overeigagr has been polymorphic
— focusing on the difficulty of reconciling the sosignty of Westminster with
permanent EC membership and binding EC law; tleeafoovernment of the UK in
relation to its component territories; and a felardentity erosion and of catholic
influences (Helen Wallace 1990, p159). Therefdranges to sovereignty appear to be
made up of legal reforms, shifts in political powwead more emotive issues of culture
and identity. For example, Simon Hix argues thHampugh the acceptance of the
delegation of power to the European level, ancdctimsequent erosion of the classic

notion of ‘parliamentary sovereigrityEuropean integration has been a catalyst for
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radical constitutional reform (Hix 2000, p49). Gexf Howe sees sovereignty as a
natioris practical capacity to maximise its influence in tiogdhvand argues the need of
other membés sovereignty that the recombination of sovereigmtize EC is the best
guarantee of strengthening Britairposition in the world (Howe 1990, p675). And
William Wallace asserts that sovereignty remaim@waerful and emotive concept in
British politics (William Wallace 1986, p389). Undke impact of European integration,
British debates on sovereignty may come down getteee points of argument.
Colin Pilkington argues that the focus on sovetgigs different between

governments and Eurosceptics. His claim is thiir{§ion 2001, p80):

Any government which speaks about the need torpessevereignty is aimost

certainly talking about parliamentary sovereigraymd therefore about the

government fears of a curtailment of its own powEh®se opposed to Europe,

however, tend to speak in terms of national sayefei playing upon the

chauvinism inherent in the British people.

Besides the difference of the focus on sovereigimydifficulty is whether these
sovereignties have been equally affected by mempesthe EU. Although Pilkington
recognises that the UK has surrendered both peri@ny and national sovereignty
through the act of joining the EU, he believes thepenised to take account of an even
more recent perspective, given the effects of tgaitian. For this he applies the analysis

of Anderson and Weymouth.
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Anderson and Weymouth divide sovereignty ingalf, that is the degree of control
which a nation can exercise over its own destimy, ‘heoreticdl, which can be best
described as symbolic control, signifying little if anpstance. They cite two important
instances where symbols of British sovereigntytimeaid to be theoretical rather than
real. They are the idea of andependeninuclear deterrent and the maintenance of the
strength and importance of the pound sterling. Wevéhese are illusion and, in fact,
cannot be practised by Britain alone. Anderson aeghWiuth argue, therefore, that the
sovereignty which has quite clearly been lost aeadered to the European Union is
almost entirely of a theoretical nature. They ssigijat the European concept of pooled
sovereignty might well mean the definite loss @fotietical sovereignty but in reality
could actually mean an increase of real sovereigatyording to this viewpoint, real
sovereignty in a collective organisation like thel 5 something that is open to
negotiation andreal sovereignty in some areas of governance shotiddwsl in order
to secure a greater overall level of real sovergigRilkington 2001, pp87-88). As
Howe's view is quite similar to this real sovereignitys tinterpretation of sovereignty
may be found in elitésliscourse, especially in governmental elites. Wasld be an
important viewpoint when analysing elitdscourse.

Further, in a similar manner, Christopher Lord esgwiting the work of William
Wallace, that it is useful to distinguish threéed#nt meanings of the terisovereignty;
for part of the problem is that it means quiteedght things to quite different people. One

definition stresses the formal, legal right of ficgcision. Another emphasises the

96



privacy and separation of national decision makistegrity from outside penetration.

A third equates sovereignty with power, leveragdifyatm produce results and all other
factors that contribute to the practical controhdaftate or society over its own destiny.
These definitions are non-equivalent becausepibssible to lose sovereignty in one
sense and gain it in another (Lord 1992, p422).

How, then, can we estimate increases in real sgufeor indeed in sovereignty by
any of the other definitions? It could be posstblesiew paradoxically. Rogers and
Walters observe that it would be theoretically jptessfor Parliament to repeal the
European Communities Act 1972 and the other ldigislghat has incorporated
successive treaty changes into UK law (Rogers aitéis/2006, p389). In other words,
to the extent that the UK has not withdrawn from BtJ, British elites must perceive
some increase in sovereignty through membershipomnparison with France and
Germany, British elitégssertions in this area have been weak.

Accordingly, what is important is whether and hbase three definitions have been
taken and real sovereignty has been recognisegrabial shows three key points of
argument on the basis of L&danalysis. Although Anderson and Weymouth have
presented two kinds of sovereignty, this study apjbly three points of argument over

sovereignty.
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Diagram 1: The point of argument over sovereignty

The formal, legal right of The privacy and separation of
final decision national decision-making
Legal sovereignty Theoretical sovereignty

Some parts of both have been lost in membership

Govemance
(the practical control of a state)

Real (practical) sovereignty?

Has this part increased with membership?
Yes (France and Germany)
Yes? (the UK): weak in cognition

Indeed, the existence of these incompatible argisneamplicates the issue of
sovereignty. That is why those theoretical questiayadeng divisibility and pooling or
delegating of sovereignty have been probleettisis possible to imagine that elites
have argued with each other illustrating one o&ehpoints of sovereignty in
parliamentary debates. My hypothesis is that fbeirs on these points has changed over
time by the mechanisms of discourse change. Howewether aspect seems to

complicate it in Britain which is the British pail system.

34 Theaxisof confrontation
The aim of this section is to summarise domestiora of discourse change and to
examine how the European issue has become a roajoe f confrontation in the

British political system both between parties arthimveach party, considering how each
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opposing stand has represented different intetipretaof sovereignty and whether and
how the axis of confrontation has come to shapesifmmal perspectives and a new
understanding of European integration. This is s&rg in order to establish a
systematic analysis of elite understandings ofremray.

According to the study of Ladrech, the impact ofgthkis by definition indirect on
national political parties (Ladrech 2009, p8). ipueas that it is the Europeanization of
the national government- specifically in the scope of domestic policy-magkin-
that we find EU-generated constraints may haveeirideffects on national parties, and
by extension, patterns of party competition (Laur@009, p9). Sitter views that
Euro-scepticism is a product of party competitiitir 2001, p22). In the UK if so,
Europeanisation of Whitehall may have indirectotffeon British parties and their
competition. As we have seen in section 3.2 on geamsation of Whitehall, it is
necessary to look at the impact of Europeanisatioparties and, then, focussing on
British characteristics of political system maytigate an understanding of discourse
change as well.

As | noted, Pappamikaslview of the British character is thBtitish politics is black
and white, them and us, totally wrong or totallghti and that encourages a
confrontational style that also fits into the eleteystern(Pappamikail 1998, p217). It
makes sense then, that focussing on a confroniatian appropriate basis for an
examination into British politics. Stephen Georg® goints out the difficulty of the

British political system as follows:
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For the politicians one difficulty was in thifference between the British
adversarial political system, in which the goveminef day usually had a
majority in Parliament and could get its own way, &edstystem of compromise
to which European politicians were used. Coalgjoernments are the norm in
most other member states of the EC, so their qiatis expect to have to

compromise, and are adept at it (George 1994, p258)

Certainly, the confrontational style learnt throughrlationships between the main
parties in the UK creates difficulties in achieviagnpromisé&. However, there is a view
that such oppositional politics means that thepamy might be more accommodating
simply because the other was less so. Rosamorsl ttakeview that the ferocious
rhetorical exchanges between Margaret Thatchedarglie Delors helped to define
political fault lines in Britain from the late 198(Not only did Euroscepticism become
normalized as a feature of Conservative Party {ansl government) policy, but the
Labour Party under the leadership of Neil Kinnodvet quite decisively away from
hostility to British membership of the EC (Rosamad2, p191).

Michael Smith argues that the EU has been a majarantinuing source of political
cleavages in Britain and that these cleavages havmtin between and within political

parties (Michael Smith 2006, p160). Thus it is Bsagy to look at such cleavages within

8 Since 2010, there is a coaliion governmenténUK. The analysis in this dissertation only extend
through 2009, however. Therefore, considering t@Conservative Party and the Liberal Democrats
have compromised and whether British politicalesyshas changed or not will be a challenge to my
future research.
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parties as well. Generally, the division has beererserious in the Conservative Party in
recent years. However, Tim Bale suggests that dmsetvative Party would turn into
‘Eurorealism, or softer Eurosceptism, rather than harder Eeptismm under the
leadership of David Cameron, even if the Conserateft the European Pedpl@arty

— European Democrats (EPP-ED) (Bale 2006, p385).

In order to examine the main confrontation, | labknly the Conservative Party and
the Labour Party, since it is only these two pattat have held power since the first
application to the Community to the Treaty of LisBd will then investigate the
direction of the change in elitasnderstandings of European integration and ceeate

foundation for further analysis.

Divison between parties: ideology and sand

The Conservative Party once used to be seen amrtigeof Europe whereas the
Labour Party was anti-Europe. Nowadays, it seeatistiey have switched positions
(Gamble 1998, p11; Jones 2007, p130). Why havéhttidyopposing views? How have
their attitudes towards Europe shifted? Have ifiteirpretations of sovereignty shifted as
well? Table 1 is a brief chronology to illustratevgrnments, the opposition and

European events.

® This study does not include the coalition govenirsiace 2010.
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Table 1: Thegovernmentsand European issue

Year | The Conservative Party "TheI abour Party Europeanevent

1959 | Macmillan/DouglasHome | Gaitskell/Brown/Wilson

1961 Firstapplicationtothe EEC
1964 | DouglasHome/Heath Wilson

1966 | Heath Wilson

1967 Second applicationtothe EEC
1970 | Heath Wilson

1972 Third application tothe EC
1973 Memberafthe IC

1974 | Heath/Thatcher Wilson/Callaghan

1975 Referendum formembership
1979 | Thatcher Callaghan/Foot

1981 (theLaboursplit)

1983 | Thatcher Kinnock

1987 TheSEA

1929 | Thatcher/Major Kinnock

199 | Major Kinnock/Smith/Blair

1993 The Treaty of Maastricht
1997 | Hague Blair

1999 The Treaty of Amsterdam
200 (ECHRY

2001 | Duncan Smith/Howard Blair

2002 Euro

2003 The Treaty of Nice

2005 | Cameron Blair/Brown

2009 TheTreatyof Lishon

Gray highlighted: the year of the general election
Blue highlighted: in the office of the Government

The years in the left-hand column of treaties &envthey took effect.

As | will examine in the next section, neither pdras been totally united within
itself either for or against Europe. Although therre some powerful anti-Europeans
such as Enoch Powell, however, the Conservatives Ieen basically in favour of
membership until the 1980s. Even Thatcher describécaihgervatives dthe party of
Europé to begin with (George and Sowemino 1996, p246)tt@nother hand, the

Labour Party has changed its approach a couplme$.tSince the late 1980s, their

1 ECHR (the European Convention on Human Rightstia matter for the EU.
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attitude has switched with that of the Consenaitiidnose changes could be due to
ideological reasons and political tactics.

Ideologically, the Conservatives have for a lomgetitaken a liberal stance and
pursued the free market. Therefore, when the Coityraought to create the single
market, this objective suited the party. The Lalb@arty saw the Community as a
‘capitalist club and feared that through free market policies ghtnlead to higher
unemployment in the UK this attitude comes from the basic stance of i Party
as social democrats (Julie Smith 2005, p705).

Pilkington observes that the turning point for@ntwas 1988 when Jacques Delors,
the president of the Commission, visited Britaid &d out his thinking on a social
charter for Europe. Labagrchange from an anti-European to a pro-Europaanests
therefore due to a change in the nature of thepearoUnion. When the community
was seen as promoting improved social and envinstargandards, it became natural
for Labour to support it (Pilkington 2001, pp183+L8But for the Conservatives, the
creation of a free market by the SEA had fulfilted extent of their objectives for
European integration.

Secondly, the change of attitude could be seen as duditalsiiategy. Baker and
Seawright point out that Wils@famouszigzag’ on Europe (no in 1962, qualified yes
in 1966, no in 1971, yes in 1975) were largely motivagedtether the party was in or
out of power at the time (Baker and Seawright 1p88). Further, after its worst ever

election defeats in 1983 when the Labour Party agned for withdrawal from the
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EEC, many of the policies in that manifesto werentkl unpopular and progressively
withdrawn. Outright opposition to Europe was onghese, and Neil Kinnock, new
leader of the Labour Party, gradually moved the pawdyrhore positive position on the
EC (Jones 2007, p135).

Hence, focussing on each party separately, takiether they take power or not into
consideration, can clarify the competitive debat€xarliament and may allow usftod

the substance of discourse change.

Divison within each party: Scepticiam and Europeanisation

Gamble highlights the factors that tend to be &stsoowith splits in parties generally.
They are the prospect of electoral defeat, idembgnarginalization, and a lengthy
exclusion from office. He argues that Europeargmt®n can be included as well. It
divides parties because it fuses together issuss/efeignty and identity with political
economy in a novel and powerful way (Gamble 1988).@ones argues, as a result, that
the Conservative Party has not been united ovepEunut that there are probably more
divisions on the issue of Europe within the Lalf@arty (Jones 2007, ppl30-134). We

will now investigate the points of division in egudaty.

The Conservative Party
For the Conservatives, the defence of national soverésgatcentral theme (Lynch

1997, p80; Ludlam 1998, p41). However, each Consesvli® has a different idea on
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sovereignty. Ludlam divides them into two camisolutistsand‘poolers. Absolutists
focus on the legislative supremacy of the Westenii&rliament. Ludlam introduces the
comment of Michael Spicer MP as one of absoludigfsing against further integration
through the Maastricht Treatyhe fact is that the irrevocable powers have ridbgen
transferred, and sovereignty is an absolute: ytberdnave sovereignty or you do not
(Ludlam 1998, p42). This idea would correspondhieotetical sovereignty in the
previous section. On the other hand, the pooled te judge sovereignty by its
usefulness as a policy resource to be bargaindédinviinternational policy arenas,
especially in the pursuit of national security anosperity. In the same way as pooling
sovereignty in NATO is said to have enhanced Bigamilitary security, sharing
sovereignty in the EU is said to enhance the pribgpéBritish industry and commerce.
As | have noted in the beginning of the previoudi®® Ludman introduces the
comment of Geoffrey Howe thatovereignty is not some pre-defined absolute, but a
flexible, adaptable, organic notion that evolved adjusts with circumstances.
sovereignty might be summarised as a natigmactical capacity to maximise its
influence in the world(lbid, pp42-43). This would correspond to realeseignty as
defined above.

Lynch also divides two more superficial but moremfigroups within the
Conservatives: Euro-sceptics and Euro-enthusidéts. observes that the state,
constitutional and popular dimensions of sovergigme all evident in Conservative

Euro-sceptic thought but criticizes them in thatirtithought offers only a narrow
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perspective on the concept and on the impact afpgan integration on the nation-state
(Lynch 1997, pp81-82). Consequently, as this dmiss more visible than that over
sovereignty, Lynch argues that, when it has forrgedernments, the defence of
sovereignty has not been an absolute in ConsenEatikopean policy; rather it has been

a matter of degree. He illustrates that the Thatahe Major Government resisted the
erosion of‘essentidlnational sovereignty, but in other respects testeereignty as
negotiable (Ibid, p83). The terfassentidlsovereignty here seems to have been used to
mediate the party discord.

Ludman and Lynch divide the Conservatives intodvenips, whereas Martin Kettle
distinguishes four groups for a period of M&deadership and Alistair Jones identified
six different groups under Hagadeadership. Kettle groupings are: Euroenthusiasts,
Europhobes, Eurosceptics, and Europrogressivesumpdsitives. The difference
between Europhobes and Eurosceptics is, accordigydgamination, whether Britain
should withdraw from the EU. He finds that few dat®discuss the fourth group,
Europositives, despite the fact that these coutiteasnajority of the party. They are
people whdare basically in favour of the Euro-project but vauoit want to endorse
change indiscriminatelyPilkington 2001, p188). Joriegroupings are: Anti-marketeers,
Gaullists, Tory modernisers, Free market neo-kgeFederalists, and Common-sense
Europeans. These groupings are very useful to staddreach individual stand for

Europe but they do not necessarily involve disstatds on the concept of sovereignty.
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The Labour Party

The Labour Party split in 1981. Michael Foot wasteld Labour Party leader, and
one of the key platforms under his leadership wisl@wal from the EEC. Those who
supported continuing EEC membership felt so styathgit, for this and other reasons,
they left the party and set up a new politicalypdiie Social Democratic Party (SDP)
that later merged with the Liberal Party and coedte Liberal Democrats in 1988
(Jones 2007, p135). However, this did not provicigy wver the European issue. As
noted above, there was a gradual change towardsitegostance within the Labour
party from 1983 onwards. This led to, for examible, ostracising and resignation of
Bryan Gould who refused to agree with his partgdeship and support the Treaty of
European Union. According to Jones, for the vagbntyaof the Labour Party MPs,
there is a tendency to toe the party line. Thégvfolhe party leader. MPs of all parties
can, and do, change their opinions on issues whbtioeigh pressure from the party
whips or through personal experience. Both KinramekBlair were once opposed to EC
membership, but then became ardent supporters (J00é, pp136-137).

It is possible to track the changing views of MR issue of sovereignty. Until the
mid-1980s, according to Philip Daniels, the retendf national economic sovereignty
was the principal factor in opposition to Britiskemmbership for the anti-European left of
the party. On the right of the party, a small antiegean element opposed membership
largely on the grounds that it would undermineigrantary sovereignty (Daniels 1998,

p74). In the 1990s, Baker and Seawright observadtite sovereignty dimension
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seemed to cross-cut the old right-left ideologizaitions. They argued that, whatever
the underlying ideology, if anything, sovereigrégisis more important to the mindset of
Labour MPs than is traditionally believed and, agsalt, that there is scope for a
revision of traditional typologies (Baker and Saghir1998, p85). This means that both
the left and the right of the party include boteptics and enthusiasts.

In order to understand these arguments and clesavditpn the Labour Party, it is
necessary to examine whether and how the partfEbagpeanised (Daniels 1998;
Featherstone 1999; Heffernan 2002). Daniels atgaekabouis ‘Europeanisaticrihas
been a gradual transition, shaped by the integdlaomestic political developments,
changes in party and trade union thinking, andiyhe@mics of Europge economic and
political integration. The point to notice is tratcording to Daniels, the issue of national
sovereignty, which was at the heart of Lafotraditional hostility to the European
project and is the basis for Conservative divisioms Burope, has become a much less
salient issue for the Labour Party in the 19901998, p9l). It suggests that a
certain perception of sovereignty has been accejiteid the party. A survey of Labour
MPs in the 1992-97 parliament indicated that a myagccepted that British sovereignty
could be pooled (Daniels 1998, p89; Featherstod@ pJ).

Therefore, it would be worthwhile to examine thecdurse on sovereignty by
comparing not only a current confrontation betwssaptics and enthusiasts but also the

difference in the party position between the e880s and now.
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Heffernan argues that the Europeanisation of W4litehs had significant impacts
on the European agendas of British political msdied serves to structure the policy
agenda of incoming governments, be they Labouromsé€vative (Heffernan 2002,
p186). It is quite obvious that Europeanisation ld/tue a key factor of the changes in

discourses around sovereignty.

We have seen the existence of confrontation in gath so far. Some MPs clearly
declare whether they are for or against Europdagration. However, it is difficult to
find all MPs stands over Europe. In order to make the exammafitheir discourse
under the situation of confrontation within partessier, it is reasonable to divide

between those who were in favour of a bill and whce against a bill at each debate.

Summary

This chapter has argued that European integrasisrvery much affected British
politics. The sections of this chapter have vieletpean challenge to sovereignty
from the perspective of theory, law, constitution andig®lAs a result, the first section
showed that sovereignty can be theoretically clihagd EU law has already affected
the sovereignty of member states. However, théresdene unsolved questions on
sovereignty between theoretical and practical petisps and between a viewpoint of
the state and the EO’he second section, then, provided the mechanisiiisadurse

change and revealed the actosiitutional change in the governmental machindmg T
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third section recognised the actual impact on thtstB constitution. From a legal
perspective, sovereignty has changed. Howeveargiuenent of sovereignty has never
been resolved because there were three argumentaints of sovereignty: legal
theoretical and practical. The fourth section &smod that the British political system
made the argument of sovereignty complicated thraagnpetitive debates between
and within partiesThese findings suggest that: 1) discourse can dogged under the
mechanisms of institutional change by Europeargratien; 2) discourse cabe
changed or varied depending on how MPs recognikelaim their point of argument
over sovereignty; 3) discourse change can be hrdayglcompetitive discussion of
European matters in the UK such as between govetnam& opposition, the
Conservative Party and the Labour Party, or thdsease for a bill and those who are
against a bill.

The main argument of this dissertation, of cousates to British elitégliscourse
on sovereignty. The question posed by this disiserts whether the British elites
discourse on sovereignty has changed or not. Aritief, if it has changed, how has it
changed? For my empirical work, therefore, | hypsite that British governmental and
some non-governmental elites have applied a meator practical view of sovereignty,
which may need to adjust to the fact of the aamessi the Community and the
recognition of the legal impact of European intiigmathrough the mechanisms of
adaptational pressure and interactions, to thesodrse. | expect then that competitive

debates between and within parties have brought discourse change on sovereignty,
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including the way of argumentative persuasion, tives. However, it is still unclear as
to how we can measure this process. To make #asecl | will explain in the next

chapter how this hypothesis is to be examined.
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4 Discourse analyss how discourses

congruct meanings

Chapters 1-3 deliberate and examine the contexthenthechanism of discourse
change on sovereignty. We now move to an empsicaly of discourse change.
Therefore, this chapter gives the methodologicatest for using case studies that
analyse the British discourse change on soveresgiay the accession to the EC. First, |
briefly explain what discourse analysis is and Wise this type of analysis for my study.
Second, | show how discourse analysis is applittitstudy and how it is carried out in
my case studies. Third, | explain how the demartatf discourse analysis will be
establshed and reflect on the limitations of my researdigte And fourth| introduce
three analytical approaches for my case studies! Wgage analysis, Definition analysis,

and Interpretation analysis.

4.1 Discourseanalyss
This section explains what discourse analysisdsvey this study uses it. Before
referring to ‘discourse analysisas a methodology, | need to clarify what the term
‘discoursemeans. Phillips and Hardy define a discourse astemelated set of texts,
and the practices of their production, disseminatnd reception, that brings an object
into being. They also state that texts are not meaningfuidually (Phillips and Hardy

2002, p3-4). Widdowson states as follows:
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People produce texts to get a message acrosspreEs®xdeas and beliefs, to
explain something, to get other people to do cettteings or to think in a certain
way, and so on. We can refer to this complex ofreanicative purposes as the
discourse that underlies the text and motivateprdiduction in the first place

(Widdowson 2007, p6).

Discourse is, therefore, something which is prodiume constructed by human
activity. Burnham et al. assert that there is vadesd agreement that discourses are
systems of signification that reality is socially stoncted by people, who give meaning
and significance to objects in the material wdAdriham et al. 2008, p250). The term
discourse already contains the theoretical franteabronstructivistit in which the
structure of the world is seen as social ratherthaterial. Phillips and Hardy also argue
that, without discourse, there is no social realitg without understanding discourse, we
cannot understand our reality, our experiencesuigelves (Phillips and Hardy 2002,
p2).

What kind of approach is discourse analysis? Mahglars agree that there is no
fixed way of carrying out discourse analysis. @firms that, strictly speaking, there is
no single‘discourse analysisbut many different styles of analysis that alldaim to

the name. According to her study, there are d@t3&agrieties of discourse analysis (Gill

" The termtdiscourseis widely used in various studies such as lirigsjsiociology, psychology, and so
on. In this study, the meaning of discourse maioiytains a perspective of constructivism in therthe
of international relations.
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2000, ppl72-173). Burnham et al. also argue tleagtbwth of interest in discourse
amalysis has not led to agreement on how studieg tiegsapproach should be carried
out. Rather there are a number of assumptions wddliges that underlie discourse
analysis (Burnham et al. 2008, p255). For thabreamany scholars are sceptical of
discourse analysis as there are no firm guidelibesit how such research should be
carried out. Burnham et al. explain that discourse asddygares considerable discretion
to the researcher who is responsible for ensuring#hatrialysis is rigorous, systematic
and convincing, that an appropriate selectionxté teas been chosen for analysis, and
that significant research questions have beenssddtébid, p248).

Gill observes that despite various types of dismuanalysis these different
perspectives do share a rejection of the realigmtihat language is simply a neutral
means of reflecting or describing the world, andraviction in the central importance of
discourse in constructing social life (Gill 200Q7@). Potter and Wetherell argue that the
principal tenet of discourse analysis is that utscfion involves the construction of
versions, and is demonstrated by language var(@aiter and Wetherell 1987, p33). To
put it in another way, discourse analysis is aitgtreé methodology that focusses
attention on the role that language and communisahave in shaping the social world
(Burnham et al. 2008, p248). Discourse analys&iputow speech and words are used,
and how accounts are associated with power (Separ2805, p310). Gee indicates that

what is important is that the discourse analydtddor patterns and links within and
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across utterances in order to form hypotheses abaumeaning is being constructed
and organized (Gee 2005, p118).

What then, is the difference between discourse @alyd other types of analyses?
Johnstone argues that what distinguishes discanadgsis from other sorts of study that
bear on human language and communication lies not ingstans discourse analysts
ask but in the ways they try to answer them: byysing discourse- that is, by
examining aspects of the structure and functidangjuage in use (Johnstone 2002, p4).
Phillips and Hardy reveal a distinguished featdrdiscourse analysis as a qualitative
methodology. They describe as follows:

Whereas other qualitative methodologies work tcetstdnd or interpret social
reality as it exists, discourse analysis endedwaracover the way in which it is
produced. This is the most important contributidndscourse analysis: It
examines how language constructs phenomena, nat heflects and reveals it.
In other words, discourse analysis views discoaseconstitutive of social
world—not a route to it—and assumes that the world cannot be known separately

from discourse (Phillips and Hardy 2002, p6).

Thus far, | have shown how the concept of soveseigas been produced and
reconstructed. This study, then, carries out alysisaf how European integration

affects discourse of British parliamentary debates] examines whether those
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discourses have produced a different view on sgwméye Burnham et al. describe

discourse analysis in terms of politics as follows:
Discourse analysis illuminates the dominant ideas identifies those who
legitimate these ideas. In policy arenas the miigential spokesman are likely to
be politicians, leaders of pressure groups andtggpenalists and academics. It is
thus relatively straightforward for researchexdtiain a representative selection of
texts on a particular policy area for investigatemd analysis... Dominant
discourses that are widely accepted that theyosrgdered to be common sense
may still be challenged and even undermined avir, $0 that they are replaced

by new discourses articulated by new elites (Burmizal. 2008, pp257-258).

The dominant idea or dominant discourse that Bumbgal. illustrate can be
recognised as the existing concept of sovereigrityis study. Thus, this study actually
examines whether dominant discourses are replgaeahbdiscourse articulated by new

elites, specifically MPs in this study.

4.2 Doing discour seanalysis
This section shows how | apply discourse analgdisis study. The previous section
revealed that there is no one way of conductingpdise analysis. This observation is
somewhat troublesome. How then, should | proce#d discourse analysis? Phillips

and Hardy argue that our interest in the relatetvéen discourse and social reality
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requires us to study individual texts for cluetht® nature of the discourse because we
can never find discourses in their entirety (Risilend Hardy 2002, p5). Therefore, the
basis of analysis will be to find clues to undedtdiscourse from individual texts. Potter
and Wetherell introduce ten stages in the analf/siscourse (Potter and Wetherell 1987,
ppl60-175) and other scholars have also followesktstages (Sarantakos, 2005; Gill,
2000). This study also follows them, omitting nelevant stages such as interviews and
components already discussed in previous chapters. Biigllight the stages that are
of relevance to the discourse analysis here, fioguss the following topics:

1) sample selection, 2) collection of recadd documents, 3) transcription, 4)

coding, 5) analysis.

Sample selection

The crucial determinant of sample size must bepkeific research question (Potter
and Wetherell 1987, p161). As | have argued imtieduction, the sample of this study
will be the British elite discourse in relationBaropean integration. How big the sample
should be or where to gain the sample from is complererRoid Wetherell argue that,
because one is interested in language use rathen¢hpedple generating the language
and because a large number of linguistic pattegrigkaly to emerge from a few people,
small samples or a few interviews are generalljecgilequate for investigating an

interesting and practically important range of gmeena (lbid, p161). They also
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mention that, in many cases, practice will be geebroy what is available and that
generally there is nomatural boundary line to be drawn in these cases (Ib&R)p1
In order to narrow down the sample size, | definigsB elite as members of the
House of Commons because, firstly, formal discossiosovereignty can be found in
parliament where all debates have been recorded anklisethe House of Commons
has legislative power. Consequently, | chose tm@ecrucial debates in the House of
Commons that relate to European malfers:
1)Debates which responded to the White Pabetuly 1971 in which the
government announced the intention of entering@¢October 1971)
2)Debates on the European Community Bill 1972 whielreadings of the Bill
for the accession to the EC (February - July 1972)
3)Debates on the continued membership which areldalleard a referendum
on membership (January - April 1975)
4)Debates on the SEA which are readings of the Eamo@mmunities
(Amendment) Bill (June and July 1986)
5)Debates on the Treaty of Maastricht which are mgadof the European
Communities (Amendment) Bill (May 1992 - May 1993)
6)Debates on the Treaty of Amsterdam which are rgadih the European

Communities (Amendment) Bill (November 199January 1998)

2" These periods shown in brackets are the time wigeterm‘sovereignty can be found on debates.
Therefore, it may not correspond with actual debate
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7)Debates on the Treaty of Nice which are readinghefEuropean Union
(Amendment) Bill (July - Oct 2001)
8)Debates on the Treaty of Lisbon which are readifigse European Union

(Amendment) Bill (January - Mar@®908)

There are other debates about European mattersllas-ov example, there are
debates on the single currency, debates on the E&tdRso on. As a condition for the
sample of analysis, only those debates relatetietocEC/EU matters that reach a
resolution are chosen because it is possible $sifglaviPs into those who voted in
favour of a bill and who voted against a bill. Hencuse discourse of MPs on these

debates as the sample of this study.

Collection of records and documents

My primary data source is Hansard where parliamentagtetelre recorded. | also
utiise MP$ comments in newspaper articles during the saniedpenf the selected
parliamentary debaté$.Potter and Wetherell indicate some of the mefitsising
Hansard records for discourse analysis. They carthidt this data source not only has
the advantage of recording MPs and ministers catisiy their own versions of the
social world and understanding opponents, but igl@plogically powerful form of

spoken material which comes ready transcribedygaansiderable work (Ibid, p163).

3| do not use any editorial comments.
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Hansard documents after the mid-1980s can be addegthe internet. However,
Hansard documents before the mid-1980s cannotbssatl through the internet. They
are available only in hardcopy and are stockedagomiibraries. Practically, newspapers
contain various relevant articles. Therefore, tvesvspapers are chosen which are
accessible by the internet throughout all periou$ these are national papers with

differing ideologies. They are The Times and TharGan

Transcription

As mentioned in the Collection of records and d@mimsection, Hansard records
and the newspaper articles are already transchibedder to proceed to the next step,
Hansards before the mi@80s need to be photocopied and re-transcribed yanua
Other data can be copied and pasted from the ebsitord processor documents.
Potter and Wetherell argue, however, that thetidgdranscription issimply putting the
words down on papers very far from reality. Transcription is a coostive and
conventional activity (Ibid, p165). They also affithat it is important to think very
carefully about what information is required frdne transcript, and at what level the

analysis will proceed (lbid, p166).

Coding
Potter and Wetherell argue that the goal of cadingt to find results but to squeeze

an unwieldy body of discourse into manageable chiibid, p167). The first step of
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coding for this study is, therefore, to search famdi the term‘sovereigntyin those
debates. In the Hansard records since the mid-1880kenewspaper articles this can
be done by applying the worsbvereigntyto the search function on the websites or the
transcribed versions. However, | also needed tb tfie term manually in Hansard
records of the 1970s. It would be an extraordipayge of work to transcribe all the
pages of European matters in order to find the sovdreignty. Therefore, | tried to find
the word‘sovereigntyin the hard copies of the Hansard records, amdtthascribed
them. Although the main target is a sentence oéckpehat includes the term
‘sovereignty; other sentences may be included to understaakiespsignificance.

Once | had found all the pieces of text that iretlithe wordsovereignty; firstly,
the type of speaker, including which political partesy/tbelong to, was coded. Then, if
they were in the ruling party, were they a cabimatster or a backbencher? Further, had
the speaker declared a stand at the resoluti@tfiegislative procedure?

Second, | omitted all sentences that were repetibbother speakers and views of a
third party. It is important to focus on those epoés that are expressed from the
speakersown perspective.

Thirdly, | coded those words which explain and iGu#he word ‘sovereigntyin
each sentence.

In addition to these works, those sentences watbenit the speaksrdefinition of
sovereignty and the speakeinterpretation of sovereignty in relation to Eaan

integration were extracted. This is discussedatiose4. 3.
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Analysis

Analysis is made up principally of two closely teth phases. First, there is the
search for patterns in the data. Patterns withltlea form of both variability: differences
in either the content or form of accounts, and ctam&lg: the identification of features
shared by accounts. Second, there is the conctirriunction and consequence. The
basic theoretical thrust of discourse analysifiesargument that peojdetalk fulfils
many functions and has varying effects. The segbaske of analysis consists of forming
hypotheses about these functions and effects anchse for the linguistic evidence
(Ibid, p168).

In order to search for patterns in the data, theples of debates are divided into
three periods (1971-1975, 1985-1993, and 1997-2088)first period is the period of
debates on accession and membership. The sedbhadiriod of debates on the SEA
and the Treaty of Maastricht under the Conservativergowent. The third is the period
of debates under the Labour government. Each pleodwill be analysed in separate
chapters. In each chapter, three approaches wibds to conduct the analysis: Word
usage analysis, Definition analysis, and Interfioetanalysis. | will explain how the
demarcation of discourse analysis is defined and hoestive® approaches are applied

to my analysis in the next two sections.
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4.3 Sysgematicreflection

This section explains the measurement of the erabidata for the discourse
analysis. Up to Chapter 3, the study has trietidavghat discourse on sovereignty can
be changed in theory and that European integretionbe a factor in the change of
British elites’ discourse on sovereignty. However, these were discussed as general
theoretical constructs. We have talked about sigmtyein general and British elite
vaguely. The empirical study must include measeratuhcepts. Thus it is necessary to
further clarify how the measurement was definedhisrempirical study. Although the
previous section introduced some demarcationg@frihlysis by presenting the work of
Potter and Wetherell and briefly discussing whassdrse and which discourse were to
be analysed, this section further explains how \ethg those demarcations of the

analysis were defined.

MPs

The research question of this study is whether British elites’ discourse on sovereignty
has changed as European integration has procaaftiedare British elites, though?
‘British elites’ refers to a wider population of politicians, bureaucrats, joliste scholars,
etc. The aim of this study is to find discoursengaan the actual debates of elites. Those
actual debatesan be seen between politicians, between politicians jandhalists,
between scholars, and so on. It is difficult teestigate all elite debates systematically,

due to time constraints. It is also problematicahvestigate elite debates sporadically

123



such as analysing a couple of debates on diffagertidas by different people. The
analysis should investigate successive debatesiraeson a specific agenda such as the
EU matter through specific group of elites. Where | can find sucltsasive debates of

a specific group is in parliament. The British Panént consists of the House of
Commons and the House of Lords and both houseshaaveuch debate on the issue
of European integration. Ideally, | would analysbate in both Houses, however, the
amount of data would be unwieldy. The work of dpson and coding takena
enormous amount of time. Unfortunately, the time forékearch is limited. In order to
conduct the analysis within the time constraints\aitt) | narrow down the sample size
and focus on members of the House of Commonsdentioned, since the House of
Commons has legislative power, it will be reasanbanalyse the debates in the House
of Commons rather than the House of Lords if wetrsekect one over the other
Accordingly, MPs both influence and are influenbgdwider debates resulting from
democratic accountability in British politics andvle had successive debates over the
European matter. Other elites such as journdistsrdluence and are influenced but itis
difficult to find successive debates representiegitider public over time by them. Thus

MPs seem to be the most appropriate people fantigsis of discourse change.

Group division
Many MPs have not made their statements repedfaiye of them took the floor

over a couple of debates over time but none of thehso for the whole period
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beginning with the accession to the EC. This mdaaisit is hard to analyse their
discourses individually over time. However, theresome specific groups which have
existed for the whole period. By dividing into sugioups, discourse change of each
group can be observed throughout the period. Asadlialvill be possible to clearly point
up what the differences are between these grolyesefdre, a comparison can be
possible between groups as well.

As | argued in the previous chapter, firstly, goveental elites might have been
influenced by those machineries and bureaucratshwiave already Europeanised
Under this circumstance, discourse of cabinet mesmhight have also contained the
perspective of the Europeanisation impact. Accorditiglystatements of MPs who are
part of the government will be viewed as one grfmupthe analysis. | will try to
determine how discourse of this group has changadime and what is different about
this groups discourse compared to other groups. As is chasdict of British political
culture, secondly, it is possible to view a cortional style between parties. In the
period between the accession to the EC and thty dfdasbon, the Conservative Party
and the Labour Party were either the Governmetyt pathe largest opposition party.
Thus it is reasonable to take these two partiasaisgtical groups as well. And thirdly, in
terms of the confrontation style in relation to dpagan integration, the dissertation
analyses the division between those MPs who weig/gur of a bill and who were
against a bill on the European matters to seekwithbf discourse these groups use, and

whether this changes over time. In this case, B ¥an be included, not just those from
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the Conservative or Labour Parties. Consequelaisified groups for this analysis are
Government, the Conservative Party, the Labouy, RagtFavour group who voted for a
bill and the Against group who voted against alhihderstand that there are other ways
MPs could be classified. For example, it is posdgibldivide MPs by the area of an
election district such as between rural and urteasaby the number of terms MPs have
served such as between one term and several tesas/ing, and so on. However,
taking the potential impact of European integratondiscourse into account, it is

reasonable to investigate these five groups oatimalysis.

Sources

As we have defined who this study analyses and thew are classifiedt is
necessary to clarify from where their statements cabtbhmed. Statements of MPg ar
recorded in parliamentary debates, interviews dmatds organised by the media,
literature like memoirs, their own websites, ette @im of this study is to find discourse
change in the actual debates on EU issues. Thersfattered individual statements
should be excluded because this study needs taaemliscourse over time and under
the same conditions. In this perspective, thegpaghtary debates should be included
and these debates are recoded in Hansard. Foonis$irgj the Hansard records may be
enough for this studgsthey provide records of the actual debates betwesbens of
Parliament on the EU. However, it could be usefutdnfirm whether the debates

outside of parliament are similar to the parliarmgntiebates. And also, statements by
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those MPs who did not make a statement in parliameeaigtes can be found outside
of the Hansard records. Thus this study seeks siteres for the analysis. Debatas o
TV or radio seem to be conceivable as potentiatsswof debates between MPs, but
there is a difficulty of transcription of these dts. The transcription and coding work of
these media demands an enormous amount of timepalacbe a separate dissertation
topic. This study thus must omit them becauseadirtie limit. However, written media
like newspapers and magazines can be includeddeetia@se are generally already
available electronically and so there is no nedtattscribe the materials. Of course,
there are still large amounts of newspaper storighich MPs discuss the EU. Again, as
the time is limited, | must narrow down the voluitmat this study will handle. Firstly, the
newspaper stories to be used must be obtainedjthtioe newspaper websites for the
whole period of the dissertation’s investigation. Secondly, as the focus is British elites’
discourse, national rather than local editions dvbel appropriate. And thirdly, as MPs
are divided into groups by focussing on the cotdtamal style of British politics, the
analysis of the media should also take into accsucth a perspective. Hence, two
national newspapers, with very different ideolggies be selected: The Times and The
Guardian.

Once selecting the newspapers to be analysedisimere a problem of what data in
these newspapers [ should include in my analysis. Newspapers’ articles are
wide-ranging; some of them are interviews, some of #rensomments by editors, and

some of them are letters from readers. Althoughwtirel sovereignty on the European
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matters can be found in all of these types ofiestithis study will limit the analysis to
the statements of MPs. Therefore, anything whictealy identified as the statement of
an MP such as an interview or letter should bededaas data to be used in this analysis.
Further, in order to compare the newspaper retuligariamentary debates, the
timeframe of the analysis must be similar. Theegftire period within each debate of
eight debates in four decades is the length of Isapoflection. The details of why
focus on eight debates and four decades will biaiegd in the next two parts of this

section.

Eight debates

As mentioned in the discussion of the sample collecfitimeqorevious section, this
study analyse these eight debatgdebates which responded to the White Paper of
July 1971 in which the government announced thentioh of entering the EQ)
Debates on the European Community Bill 1972 whiehr@adings of the Bill for the
accession to the EQ) Debates on the continued membership which aesidalivard a
referendum on membershi) Debates on the SEA which are readings of the Earop
Communities (Amendment) Bilb) Debates on the Treaty of Maastricht which are
readings of the European Communities (Amendmelhf)@iDebates on the Treaty of
Amsterdam which are readings of the European Cortigsu(Amendment) Bill 7)

Debates on the Treaty of Nice which are readings of thep&amdJnion (Amendment)
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Bill, and 8) Debates on the Treaty of Lisbon which are readihtigedEuropean Union
(Amendment) Bill

The reason | have narrowed down the extent of datgsad by limiting the analysis
to these debates is because even if we just focassthe European matter in Hansard
records, the amount of data would still be lardeatadle within the timespan allowed for
a PhD dissertation. Firstly, again, the focusisfstudy is on the actual debates, thus non
debates data such as Oral or Written Answers @ancHansard will be excluded for
the analysis. Secondly, in order to be classifetdiden the Favour group who voted for
a bill and the Against group who voted againdl,tl necessary to view the process of
those bills which have been adopted and would reyerel the UK to change some
institutions as a member state of the EU, except fdirshelebate in 1971 that was not
the legislative procedure. The reason why thisysheludes the debate of 1971, which
was‘Debates which responded to the White Paper ol 9y, in which the government
announced the intention of entering the’ BE written in the beginning of this part, is
because this debate was the starting point fdditie accession to the EC. Thus, those
debates that have not involved passing a bill;wiese not about EU matters; or that
were before the actual joining process into thenifbe excluded. Consequently, the
eight above-mentioned debates have been leftdarthlysis. In each debate, then, the
second and the third readings, which are debatibe doill (except for the first debate in

1971 that had held a reading once) are the datiafarsthe analysis. The analysis of
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newspapers also limits the data analysed to the parnod of each debate so that the

resultsof the newspaper analysis can be compared to ti@pemtary debates.

The definition of the period

This study focusses on the period between year 48312009. After year 2009
which is the Cameron administration and the coaljovernment of the Conservative
Party and the Liberal Democrats, there is nogatifin process for a new treaty of the
EU and the administration is on-going at the tirimerrting this dissertationThus it is
difficult to evaluate post-2009 developments. Betbe year 1971, especially in 1960s,
there were debates over the European matter beBaiage applied to join the EEC
twice in 1961 and in 1967. However, this studyéxatuded these time periods because
their debates did not actually result in gainingmipership. That is, it is difficult to
compare to other periods when Britain had alrezdyine a member of the EC/EU
although debates in 1971 and 1972 were beforetdhes f membership. In this
perspective, these debates of 1971 and 1972 a@ufhipared to those debates in 1961
and 1967 as debates on the application for meniferdving said that, as this study
examines the impact of European integration orodise of MPs, it is reasonable to
start the investigation from the debate on theahattcession to the EC. Thus the focus
here is on the period between year 1971 and 20009.

The study then divides this almost-40 year period thtee time period€ight

debates were held in 1) 1971, 2) 1972, 3) 19788, 5) 1992-1993, 6) 1997-1998, 7)
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2001, and 8) 2088 Although it may be possible to compare theset elghates
individually, the process and the subject of corsparwould be complicated. For
example, how should we compare 1971 to the otiwensgebates? Do we need to
compare them one by one? There would be too mangarsons of debates and, as a
result, the focus point of analysis would be vadweordingly, some of these debates
need to be combine®ebates of 1986 and 1992-1993 were under the Catiger
government and debates of 1997-1998, 2001 and @8 under the Labour
government. Thus it is reasonable to view each goverrpegotl as one period for the
analysis. The problem is how | should treat theetltebates in the 1970s because the
first two debates were under the Conservative gowvant and the last debate was under
the Labour government. If the study defined theogeof the analysis as just the
government period, it would be possible to divid® ifour time periods in total
However, as far as the length of the period is exmiec, these four periods are too
unequal for the analysis such as @bneyear period of 1975 and thirteen-year period
of 1997-2009. Taking this perspective into accauntt because the content of debate
throughout 1970s can be seen as membership debatasparison with debates of
1980s- 2000s, which were the ratification debates forehision of the EC/EU treaties,

| define the three debates in 1970s as one peneddr the analysis. The comparison

¥ Although the actual readings for the ratificatibthe Treaty of Lisbon were held in 2008, the iref
Lisbon itself entered into force in 2009. Thereftire general framework for the period of the &g
between 1971 and 20009.
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between the Conservative government of 1971 and 19%Beahdbour government of
1975 can also be conducted within the analysiseperiod.

Consequently, this study compares three time gerlgdl971-1975, 2) 1985-1993,
and 3) 1997-2009. Each period then will be analiysedparate chapters. The difference
of each debate within each period will also be @b Therefore, the analysis can be

conducgdboth within each period and through over-timeqoksi

This section clarified the demarcation of the dathe used for the discourse analysis.
Concepts must be measurable and, at the saménaenpirical analysis requires some
limitations, as it is not possible to analyse ki eliscourse on sovereign®iscourse
change on sovereignty can be analysed in varioys &een though | limit it to British
elites, and particularly to British MPs. Thus digse analysis from Chapter 5 onward
requires further limitation of the extent of dtanake clear the scope of the analysis.
That is why this study applies those conditions@bdhe Conclusion to the dissertation
reflects on the potential limitations of the analythat result from the data selection
choices outlined in this section. The next secbiatines more precisely how the

discourse analysis will be conducted.

4.4 Threeanalytical approaches

This section describes how | conduct my analysisidlly, this study analyses how

elites have used the waisbvereigntyin their discourse. Therefore, this analyssds
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to focus on the usage of sovereignty, which caexbmined from various angles. Three
angles for examining the usage could be confirémtd usage, which is about how

MPs qualify and explain the word sovereignty, Dfin usage is about how MPs

define sovereignty, and Interpretation usage isitatimv MPs interpret sovereignty in

the process of European integration. The analysisercarried out by three approaches
which are based on these angles.

Before providing detailed explanations of these@aghes, however, | clarify some
common conditions for this analysis. Firstly, pamglages such as intonations, accents
and pauses are not included in the analysis. Soatgs apply this to their discourse
analysis. However, as it is impossible to listerpast debates, | must focus only on
written texts of Hansard and newspaper articlesoriéily, the carry-over effect in
discussion will be excluded. Other spedkessnments may affect a speakdiscourse
but, if they are included, the scope of analydido@iunclear and unwieldy. The analysis
thus only focusses on the speakeiscourse. Thirdly, as | have argued in the pusvi
section, all sentences that are repetitions of othekeyseand views of a third party will
be omitted. It is important to focus on those s@dae that are expressions of speakers
own Vien.

On the basis of these conditions, therefore, boowihfirm three common patterns as
the approaches of this analysis in the discouFses, speakers used many differing
words to explain and express the wéasdvereigntyy The words used are diffeten

depending on the speaker. Second, some speakertoterplain the definition of
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sovereignty in their discourse in order to claofyto support the reasons for their
statements. Third, many speakers tend to refletodonclusion or prediction of how

and whether sovereignty would be affected, oncédl &as been passed. The three
approaches used here are based on these obsdiees padiscourses and are labelled

as Word usage analysis, Definition analysis, atetidretation analysis.

Word usage analysis

The question | ask here is what kind of word spsakave used when they talk
about sovereignty. Why have they used a varietyanfls to explain or to qualify the
word ‘sovereignty? | believe that those words that explain or qualifg word
‘sovereignty’ are different depending on MPs’ political stand and the context of debates.
Then, | expect that the usage of those words tdlhge over time. The words used
could be a verb, a noun or an adjective, but taeye classified into two categories: one
is the word of exposition and the other is the vaifgbssession. The word of exposition
is those words that explain what sovereignty velldo what sovereignty has been by
those legislative procedures. And the word of passesssthose words that express the
possession or location of sovereignty.

In each category, moreover, the words are dividetida#ymeanings. For the word

of exposition, which explains what sovereignty \é# or has been, they are: Negative,

Changed, Unchanged/Defensive and Positive. Thdedetist of these words that
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appeared in debates is presented as Table Al dpendix 1. Generally, the meaning
captured in each of these is as follows:
Negative: sovereignty will go or has gone, or béllor has been limie
Changed: sovereignty will be or has been ating
Unchanged/Defensive: sovereignty will be aribeen defended or unaffected.
Positive: sovereignty will be or has beenetastrengthened, or will be or has

been used for a certain purpose.

Each type can be divided more in detail. For exanmplthe Negative type, some
words explain sovereignty has been completely sl the other words explain
sovereignty has not been lost but has been undetnirictly speaking, they are
different meanings. Similarly, in the Unchangedébsive type, those words whereby
speakers explain the status of sovereigntyrashangetand asdefensiveare different.
Also, in the Positive type, there are passive mgarand active meanings. In order to
make a difference among these types and to firhd of each group easily, however, |
decided to not subdivide minutely. Hence, the Negasage means those words which
explain the status of sovereignty negatively agehbalt of resolutions. Thehanged
usage means those words which explain that ths stsovereignty will change or has
changed but do not explain whether it will changehas changed negatively or
positively. The Unchanged/Defensive usage meass tlvords which explain that the

status of sovereignty will not change or has nahghd, or will be defended or has been
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defended. And, the Positive usage means those wdndh explain the status of
sovereignty positively in either a passive wayroacetive way.

For the word of possession, which expresses thtddoor possession of sovereignty,
those words areur, governmentParliamentthe Housgthe peoplenationa) monarch
European and restricted such as legal, econonac,Tee words‘parliamentary
sovereignty and ‘national sovereigntycontain the conceptual meaning itself. In this
analysis, however, those grouped words are tifleheolocation or possession. If
‘parliamentary sovereigritgnd ‘national sovereigntyvere mentioned in discourse, of
course, they would be regarded as the locatiorogsegsion, too. The detailed list of
these words that appeared in debates is also jpesesn Table A1.2 in Appendix 1.
Many speakers refer to these words in their diseolrhe usage of these words may
differ in each position or may have changed oxee. ti

Word usage analysis, both the word of expositiahtha word of possession, is
conducted by a quantitative approach. | simply teaoh type of word and view the
number in every position: Government, the Congeev&arty, the Labour Party, the
Favour group (who voted in favour of a bill), ahd Against group (who voted against a
bill). The data on each debate and on each positionatitie the same, so the result of

the analysis will be presented in ratio by a patch colour.

Definition analysis

The Oxford dictionary defines sovereignty as fatiow
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1. complete power to govern a country
2. the state of being a country with freedom to goiself
Oxford Advanced Learnér Dictionary of Current English, sixth edition, Ot

University Press 2000.

As | have argued in Chapter 1, however, there @ieug definitions in academic
debates. Therefore, the purpose of this analyss show how the speakers define
sovereignty in various ways and to find whethergh@sious definitions have a certain
trend in different groups or in different periods. | introduced three different points of
argument over sovereignty in Chapter 3, | expettEefinition analysis can indicate
which argument MPs emphasise and can suggest whethpoihisirof argument have
changed.

The procedure of analysis is to extract discoulsshave made reference to the
definition of sovereignty and to classify them ithe same way as the Word usage
analysis: Government, the Conservative Party, theucdarty, the Favour group (who
voted in favour of a bill), and the Against grouin¢ voted against a bill). The definition
of sovereignty can be found in two ways: what segaty should be and who or which
body should have sovereignty. The analysis thes twndetermine and to present the
point of the discourse. The analysis of the former idefircan be carried out by taking
three points of argument into consideration: lghabretical and practicdtor example,

some people view the definition of sovereigntydmuksing on a practical meaning, and
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other people talk about the definition of sovergigoy focussing on a theoretical
meaning
Legal: the formal, legal right of final decisiorchuas international law, supremacy
of EU law
Theoretical: The privacy and separation of natiategdision-making such as
independence, freedom and symbolic control
Practical: power, leverage, ability to produceltgsihe practical control of a state

or society

Of course, all definitions cannot apply these tiperspectives. Those which are not
classified into these three perspectives will be ekamined and presentspoints of
the discourse. The latter definition can presemtplsi who or which body has
sovereignty. Hence, the defioiti of sovereignty may differ in each position and may

change over time.

Interpretation analysis

This is a more detailed form of analysis than the alvavamnalyses. In Word usage
analysis, the focus is onbn the ratio of words. In Interpretation analysis tia other
hand, the focus includes how those words are nsdiddourse. In Definition analysis,
the focus is on the definition of sovereignty in genérat is, what view on sovereignty

speakers have. In Interpretation analysis, on tter tvand, my focus is to find how
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speakers have viewed or interpreted what sovereigihtye under the phenomenon of
European integration and at each event of progesssg attention to the difference of
discourse. At the end of the first section of Chiafit | hypothesised that if certain
conditions surrounding the state changed, thenmbaning of sovereignty would
become ambiguous and conclude that, in defininggheept, we only give it different
interpretations through the construction of thedmgré&fore, the purpose of this analysis
is to find those different interpretations throtigg construction of theory. The procedure
is to extract those discourses that have mademeteto the interpretation, and then to
show whether the different interpretation can be fountifferent groups, which are the
same as the previous two analyses, and in somé pelop make their statements a
couple of times, during each period and over tand,then, if some differences can be
found, how has it changed. The analysis is caoigdby applying the following
theoretical classifications.

By joining in the EC or passing a bill of Europeastter,

1. Cession: Sovereignty will be transferred to theEEC or all or a part of

sovereignty will be lost or limited.
2. UnaftectedSovereignty will not be changed.
3. Utilisation Sovereignty will be transferred to or be pooleth@ EC/EU in

exchange for some advantages.

And also, through membership activities in the EC/E
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4. ReinforcementSovereignty will be strengthened, be used or sfoamed

by way of enhancing its capacity.

These classifications seem to be correlated tovting of exposition in the Word
usage analysis. But this time the Negative usage dbesways correspond to cession
It could be incorporated into utilisation too bessasome people say that the UK will be
advantaged by accepting a limitation of sovereidgrite difference between utilisation
and reinforcement is that utilisation seeks somerddges in exchange for a part of
sovereignty and reinforcement views that sovergigan be strengthened through
membership activities. As this reinforcement integgion may suggest that the meaning
of sovereignty can be changed, | will pay particaitiention to this interpretation.
Analytically, it is possible to divide it into a meodetailed classification. For example,
some people view that the loss of sovereigntygietiable on the one hand; other people
view that the loss of sovereignty is desirablehenather hand. However, here | would
like to take these four categories as the basiddirthe analysis and investigate details in
each section along with this basic line. Hence, mospietations will be classified into
these four groups at first. Some speakers statartiegpretations several times during
discussion. | regard them as one interpretatiorthisf speaker, when possible.
Consequently, the trends and changes of inteipreiathose five groups (Government,
the Conservative Party, the Labour Party, the gvaup were in favour and the group

who were against) will be examined. As stated gbswee people who make their
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statements of interpretation over time will be exaoh to determine whether their

interpretations have changed or not.

Summary

This chapter first discussed what discourse asalysand how | apply it to my
analysishow the demarcation of discourse analysis is edtell] and then, introduced
three analytical approaches to be used in my tadiess In brief, discourse constructs
social reality. Hence, discourse analysis is aitgtiaé methodology that focusses
attention on the role that language and communiisakiave in shaping the social world
(Burnham et al. 2008, p248). However, we foundttiee is no fixed way of carrying
out discourse analysis. In order to conduct thiysieaystematically, | apply the work of
Potter and Wetherell and borrowed the key relestages of the analysis of discourse
from their guidelinesl) sample selection, 2) collection of records anclidhents, 3)
transcription, 4) coding, 5) analysis. Before | start toyaaaliscourse change, then, it is
important to clarify why only MPs are analysed, iy are divided into five groups,
why Hansard and newspapers are used, why eightesedra applied, and why the
period of analysis is for 1971-2009 and this periativisled into three time periods for
the analysis. These conditions make the analysitfe and unique.

For the analysis, three analytical approachedheithdopted: Word usage analysis,
Definition analysis and Interpretation analysis.riVosage analysis is conducted by a

guantitative approach and focusses on what kingafs speakers have used when they
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talk about sovereignty. Those words that explaguatify the wordsovereigntywill be
different depending on MPgolitical stand and the context of debates. Biglitig those
words into specific types: NegativehangedUnchanged/Defensive and Positive, and
by counting the number of those words in each fibpuld be possible to detect any
trend in usage in MPgliscourse. The trend may differ between governraadt
opposition, the Conservative Party and the Labarty,Por the Favour group and the
Against group. Definition analysis is carried oetduse there are various definitions of
sovereignty in academia. Therefore, the defintammbe different depending on MPs. In
the previous chapter, | introduced three diffepaibts of argument over sovereignty
legal theoretical and practical. A definition analysia eaicate which argument MPs
pay attention and can suggest whether their pahtargument have changed.
Interpretation analysis focusses on how speakems Yiawed or interpreted what
sovereignty will be under the phenomenon of Europeeagration and at each event of
progress paying attention to the difference ofadise. Therefore, | expect that MPs
interpretation of sovereignty can come down to fands of interpretation: cession
unaffected utilisation and reinforcement, through the meclmagioof adaptational
pressure and interactions as to the progress op&am integration and through other
factors such as competitive debates. By analysiegpretations of sovereignty using
this categorisation schepieis expected that any differences between gowvemhisnd
opposition, the Conservative Party and the Labarty,Por the Favour group and the

Against group will be detected.
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The main target of these three analyses is a cmmpabetween period#
comparison analysis will be provided in Chaptarite analysis of the period between
1997 and 2009 has been completed. Therefore, pt€ed® and 6, analyses are mainly

focussed on a single period.
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5 The accesson to the EC and the
referendum on member ship (1971-1975)

This chapter outlines the discourse analysis waddgrtfor the period between 1971
and 1975. Samples of analysis include: 1) debdiehwesponded to the White Paper
of July 1971 when the government announced its iatenfientering the EC (October
1971), 2) debates on the European Community Bill in 29f&h include the readings
of the Bill for the accession to the EC (Februaduly 1972), and 3) debates on the
referendum on membership (April 1975).

The size and extent of the data for each sarmgi@ign as Table A2.1 in Appendix 2.
The analysis was carried out by looking at thesidifice amongst groups and over the
time period, and the data are divided into theodailg groups: government, the
Conservative Party, the Labour Party, the Favaauytwho voted in favour of a bill),
and the Against group (who voted against a biltid Aalso, two newspapers within the
same period of those three debates are examireediriiés and The Guardian.

Within the data, as | noted in the previous chagllesentences that are repetitions of
other speakers and introduce general points of arewexcluded~or example; The
pro-Marketeers justify their general position byirsg that no more loss of sovereignty
would be involved when we enter than when we sigrother international agreent’

(Mr James Callaghan, Labour). This is not the ssaiMr Callaghan) viewpoint on

sovereignty but him positing the general vievinorketeers
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Using this data, | conducted three forms of discoursgsimalver this period, Word

usage analysis, Definition analysis and Interpoetainalysis.

5.1 Word usageanalyss
Word usage analysis is conducted using a quarditgtiproach and focusses on what

kind of word, including phrasal verbs, speakersehased in sentences related to
sovereignty. | believe that those words that explagualify the word sovereigntyare
different depending on MPpolitical stand and the context of debates. Therpect
that the usage of those words may change oveiftién these sentences, two types of
words are frequently recognisable. The first isvtleed of exposition which explains
how sovereignty has been or will be when or ifthé passes those related bills to
European matters. The word list of expositiondsshas Table Al.1 in Appendix 1. For
example, | quote a few of sentences from the debh8 1.

1. ‘The value-added tax is a derogation of the sovereignty of this Parliament.” (Mr

Michael Foot, Labour)
2. ‘Taccept that British sovereignty will be impaired.” (Mr Jo Grimond, Liberal)
3. ‘If we go in, sovereignty will be shared because we shall beggoio a

partnership.” (Mr Michael Fidler, Conservative)

The word of exposition is derogation in No. 1,ropaired in No. 2, and be shared

in No. 3. They can be nouns or verbs within théepee.
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The second recognisable type is the word of poseeSgpeakers often talk about the
possession or location of sovereignty. The wardflipossession is shown as Table?A1
in Appendix 1. In the above examples, this Parliament iriMdad British in No. 2 are
the word of possession.

Both types of words do not always appear in thie A&d, also, negative phrasings
need to be excluded because they could be raptifoother speakers and could be
indistinct with what thespeakers’ point is. For example,If we enter the enlarged
Community, we shall gain an accession of sovereignty, not lose sovereignty’ (Mr Charles
Pannell). In this sentence, | regard the word gaihe word of exposition. However, the
word lose is not appropriate for this analysis becauselltl be a denial of somebdgly
comment. This analysis only includes the words d@natclearly recognisable as the
speakes viewpoint. This precondition of analysis is agblio Chapters 6 and 7 as well.

The final section in Chapter 7 summarises the cosgpebetween these three periods.

5.1.1 The word of exposition
As illustrated in the list of the word of expositiortfie previous chapter, | classified
the word of exposition into four types.
Negative: sovereignty will go or has gone, or lgllor has been limited.
Changed: sovereignty will be or has been changed.

Unchanged/Defensive: sovereignty will be or has lbleéended or unaffected.
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Positive: sovereignty will be or has beemsgfiteened, or will be or has been used for

a certain purpose.

Except for thePositive typg all the words indicate the result of the accesaial
the further development of the Community. On the dthed, Positive wordsindicate
not only the result but also the active intenthef government or the state. These four
names of headings just symbolise how words are used

This type of analysis does not pay attention tortbaning or the content of discourse.
The purpose of this type of analysis is to findtbethumber or the ratio of these types of
words. In other words, | focus on how often thesedg/have been used. By counting
the number of those words in each type, it wibbssible to find a difference in usage of
MPs discourse. The analysis is carried out by finding comparing the difference
between groups and periods. The size and exterd déth varies in each debate, and |
show this as a ratio with pie charts. In order to sediffieeence easily, each type of the
word usage was coloured differently. Though thesleucs are not particularly
significant, red is for Negative and blue is fosiee, purple is for Changed, and finally,
green is for Unchanged/Defensive. Some key pi¢schdibe shown in the text and all
pie charts, including numbers of data points amvshas Figures A2.+ A2.7 in

Appendix 2.

147



Governments(FigureA2.1)

As Figure A2.1 indicates, members of governmenisgithis period tended to use
‘Positive wordswhen they talked about sovereignty. This is mietrer when we see
this in comparison to other groups. Only governments meege than 50% oPositive
words. Although this is only one approach of analysdiss tesult shows that the
government took a positive attitude for the acoadsi the EC and that the discourse had
already Europeanised as David Allen argued (Allé%20139). Unfortunately, there is
only one observation for 1975. Therefore, it ifiadit to compare the Conservative
Government (1971 & 1972) and the Labour Governifd&ms). That is, it is impossible
to determine whether the difference between thepatoted in academic literature is

supported with the data.

The ConservativeParty (FigureA2.2)

Although the percentage of théegative usagénas fluctuated slightly, tH&ositive
usageby the Conservative Party was almost the samergage throughout this period.
In comparison with governments, speakers from thes€vative Party (in 1971 and
1972, backbenchers only) used moiegative words when they talked about
sovereignty. From only this percepetive, it is fibsgo infer that the government had
been Europeanised, and other MPs had not beendanisgd, as Bulmer and Burch

argued (Bulmer and Burch 1998, p607).
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Figure 5.1: A comparison of Governments and wittGbieservative party through this

period

1971-1975 Governments 1971-1975 Conservative

mnegative

mnegative
B changed

®munchanged # unchanged

= positive

W positive

N=32 (out of 73 words of sovereignty) N=199 (out of 371)

TheLabour Party (FigureA2.3)

As shown in Figure A2.3, the remarkable trend m Itabour Party is that the
percentage of thiNegative usagés more than three-quarters throughout this peltiod
is therefore possible to say that speakers of #imur Party tended to use more
‘Negative wordsthan the Conservative Party. In 1975, ‘tPasitive usagavas slightly
higher than the other two debates. This may be betteisabour Party was in power.
After winning both the 1974 general elections, tdaMyilson suspended collectivity
over the issue of Europe (Jones 2007, p135). Hausesult could be influenced by
discourse of those people who were for membershipea party under the Wilson

Government.

149



Figure 5.2: The results of the Labour Party in elstiate

1971 Labour 1972 Labour 1975 Labour

Hnegative

mnegative u changed Hnegative

W positive munchanged W positive

B positive

N=43 (out of 75) N=174 (out of 325) N80t of 83)

Favour & Againg (FiguresA24 & A25)

| next compare the group that favoured the bill (Figig&Pand the group that was
against the bill (Figure A2.5). Not surprisinghetPositive usag®f the Favour group is
much higher than the Against group. However, tseltseare interesting in that the
percentage of théPositive usagefor the Favour group has gradually decreased
throughout this period, whereas the percentageeoPositive usagefor the Against
group has increased in this period. Another rerblekpoint is that, in 1972, the
‘Unchanged/Defensive usagéthe Favour group was quite high. This is the oate
in which the‘Unchanged/Defensive usagas been more than 20%. Consequently, this
is also the only case that tiidegative usagaes less than 50%, except in government.
Paradoxically speaking, thidegative usagef the Favour group in 1971 and 1975 were
more than 50%. Therefore, the Favour group inpgld tended to usdegative

words even though they are in favour of bills.
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Figure 5.3: The results of the Favour and the Atjgioup in each debate

1971 Favour 1972 Favour 1975 Favour

Enegative Hnegative
Hnegative
mchanged  changed ¢

munchanged

munchanged munchanged

Hpositive

Hpositive B positive

2%

N=51 (out of 103) N=126 (out of 221) N=72 (out 067
1971 Against 1972 Against 1975 Against
‘ M negative
o m changed W negative
£ munchanged M positive
B positive
N=43 (out of 71) N=223 (out of 391) N=10 (out 6j 2
Totals(FigureA2.6)

A remarkable trend in this period is that tNegative usagéotalled more than 60%.
The ‘Positive usadgealso gradually decreased year on year. By takiagrasult of
different governments into consideration, a smeicgntage of # ‘Positive usage
shows how backbenchers and members of the oppaditionot use mansPositive

words in this period.
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Figure 5.4: The results of total in each debate

1971 Total 1972 Total 1975 Total

M negative mnegative - "
negauve
mchanged  changed

=unchanged

munchanged munchanged

M positive

M positive B positive

N=94 (out of 174) N=356 (out of 621) 12<But of 203)

Newspapers (FigureA2.7)

The available figures show the total for this pk(al of the three debates) because
the extent of the data in each debate was vergtimhlithough the extent of the data
from The Times is not great, as shown in Figure7 Athe results of these two
newspapers are completely different. The Timesdaotes more comments with the
‘Positive usage whereas The Guardian introduces over 90% of corsnvath the
‘Negative usageFrom a comparison with Hansard records (Figur®,AD71-1975
Total), it is clear that their results are poleariafdhe most similar results with Hansard
records are the government group (Figure A2.11-1975 Governments) for The Times
and the Against group (Figure A2.5, 1971-1975 Agjpfor The Guardian. Therefore, it
is possible to say that The Times advocated anagpsimilar to that of the government
and The Guardian advocated an approach simil@pimstion group who voted against
the bills. The difference between The Times and Goardian illustrates the split

between the government and the opposition. Does thisthregalhe Times would have
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already Europeanised too if the government hadpearased? | will discuss this later

when comparing other periods.

Figure 5.5: A comparison of The Times and The Gaard

1971-1975 The Times 1971-1975 The Guardian

3%

- Hnegative
W negative unch "
unchangex

M positive

W positive

N=8 (out of 16) N=34 (out of 111)

5.1.2 The word of possession

As illustrated in the previous chapter, | havesifiesl the word of possession into
nine groups: ouyrgovernmentParliamentthe Housgethe peoplenationa) monarch
European and restricted such as legal, economi§pakers did not always mention a
word of possession. Therefore, the results refibat word of possession they are likely
to have meant when they talk about sovereigntyl@ratic is what thevord ‘our
means as it is ambiguous. The wadr’ can be groups such as parliament, the House,
the people and national. As this part of the aisalgsusses on how often these words
have been used rather than why they have beer uskedhow the frequency of the pie
chart in the same way as the analysis of the wWaxrmsition. Some key pie charts will
be shown in the text and all pie charts, includiogbers of data points are shown as

Figures A2.8-A2.14 in Appendix 2.
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Governments (FigureA2.8)

Because of the shortage of data in 1971 and 19Kbdoe in 1971 and no data in
1975), it is difficult to find trends of governmerit each debate. In total, as shown in
Figure 5.6, more than 60% of speakers talked d@bheusovereignty of parliament or
parliamentary sovereignty when they referred tpdssession of sovereignty. Although
other groups (Figures A2- A2.14) are also likely to use this word of possessialy, o

the government is over 60%.

Figure 5.6: Government total

1971-1975 Government Total

6%

mour
B Parliament

M national

Hrestricted

N=16 (out of 73)

The Conservative Party (FigureA2.9)

The feature of the Conservative Party in this pasdhat the percentage of use of
‘Parliameritgradually increased. In 197Parliameritwas the third greatest percentage
usage aftefour’ and‘the people However, in 1972 and 197%arliamentwas the

most frequent, and accounted for more than 40%oafiswvof possession. Unlike the
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result of the word of exposition, the differencetween government and the

Conservative Party, especially in 1972, is notalsi

Figure 5.7: The results of the Conservative Paach debate

1971 Conservative 1972 Conservative 1975 Conservative

4%

mour mour

M Parliament B Parliament Hour

u the House mthe House mParliament

W national mthe people mthe House

W restricted Enational Hnational

= European Hrestricted

4%

N=26 (out of 83) N=46 (out of 194) 18<out of 94)

TheLabour Party (FigureA2.10)

There are no significant features in relation eltAbour Party. In comparison with
the Conservative Party, it is interesting to riat the result in total is quite similar to the
Conservative Party. The largest percentageadiamerit the second largest'mur’, the

third largest isnational, the fourth largest ishe Housé

Figure 5.8: A comparison of the Conservative pang with the Labour Party of this

period

1971-1975 Conservative 1971-1975Labour
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= Parliament Parti ¢
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H the people

= national onal
M nation:
m restricted "
H restricte

European

N=90 (out of 371) N=98 (out of 483)
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Favour and Againg (FiguresA2.11 & A2.12)

The majority of those who voted in favour of thiéihi 1971 used the ambiguous
word ‘our’; on the other hand, those speakers who votedsaieerill in 1971 used the
term‘national sovereigntynuch more. In 1972, both groups spoke of the sigyey of
parliament or parliamentary sovereignty. In 1978, difficult to compare because of the
shortage of data for the Against group. In generalethét of the Favour group is quite
similar to the result of the Conservative Party thedresult of the Against group is
similar to the result of the Labour Party; esplgitie large percentage of the usage of

‘the Housgby both the Labour Party and the Against grodi9iril.

Figure 5.9: The results of the Favour and the Atjgioup in each debate

1971 Favour 1972 Favour 1975 Favour

1%

mour

®our . Eour
; B Parliament .
= Parliament = Parliament
mthe House
® national mthe House
mthe people

mrestricted mthe people
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European mnational

Hrestricted

N=26 (out of 103) N=52 (out of 221) 12+8ut of 176)

1971 Against 1972 Against 1975 Against

Hour

mour B Parliament

B Parliament u the House B Parliament

mthe House u the people mnational

Hnational W national

Hrestricted

N=20 (out of 71) N=87 (out of 391) Nout of 26)
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Figure 5.10: The Labour Party in 1971 for companitly the Against group in 1971

1971 Labour

mour
B Parliament
mthe House

Hnational

N=16 (out of 75)

Total (FigureA2.13)

As a whole, it is difficult to find remarkable faets of this period. What we can find
is that the usage @Parliameritin 1971 is not as significant compared to otherse
Looking at results of the whole of this peridearliameritis the largest percentage. This
indicates that speakers are likely to believe gragntary sovereignty to be important

when they have talked about the European mattees 5972.

Figure 5.11: The results of total in 1971 and thelevof this period

1971 Total 1971-1975 Total

4% 2% 1%

mour

= our
B Parliament
B Parliament
=the House
mthe House
mthe people
Hnational A
Hnational
Hrestricted ;
mrestricted

B European

European

N=46 (out of 174) N=224 (oud88s)

Newspapers (FigureA2.14)
The Times used the same percentag@afiameritand‘national, though it must be

noted that the total number of stories in thisgokis relatively small and that all data
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only came from in 1972. The large percentage ushgetional was not possible to
view in any group of 1972 and was a feature of the Labaotyr &al the Against group

in 1971 and 1975. This is an interesting resulase it is said that The Times in this
period supported the Conservative Party and trerdliParty in general. In consequence,
this result is the reverse of the result of thgeisdthe word of exposition.

The Guardian introduced much more comments thanTines, and they came
from all year through this period. The result & the percentage @Parliameritis the
largest as 49%. The result of The Guardian doesomaispond to any other groups.

The comparison with the total of this period witanidard records shows that both

newspapers are not likely to introduce the usagaict

Figure 5.12A comparison of The Times and with The Guardian

1971-1975 The Times 1971-1975 The Guardian

3%

®our

- B Parliament
= Parliament
u the House
= the House

u the people
H national peop

M national

Europe

N=7 (out of 16) N=40 (out of 111)

Summary of Word usageanalyss
In the word of exposition, as a whole, a differemc®ngst groups is generally clear.
Members of governments tend to tResitive words Members of the opposition party

and backbenchers tend to tidegative words A difference between newspapers is also
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clear. The Times tends to introduce comments wiseliPositive wordson the one
hand; The Guardian tends to introduce commentshwise‘Negative wordson the
other hand. However, a difference of the word afspssion is not clear. Although
‘Parliameritand ‘our’ are used with a high percentage, MPs generally tefmany

types of possession

5.2 Definition analysis

This section analyses how speakers define sousteidneir comments relating to
definitions are not many but are diverse. Thusléfimition can be different depending
on MPs. As | introduced three different pointsrgtianent over sovereignty in Chapter 3,
| expect that Definition analysis can indicate \whacgument MPs pay attention and can
suggest whether their points of argument have eaaritherefore, | tried to find
differences, commonalities and consistencies fravarious comments. The extent of
the data that | found from each debate is showalals A2.2 in Appendix 2. As we can
see, the number of comments is not great sortt@tjér to analyse definitions easily, the
point of discourse was focussed on each speedkciaptaking three points of
argument over sovereignty into consideration: |etijgdoretical and practical. For
example:
1. ‘Sovereignty is a matter of power to make decisions and to achieve purposes. It is no

good saying that sovereignty is a legal question.” (Mr John P. Mackintosh, Labour)
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2. ‘Tuse sovereignty as a term of international law and not as a question of power.” (Mr
Michael English, Labour)

3. ‘Sovereignty means to me national independence for the determination of a nation's
destiny.” (Sir Gerald Nabarro, Conservative)

4. ‘Sovereignty is retained in the House of Commons.” (Mr Harold Lever, Labour)

The above cited examples are contrasting defisitiime first states that sovereignty is a
matter of power to make decisions, not a legaltiguesvhereas the second says that
sovereignty is a term of international law, notuastion of power. In other words, the
first statement emphasise that sovereignty shewalved through a practical meaning
and the second one says that sovereignty shouleéwed through a legal meaning
These contrasting definitions show that there isamsistent agreement on the definition
of sovereignty amongst MPs and that their pointargtiment on sovereignty are
different The third definition focusses on a theoretical nmgand the forth definition
talks about the location of sovereignty. Thereftire,definition of sovereignty can be
found in two ways: what sovereignty should be aditkt three sentences and who or
which body should have sovereignty as the lastisesit The focus on this analysis is to
make clear what each group says about the defirficovereignty, and what is the
most common or distinctive definition at each deltat®ighout this period. The points

of definition are shown as Table A2.3 in Appendix 2.
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Governments

The extenbf the data for Government speakisrsot great in this period, so the
result may not represent each government or theeygbgernments. As the number is
small, all definitions are cited individually below

In 1971, only Mr Edward Heath, the Prime Minister, made areamhof definition.
He said, ‘Sovereignty belongs to all of ushis is talking about the location of
sovereignty. In 1972, only Mr Geoffrey Ripp@hancellor of the Duchy of Lancaster
made a comment. He referred to two statementseosatine day: 1sovereignty is a
word which is used much more for its emotional than for its legal significance’; 2) “...,
and nothing that | have said overrides that conokfite legal sovereignty vested in
Parliament.The second sentence is quite long, thus onlyt afgbwas quoted. It is easy
to recognise that the second one was a respoasgiéstion from an MP that was raised
after the first comment. Although he found thateselgnty is used for emotional reasons
consequently, he focussed on a legal meaning efesgraty and noted the locatiasin
Parliament. In 1975, only Mr James Callaghan, #éwefary of State for Foreign and
Commonwealth Affairs, referred to a definition of/ereignty:‘But true sovereignty is
the power to make efféet decisions in our own affairs.” It is possible to recognise that
his definition focussed ampractical meaning of sovereignty.

Governments in this period thus had no consendglefinitions. Their diverse views
included legal and practical meanings and theidocaf sovereignty as in all and in

Parliament, and they did not refer to any othenitieh.
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The Conservative Party

In 1971, nine comments on definitions from Condea/Ps can be found. The
most frequent definition, with three appearances, ene which stated that sovereignty
has changed. This definition is not saying whaemgnty is; rather, it is saying that
certain ideas of sovereignty are not prominent angnor examplée;The Austinian
idea of sovereignty completely ®hed” (Mr Percy Grieve, Conservative). Ironically,
these views suggest that it is difficult to defiogereignty at this stage. The second most
frequent definitionswith two appearances, were ones which focussed brptettical
and theoretical meanisg

In 1972, nine comments on definition can be fodik most frequent definitions
with two appearances, were ones which focussedtwoeetical meaning, sovereignty
has changed and the location of sovereignty ag iHouse of Commons

In 1975, when Conservatives were in oppositiorgrseomments of definition can
be found. The most frequent definition, with foppearances, was one which focussed
ona practical meaning. The second most frequenttaedfirwith two appearances, was
one which focussed @theoretical meaning.

Overall, the most frequent definitions throughbig period, with six appearances,
wereones which focussed on both theoretical and practienings. And the second
was, with five appearances, one which sovereigasydinanged. This result will be

compared with the Labour Party and the Favour group
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TheLabour Party

In 1971, only three comments on definition madediyour Party MPs can be found.
They are all different and relate to: sovereigaty thanged, a practical meaning and the
location of sovereigntgsin Parliament. All of them also appear in the te=bim 1972.

In 1972, 21 comments on definition were found. The magidra definitions, with
four appearances, were ones which focusserpoacti@l meaning and the location of
sovereignty as in Parliament. The second mostdregwith three appearances, was
one which focussed on a theoretical meaning. Ting thost frequent, with two
appearances, were many and relateattegal meaningnot a practical meaning
sovereignty has multiple meanings and the locafi@overeignty as both in Parliament
and in the people.

In 1975, four comments on definition were founde fost frequent definition, with
two appearances, was one which focussegpaactical meaning

In total, the most frequent definition of this periodsywaith seven appearances, one
which focussed ora practical meaning. The second most frequent, with f
appearances, was the location of sovereignty Raiilimment, and the third, with three
appearances, was one which focussea threoretical meaning and not a practical
meaning. In comparison with the Conservative Paxtyssing on a theoretical meaning
by members of the Labour Party was less thoughvtmssthe third frequent. And also,

the location of sovereignty as in Parliament wasentioan the Conservative Party.
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However, other points of discourse were not so ndiiftérent from the Conservative

Party.

Favour

In 1971, nine comments on definition can be fole: most frequent definition,
with four appearances, was that sovereignty hagyeldd he second frequent definition,
with three appearances, was one which focussegrarcizcal meaning.

In 1972, ten comments were also found. The magtidre definitions, vt two
appearances, were that sovereignty has changetieatwtation of sovereignty as in
Parliament

In 1975, 12 comments were found. The most freqdefibition, with seven
appearances, was one which focussed on a prauckzaling. The second frequent
definition, with two appearances, was one whichdeed omtheoretical meaning.

In total, the most frequent definition among thedea group, with 11 appearances,
was on which focussed arpractical meaningrhe second frequent definition, with six
appearances, was that sovereignty has changemtdia# these two definitions was the
majority of the Favour group. It is reasonable tas@ter that the Favour group tends to

view the definition of sovereignty in these pertipes.
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Againg

In 1971, four comments on definitions were founke Tost frequent definition,
with two appearances, was one which focussedraoretical meaning

In 1972, 25 comments were found. The most freqdefibitions, with five
appearances, were one which focussed threoretical meaning and the location of
sovereignty as in Parliament. The second, with &ppearances, was one which
focussed oma practical meaning. And the third, with three apgeegs, was one which
focussed ora legal meaning. Thus these three points of argumerg largely paid
attention by the Against group in this year. .

In 1975, only one comment was found. This was dmeneent from the SNP that
focusgdonapractical meaning.

In total, the most frequent definition, with sevappearances, was one which
focussed oatheoretical meaning. The second, with six appeasama@s the location of
sovereignty as in Parliament. The third, with fippearances, was one which focussed
on apractical meaningNVhat is the difference from the Favour group is fibeussing
on a theoretical meaning is larger than the Fagoowp. Although the difference
between theoretical and practical meanings in tp@nat group was not so large, the
trend was that the Favour group tended to focus practical meaning, whereasth

Against group tended to focus atineoretical meaning.
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It is not possible to conduct analysis of the neysys because there was only one
definition of The Times in this period and in thed period (1997-2009). There is also
only one definition of The Guardian in the seconcbpg{1 985-1993) and no definition

in the third period.

Total and summary of Definition analyss

In total of this period, the most frequent defomiti with 16 appearances, was one
which focussed om practical meaning. The second most frequent definivith ten
appearances, was one which focussed on a theoreticahgaddne third most frequent
definition, with eight appearancesasthe location of sovereignty as in Parliament. And
the forth, with seven appearances, was one whigudtsdt sovereignty has changed
Although a variety of definitions can be found,adag to the above results with the
cross-cutting view, it is possible to conclude thambers of the Conservative Party who
were in favour of bills tended to focus enpractical meaning and to state that
sovereignty has changed. On the other hand, memibis Conservative Party who
were against bills tended to focus atineoretical meaning and nobody focussed on a
practical meaning. Thus the definition of the Coretere Party in this period was
completely divided in the view afpractical meaning. In the Labour Party, on the other
hand, there was no statement atheoretical meaning in the Favour group. Thus
definition of this view was divided in the Labouary. However, focussing on a

practical meaning was the same number in both #weuF and Against groups
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Thereofore, the division of each party was maddiffgrent perspectives. With these
results in mind, it is necessary to observe whdtese two definitions and other
definitions will have been retained or changed trrer or whether a different definition
has emerged.

The table below is the total points of definitibinough this period. Tables of each

debate are shown in Table A2.3 in Appendix 2.

Table 5.1: 1971-1975 Total

Number of speakers What sovereignty should be Who or which body should have
sovereignty
Governments: 4 practical: 1 nall:1
legall: 1 in Parliament:: 1
Conservative: 24 theoretical: 6 in Parliament: 2
practical: 6 in the House of Commons: 2
changed: 5
legal: 1
multiple: 1
not theoretical: 1
Labour: 28 practical: 7 in Parliament: 5
not practical: 3 in the House of Commons: 2
theoretical: 3 both in Parliament and the
legal: 2 people: 2
changed: 2
multiple: 2
Favour: 31 practical: 11 in the House of Commons: 3
changed: 6 in Parliament: 3
theoretical: 3 inall: 1
not practical: 2 in the people: 1
legal: 1
multiple: 1
Against: 30 theoretical: 7 in Parliament: 6
practical: 5 both in parliament and the
legal: 3 people: 2
multiple: 3 in the House of Commons: 1
not practical: 2
changed: 1
Total: Favour + Against practical: 16 in Parliament: 9
theoretical: 10 in the House of Commons: 4
changed: 7 both in parliament and the
legal: 4 people: 2
not practical: 4 inall: 1
multiple: 4 in the people: 1
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In another aspect, | consider how often the stateohelefinition appeared. In 1971,
there were 13 definitions in total out of 111 statemdrgs\@reignty” The percentage
was 11.7%. In 1972, there were 35 definitions #al tout of 398 statements of
sovereignty. The percentage was 8.8%. In 1975, Wexe= 13 definitions in total out of
123 statements of sovereignty. The percentage &80l Thus, the statement of
definition appears at rate of about 10% in eaclatdebwill consider this result in the

next two periods.

5.3 Interpretation analyss

In this section, | analyse how MPs interpret seigety in the context of the
phenomenon of European integration. The interetaf sovereignty would express
what would happen to or has happened to sovereigraghatesolution and ratification
process. Therefore, | expect that MiRterpretation of sovereignty can be affected and
changed over time through the mechanisms of amegaiapressure and interactions as
to the progress of European integration and thratigr factors such as competitive
discussion between government and opposition, dmseédvative and the Labour, the
Favour and the Against etc. As a result, the iaintin of discourse in each group and

period can be found. Because the number of digtinat speakers refer to in their

> This is not the number of mentionssaivereignty, This is the number of statements that include the
term‘sovereignty, Therefore, one statement includes one term efaignty, and the other statement
includes a couple of terms of sovereignty.
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interpretation is diverse, it is impossible to anallgsettone by one. Hence, the analysis

is carried out by applying the following theordtwassifications:

By joining in the EC or passing a bill of Europeadtter,
1. CessionSovereignty will be transferred to the EC/EU, droala part of
sovereignty will be lost or limited.
2. UnaffectedSovereignty will not be changed.
3. Utilisation Sovereignty will be transferred to or be poolethié EC/EU in

exchange for some advantages.

And also, through membership activities in the EC/E
4. ReinforcementSovereignty will be strengthened, be used or sftramed

by way d enhancing its capacity.

As | have noted in the previous chapter, the atofiad what is perceived to happen to
sovereignty through European integration. Hencst mterpretations can be classified
into these four groups. | examine the interpretatal each group and specific people, as

outlined in the previous chapter and previous®eti
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Governments
In 1971, only Mr Edward Heath, the Prime Ministetade a statement of
interpretation. His interpretation can be classifie a reinforcement type of interpretation.
He said:
In joining we are making a commitment which invehair sovereignty, but we
are also gaining an opportunityBut to be there as a member of the Community,

in my view, would be an effective use of our ctuiiion of sovereignty.

He does not say anything about reinforcement or traretiomof sovereignty but does
mention the effective use of sovereignty as a meofithe Community. Therefore, |
consider his interpretation to be categorisediag®reement.

In 1972, Mr Geoffrey Rippon, the Chancellor of tchy of Lancaster, and Sir
Geoffrey Howe, the Solicitor-General, repeatediydenatatements of interpretation.
Their statements are many; thus, | cannot citsf #iliem. Both of them also relate to the
categories of sovereignty being unaffectatlisation of European integration for
national interests and reinforcement of sovereigntymembership as well. Mr Rippsn
statement of reinforcement type of interpretatias,W believe that by pooling our
sovereignty welsll, in fact, strengthen it.” Sir Geoffrey Howe also made a comment that
fits the reinforcement type of interpretation adl, W& decision to share power to the
common advantage is an enhancement rather thass aflsovereigntyBoth said

sovereignty would be strengthened or enhanced.
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In 1975, only Mr Edmund Dell, the Paymaster-Geparatle a couple of statements
of interpretation that would be classified as seigety being unaffected anas
utilisation of European integration for nationalenests. It is possible to find some
changes in his discourse as he was against thpdanr@ommunity Bill 1972 when the
Labour Party was in opposition. Although he votgdirst the bill, he made a quite
affirmative statement in 1972:

Whatever the legal position, | believe that thidi&aent could in practice give
away its sovereignty. But we are not doing th#itigsBill. We do not, as a result of
entry into the European Community, give away owerggnty. We have the
continuing power to recall what we give away. On thatdl am prepared to say
that membership of the European Community is densiswith national

sovereignty.

His point was that parliamentary sovereignty igigiaway in practice but will not be
done in this bill. However, in 1975 as a member of goaent, he did not speak about
the possibility of giving away. He just saié\n industrial free trade area would involve
no risk to sovereignty.” And further, he stated:
| believe that Europe is an association of sover8igites for certain common
purposes, States which have agreed to pool tiveiresgnty in the interest of these

common purposes.
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He does not use the wogilve awaythis time and instead uses the wquabr .

Surprisingly then, interpretations of governmerttihis period are diverse.

The Conservative Party

In 1971, 15 members of the Conservative Party retatiements of interpretation.
Three of them can be classified as cession ofeigméy, three of them were classified as
sovereignty being unafiected, and nine of them veeyeutilisation of European
integration for national interests. No statemertegmised as reinforcement of
sovereignty by membership could be found.

In 1972, 14 members made statements and many of presented their
interpretations more than once throughout the mgagfocess. Six of them can be
classified as cession of sovereignty, two of thegrevas sovereignty being unafected
four of them werasultilisation of European integration for natiomaérests, and two of
them wereasreinforcement of sovereignty by membership. Omdoreement type of
interpretation was made by Mr David Knox. He said:

By joining the Common Market, Britain will have ass to a new sovereignty
which neither she nor any of the individual countiethe Common Market can

ever enjoy if they stay separate.
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His ‘new sovereigntycan be viewed as the transforming of sovereigrttyisocategory.
The other reinforcement type of interpretation wasle by Mr John Selwyn Gummer
and he said:
| believe the Clause to be not just a necessdigunan advantage, because it says
at long last that we are not merely going to hameasghopes of being friendly with
our neighbours but that with them we shall exegnisater sovereignty inside that

community which we are joining.

His expression ofexercise greater sovereightan be regarded as reinforcement of
sovereignty by membership
In 1975, eight members made their statementsaspmetation. Bur of them were

classified as cession of sovereignty, one of thasas sovereignty being unaffected, one
of them wassutilisation of European integration for natiomaerests, and two of them
could be as reinforcement of sovereignty by merhier®ne of the reinforcement types
of interpretations was made by Mr lain Sproat. &ifg s

Inside, we can increase our own sovereignty,asldovereignty to mean control

by oneself over that which affects oneself most importantly. ... We are freely

sharing with like-minded neighbour nations somethiof the illusion of

sovereignty so that we may gain much more of thetance of sovereignty.
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He said that sovereignty would be increased csuthstance of it would be gained. Sir
John Eden also stated the reinforcement typesspnetation when he said:
Sovereignty lies in the power to exercise, infléeacd to affect decisions. To that
extent | feel that within the greater authoritytteé European Communities our

sovereignty, far from being weakened, will be edlieh

Focussing on individuals, only Mr Gilbert Lorggdand Sir Geoffrey Howe made
their statements of interpretation in different ateb. Mr Gilbert Longden gave
statements in 1971 and in 1972, and both interpretatiereasutilisation of European
integration for national interests. Sir Geoffreywdostates in 1972 as a member of
government and in 1975 as a member of the oppoghithough his interpretation was
various in 1972, his interpretations in both peyiagtre included the utilisation type of

interpretation. Hence, it is hard to find discoutsange just focussing on this period.

TheLabour Party

In 1971, 12 members of the Labour Party made staiisnof interpretation. Their
interpretations were clearly separated into twauggoin that four members were
categorised as utilisation of European integrafitmnnational interest who voted in
favour of the bill and eight members were as cessigovereignty who voted against

the bill.
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In 1972, 22 members made statements. Eighteeneof there as cession of
sovereignty, three of them were as sovereigntygbeimafiected, and one was
utilisation of European integration for nationabnests. The result of the large number of
the cession type of interpretations is because thar@evaember who voted in favour
of the bill. These interpretations merely mentiotieel surrender or the limitation of
sovereignty. However, Mr John P. Mackintosh and Wliiam Hamilton made a
different statement of the cession type of intégpag. Mr John P. Mackintosh said:

| quite accept that some sovereignty will maway from the British Executive to
the European Executive and it is right that we shaldaw we shall be able to

maintain detailed scrutiny of what is being propgdsethe European Executive.

Mr William Hamilton said:
We must accept that if and when we join aggdsi community, whether it be the
EEC or an even wider community, there is bounckta diminution or pooling of
national sovereignty. We have been doing this fanyryears, particularly since
the end of the war, and we should not be shocked bythidiefore we abrogate
that sovereignty we must have the right to insisadequate time for debating

whether it is worthwhile and what price we are pgyi

Although they voted against the bill in the enejrtimterpretation was different from

others in that they accepted the need for a tramsfediminution of national sovereignty
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where others did not. I will discuss this kind of intetgtion further in the next chapter.

Meanwhile, the utilisation type of interpretatioasymade by Mr Maurice Edelman:
There is a conscious divestment of sovereifmtyspecific purposes. Our
divestment of sovereignty in Europe, properly aietl and observed, may well

be to our advantage.

This was the only interpretation that was claskifi@o as utilisation of European
integration for national interests in this year.

In 1975, five members made statements of intetimreta hree of them weras
cession of sovereignty, one was as sovereigntyg hanafiected, and one was
utilisation of European integration for national iet#s. The interesting feature was that
only one member Mr Nigel Spearing, voted agairmsbih and he was the only member
who made a statement of the utilisation type of intemat He said;] am not against
giving limited sovereignty to an international eiigation as long as we can deal with the
limits of that organisation on the mefits

As a whole, members of the Labour Party in thimgeregardless of whether it was
in power or not, tended to make statements ofébsian type of interpretation. And in
all statements of the utilisation type of intergiien, as the feature of this period, there
were no'Positive wordsin their interpretation.

Focussing on individuals, six members made their statgmboth 1971 and 1972.

Five of them repeated the same interpretation.i@hadual, Mr John P. Mackintosh,
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changed his interpretation. As | cited his statémiet972 above, it was the cession type
of interpretation. However, in 1971, he salsh the decision to join with the other
powers was not in fact a derogation or loss ofretyay; it was in reality an increase in
the effective power of this House.” He clearly mentioned the advantage in 1971 bt doe
not mention it in 1972. As | have cited in theiseobn government, Mr Edmund Dell is
the only member who was in government, the Payrf@steeral, in 1975, and who

made a statement in 1972 as well.

Favour, Againg and Abgtention

In 1971, 19 members who voted in favour of the roidide their statement of
interpretation. One of them was classifisitession of sovereigntree of them were
as sovereignty being unaffected, 14 of them \asrdilisation of European integration
for national interests, and one veaseinforcement of sovereignty by membership. On
the other hand, 12 members who voted against then&tle their statements of
interpretation. Eleven of them were classifiedession of sovereignty, and one \&as
utilisation of European integration for nationatemests. Except for members of
government, the Conservative Party and the Labanty, Bvo members of the Liberal
Party who voted in favour of the bill made stateiesf the utilisation type of
interpretation, and one member of the ScottistoNaitiParty (SNP) who voted against
the bill made his statement of the cession tyji@epretation. The feature of this year is,

as the results have shown, almost all membere d¥akiour group were the utilisation
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type of interpretation and almost all members @fgainst group were the cession type
of interpretation.

In 1972, 14 members, except members of governnieminterpreted a couple of
categories, who voted in favour of the bill madgeshents of interpretation. Four of
them can be classified as cession of sovereigmypbthem was as sovereignty being
unaffected, six of them wesssutilisation of European integration for natiomderests
and three of them weras reinforcement of sovereignty as a result of Ewanpe
integration. On the other hand, 22 members whal\agjainst the bill made statements
of interpretation. Eighteen of them were classifisdcession of sovereignty, three of
them were as sovereignty being unaffected, andwasaas utilisation of European
integration for national interests. Thus, theirerptetations were overwhelmingly
classified into the cession type of interpretatioithis year, three members of the Liberal
Party made statements of interpretation. Two of theet\mntfavour of the bill and one
abstained from voting. One who voted in favour miaidestatement as utilisation of
European integration for national interests andother, Mr Russel Johnston, made a
statement of the reinforcement type of interpriati am one of those who believe that
sharing sovereignty in Europe will strengthen rather diraken our capacity to protect
our interests.’

In 1975, 14 members who voted in favour of the hihde statements of
interpretation. Seven of them were classiisetession of sovereignty, three of them

were as sovereignty being unaffected, two of thesrewas utilisation of European
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integration for national interests, and two of theameasreinforcement of sovereignty
by membership. Surprisingly, the cession type tefjnetation is the most frequent in
this year. Mr Russel Johnston, who made his statamé&972 with the reinforcement
type of interpretation, made the cession type tefpretation this time but it explains
about the future. He says:
If the EEC develops, as | hope and believe it figbaill, into some kind of
union, whether federal or not, with a directly-&delc Parliament, certainly

sovereignty will depart from this House.

As he desired the EEC to develop, thus, some of thercégse of interpretations may
have just omitted the explanation of advantageé istimpossible to say so in general.
Only two members who voted against the bill maaterstents of interpretation. One
of them was categorised as the cession type apretation and the other was the
utilisation type of interpretation. This utilisatidype of interpretation was made by Mr

Nigel Spearing. His statement was cited in théoseot the Labour Party.

As a whole in this period, members who voted ilod&of the bill tended to make
statements of the utilisation type of interpretatmd those who voted against the bill
tended to make their statements of the cessiorofyipeerpretation. As expected, there

was no reinforcement type of interpretation amamgshbers who voted against thé bil

179



Newspapers
The Times in this period did not introduce many statesyenihterpretation. Two of

them were by Sir Alec Douglas-Homthe Secretary of State for Foreign and
Commonwealth Affairs; one of them was by Sir Gegffrlowe; and one of them sva
the common statement of some members of the Congervatity. Interpretation of Sir
Alec Douglas-Home is not found in debates. TheJimigoduces his statements in June
1972 as follows:Joining the EEC did not mean a loss of sovereignty.” ‘It is more a
sharing of sovereignty rather than a fofkese two statements can be regarded as one
discourse. The problem is how | should regarddmisneent‘more a shaririy This does
not say anything about some advantage in returremimncement of capacity as the
utilisation and the reinforcement types of integiiens. Therefore, his interpretations
would be categorised as sovereignty being unaffetriéerpretation of Sir Geoffrey
Howe is cited in July 1972The decision to share power to common advantages was
enhancing rather thanloss of sovereignty.” He said that the decision was enhancing
sovereignty. That is classified as reinforcementsofereignty by membership
Interpretation of Conservative cheers is alsodoired at the same day with Howe. This
is written as follows:

It was the fundamental belief, shared by the pnegealiministration, that the

purpose of the action to join the Community wasliderate use of sovereignty to

engage in sharing sovereignty to the greater aayawof themla
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This interpretation can be classified as utilisatid European integration for national

interests. As The Times introduced this statengerafiecting views of some members of
the Conservative Party, it seems that this intiega would represent the Conservative
Party itself.

The Guardian in this period, on the other handpdnted nine members with
interpretations. Four of them were members of goverrinem both the Conservative
Party and the Labour Party. Two of them were mesrifehe Conservative Party, two
of them were members of the Labour Party, and @seawnmember of the Liberal Party.
In government, one was Mr Geoffrey Rippon of theseovative Party. The Guardian
cited at the beginning of debate 197y Rippon declared that nothing in the Bill
abridges the ultimate sovereignty of Parliament.” Hence, this interpretation would be
categorised as sovereignty being unaffected. Thees were members of the Labour
Government. The statement of Mr Elwyn Johesd Chancellor, was cited on 17th
March 1975 as sovereignty being unaffectad a lawyer, he is committed to the view
that the Treaty of Accession cannot be regardedvas-riding parliamentary
sovereignty.” Mr Edward Shortthe Leader of the House of Commons and the Lord
President of the Council, cited his interpretattance. On 11th April 1975, The
Guardian cited his statement as sovereignty beiadieated, The country’s ultimate
sovereignty was unaffected by membership of the EE@ube continued membership
coud at any time be reversed by Act of Parliament’. However, one month later, on 6th

May 1975, it cited his statement as cession ofemyey:
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‘The basic difficulty,” admitted the Leader of the House, Mr Short, during one
debate, ‘is that Parliament has lost its sovereignty over a whole area of letypsi

which applies to the people of this country.’

Thus, within one month, The Guardian introduced different interpretations of Mr
Short. And finally, Mrs Shirley Williams, the Setzngy of State for Prices and Consumer
Protection, was cited with a statement categosis@gssion of sovereignty:
Of course the Community represents changé dods represent some sacrifice
of sovereignty. | very much doubt whether sovetgignithout power is

meaningful anyway.

Consequently, The Guardian did not cite any irg&spon of the utilisatioror the
reinforcement type of government in this period.

Two statements of the Conservative Party were dasdgorised as the cession type
of interpretations and two of the Labour Party wasecession of sovereignty and as
sovereignty being unaffected. One exception is¢fiie, the statement of Mr Russell
Johnston, the Liberal Party, in this period. Thar@ian cited on 6th July 1972:

Mr Johnston considered that we should gairersmnty by going into the

Community, rather than losing any.
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Thus, this is the only reinforcement type of intetqtion that the Guardian introduced in

this period.

Summary of Interpretation analyss

Utilisation of European integration for nationateiests and reinforcement of
sovereignty by membership were surprisingly foundotaamongst members of
government in this period, contrary to my expemtaOne reason can be presumed that
this period differs from the other two periods @9893 and 1997-2009) in a certain
manner. Debates in the other two periods were étmiggal and institutional reform of
the Community or the Union as a member state.Her atords, the UK is passively
required to ratify it. However, debates in thisque(1971-1975) are about whether the
UK should join and whether the UK should stay @& dkisting Community. Therefore,
the result of many interpretations of utilisatigppet and especially interpretation as
reinforcement of sovereignty by membership wouldabdescription of the active
behaviour of the UK itself.

Viewing in detail this reinforcement type of intexation, it is expressed by some
members of the Conservative Party including memtfegevernment and the Liberal
Party but there was no statement from memberseotabour Party. According to
expectation, there was no interpretation of reisfment type in the Against group as
well. One point of this analysis is whether thefoecement type of interpretation will

increase and spread throughout the three periods.
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Taking all the results in this period into accotim, analysis will be carried out by

comparing with other periods.

1971-1975 Condlusion

In the word of exposition of Word usage analybis,difference was clear between
groups. Members of government tended to use rRosgtive wordsand backbenchers
tended to use mor@egative words In Interpretation analysis, further, a couple of
reinforcement types of interpretations in the Comagiwe Government were found.
These results show that members of government wasd been Europeanised by
adaptational pressure or competitive discussiom ¥ie opposition. Contrary to
expectations, the reinforcement type of interpogtatwas accepted by some
nortgovernment members totm the word of possession of Word usage analysss, t
difference was not clear. Therefore, it is impossibfet a clear trend in this period. In
Definition analysis, the Conservative Party in iesiod was completely divided in the
view of a practical meaning. The Labour Party, on the othadhwas divided in the
view of a theoretical meaning. Thereofore, thestiw of both parties was in different
perspectives. As | have argued in the summanterpiretation analysis, however, it is
important to consider the nature of this periodctvis about whether the UK should join
and whether the UK should stay in the existing Camityrin comparison with other
two periods (1985-1993 and 1997-2009) which areatdsbabout the legal and

institutional reform of the Community or the Unasa member state.
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6 The Sngle European Act and the Treaty of
Maastricht (1985-1993)

This chapter outlines the discourse analysis aiertof the periods between 1985
and 1993. Samples of analysis include: 1) debatd®&GEA which include the readings
of the European Communities (Amendment) Bill (Jane July 1986), and 2) debates
on the Treaty of Maastricht, which include the iegglof the European Communities
(Amendment) Bill (May 1992 - May 1993).

The size and extent of the data for each samgiteign as Table A3.1 in Appendix 3.

The analysis is conducted in the same manner apalysis of Chapter 5.

6.1 Word usage analysis
As in the previous chapter, the analysis is condugtet) a quantitative approach
and focusses on what kind of word, including pthresebs, speakers have used in
sentences related to sovereignty. My expectatidghaisthose words that explain or
qualify the word‘sovereigntyare different depending on MRmlitical stand and the

context of debates.

6.1.1 The word of exposition
Like the previous chapter, some related pie chdlftbe shown in the text and all

pie charts with numbers of data are shown as @& —A3.7 in Appendix 3.

185



Government (FigureA3.1)

As shown in Figure A3.1, there was no data for gwaent around the time of the
SEA and only three data of the word of expositimuied the time of the Treaty of
Maastricht. The result was one each for tNegativé, the ‘Unchangedand the
‘Positive usageTherefore, it is impossible to evaluate a trend ofpii®d and, also, it
is almost impossible to compare with the firstqeri

According to the number of statements on sovele{@able A3.1), although there is
only one in the SEA debates, we can find ninerstatts on sovereignty in the debate on
the Treaty of Maastricht. In the first period (Eal2.1), the number of statement on
sovereignty in 1971 and 1975 are less than 1Gasd tannot say that the number of

data for government has decreased.

The ConservativeParty (FigureA3.2)

Both pie charts of the SEA and the Treaty of Mahsiperiods are very similar. The
number of MPs who stated the word of expositiomduhe SEA period was six people
with 15 comments and the number of MPs at thedirtiee Treaty of Maastricht was 22
people with 60 comments. One of the MPs who maatensénts on both debates
changed his stand. This was Mr Bill Cash. He vioidalvour of the SEA but against the
Treaty of Maastricht. Two other MPs made statenauniag both debates but did not
change their stands. Mr Hugh Dykes voted in favour ¢f litis and Mr Tony Marlow

voted against both bills. Other MPs did not maktatement in either debate. Therefore,
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it is possible to view that MPs of the Conservaitagty throughout this period tended to
use the word of exposition with the ratio of theg@results when they made statements.
Further, the result of the first period also shdiveg the percentage of thiegative
usagewas almost the same. That is, discourse of thegBaative Party in this aspect
did not change.

However, the Conservative Party in this period beset by internal disputes in
relation to Europe. The tension was also seeringhinet. Sir Geoffrey Howe resigned
as Deputy Prime Minister in protest at That&hattitude to Europe in 1990 (Budge et al.
2007, pp369-371). Although the ratio of both debatas similar, the conflict over
Europe within the Conservative Party seemed tosbelaged between two debates.
Ludlam estimates the percentage of rebels againgip&an integration in the
Conservative Party and shows that only 2% of Coatbee MPs rebelled at the
resolution of the SEA on the one hand, but 18%leebat the resolution of the Treatfy o
Maastricht on the other hand (Ludlam and Smith 19604-105 Table 6.1). Ludlam
argues that the Maastricht rebellion illustrategengvamatically than ever the extent to
which a sovereignty/interdependence dimension vgatadng and cutting across the
partys traditional ideological fault line over how itentionist the state should be
(Ludlam and Smith 1966, pp11-112). Neverthelessjniteresting that the result of the

word of exposition has not changed throughouptiied.
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Figure 6.1The results of the Conservative Party in each debate

SEA Conservative Maastrichit Conservative

mnegative Enegative

munchanged =unchanged

mpositive Hpositive

N=15 (out of 32 words of sovereignty) ~ N=60 (dut15)

TheLabour Party (FigureA3.3)

The results of the SEA and the Treaty of Maastpehibds are different. Only the
‘Negative usagewvas found during the SEA debates, whereas rRusitive usagés
than was the case with the Conservative Party foarel in the Treaty of Maastricht
debates. This 30%0ositive usagavas the greatest ever in the result of the LaBary.
What was the reason behind it? In the debate @H#e only MPs who voted against
the bill made statements of the word of expositionthe debate of the Treaty of
Maastricht, however, three members who voted iauiaef the bill and ten members
who abstained in the voting made statements ofutind of exposition. All members
who voted in favour of the bill uséBositive wordsand some members who abstained
in the voting usetPositive wordstoo. As | have argued in Chapter 3, the year #2883
the turning point for the Labour Party from an-&hutropean to a pro-European stance
the result of the word of exposition reflects tharge of the Labour Party. However, the
percentage of théNegative usagewas still over 60% and eight members who

mentioned the word of exposition voted againsthilie Alithough an indication of
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changed stance can be seen, the result of theolvexposition indicates that many

Labour MPs seemed to be still holding an anti-Eesoystance.

Figure 6.2: The results of the Labour Party in elstiate

SEA Labour Maastrichit Labour

H negative
munchanged

mnegative

| positive

N=12 (out of 20) N=54 (out of 116)

Favour and Againg (FiguresA3.4 & A3.5)

A comparison between the Favour group (FiguretA8nd the Against group
(Figure A3.5) has not much changed since theplesbd. Still more than 80% of the
‘Negative usagevere found in the Against group. The result ofefiBositive usagés
the Treaty of Maastricht debates than in the SH¥atds in the Favour group would

reflect the change of the Labour Party.

Figure 6.3: The results of the Favour and the Atjgioup in each debate

SEA Favour Maastrichit Favour

mnegative mnegative

®munchanged munchanged

= positive mpositive

N=9 (out of 24) N=36 (out of 90)
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SEA Against Maastrichit Against

5% 2%

- H negative
Enegative

munchanged
Bunchanged

u positive

N=21 (out of 38) N=56 (out of 108)

Total (FigureA3.6)

Although it seems that thBositive usagdnas increased in this period, the total result
of this second period between 1985 and 1993 wassklhre same as the result of the
first period between 1971 and 1975. TRegative usagef the first period is 67% and
of the second period is 66%; ttnchanged usagef the first period is 13% and of the
second period is 14%; and theositive usageof the first period is 18% and of the
second period is 20%. On the whole, consequeliyputse in this aspect has not

changed.

Figure 6.4A comparison of total 1971-1975 and with 1985-1993

1971-1975 Total 1985-1993 Total

Hnegative

weh " M negative
ange
¢ munchanged

munchanged
W positive

M positive

N=532 (out of 998) N=152 (out of 339 + 1 by Chairman)
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Newspapers (FigureA3.7)

The results of newspapers were completely différent the first period. The ratio
of the word of exposition was the opposite. TheeSinmtroduced more thHeositive
usagein the first period but ndPositive usagen the second period. On the other hand,
The Guardian introduced madteositive usagean the second period. The result of The
Guardian can be imagined because of the stancgecbéthe Labour Party in 1988.
Although the‘Positive usageof the Conservative Party has decreased, the kaihear
change of The Times is difficult to explain. As regented the conflict within the
Conservative Party in this period, The Times natgadd behind Prime Minister Thatcher.
| raised the question of whether The Times has Bampeanised in the previous chapter.

It is definite that The Times has not been Eurapedin this period.

Figure 6.5: A comparison of The Times and with Glo@rdian

1985-1993 The Times 1985-1993 The Guardian

- H negative
M negative
®unchanged

munchanged

W positive

N=10 (out of 24) N=13 (out of 23 + 1 by Queen)

6.1.2 The word of possession
Some related pie charts will be shown in the tedtall pie charts with numbers of

data are shown as Figures A3/&3.14 in Appendix 3.
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Government (FigureA3.8)

Because of no data for the SEA period, it is imptesso find any change in this
period. The remarkable feature of the Treaty of Mahsts that, although there is only
one, the wordGovernmeritwas used for the first time. This was by Mr Norman
Lamont, the Chancellor of the Exchequer. He Saiathing in the treaty interferes with
the sovereignty of the Government of this coumntryonetary and fiscal matters in stage
2.,16

Looking at the difference between the two peridgnlshe previous period, the
percentage ofParliameritwas the largest and afur’ was the second largest. In this
period, Parliamerit ‘the Houseand‘national were the same percentage, and there was

no usage dour’.

Figure 6.6: A comparison of governments 1971-18dnath government 1985-1993

1971-1975 Government 1985-1993 Government

mour B Government

B Parliament B Parliament

M national ® the House

Hrestricted W national

N=16 (out of 73) N=7 (out of 9)

% This comment by Lamont stated almost the fiaglesbf the third reading of the bill in 1993. Hes\sa
Eurosceptic but voted in favour of the bill as aniper of the cabinet. He soon resigned his post one
week after the resolution.
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The ConservativeParty (FigureA3.9)

The feature of the Conservative Party in this gemothat the percentage of
‘Parliamerithas decreased. This is the opposite result pféveus periodParliamerit
tended to be used a lot in the previous periodhiytthe Conservative Party and the
Favour group in the SEA period used this word @satigest. The usage ‘olr’, on the
other hand, has increased in this period. Why haspéercentage ofParliamerit
dramatically decreased in the debate of the Melaistiireaty? Forster argues that
European debate was deliberately and effectivelfjneahto the parliamentary arena in
the period from 1979 until 1988 (Forster 2002, p@3)d he views that the Bruges
speech of 1988 set the seal on a new phase chsealclyy Margaret Thatchisrmove
from an instrumental and pragmatic position on p@sa integration to an ideological
one (Forster 2002, p64). This reason may have l#ebtresult of a high percentage of
‘our’ and‘national references in the Treaty of Maastricht debatesy&har 1988 was the

turning point not only for the Labour Party bubdtsr the Conservative Party.

Figure 6.7: The results of the Conservative Paach debate

SEA Conservative Maastrichit Conservative

Hour

] "
our H Parliament
®Parliament
m the House
mthe House

mnational M the people

M national

N=20 (out of 32) N=67 (out of 116)
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TheLabour Party (FigureA3.10)

In comparison with the Conservative Party, membéthe Labour Party used a
variety of words of possession both in the SEAthedreaty of Maastricht debates. The
ambiguous wordour’ was much smaller than the Conservative Party impétied and
also the Labour Party in the previous period. Theastieg feature is that, although the
attitude of the Labour Party changed in 1988, lesthits of the SEA and the Treaty of

Maastricht were quite similar.

Figure 6.8: The results of the Labour Party in elstiate

SEA Labour Maastrichit Labour

mour
Hour
m Parliament
B Parliament
m the House
N . u the House
m the people
) u the people
m national
B national
B monarch

mrestricted
mrestricted

6%

N=12 (out of 20) N=54 (out of 116)

Favour and Againg (FiguresA3.11 & A3.12)

Except for the Favour group in the SEA periodtional was the largest percentage
across both groups. In both the Favour and thensiggioups, the usage‘Bfarliamerit
decreased. In comparison with the previous pettiad percentage of botiour and
‘Parliameritdecreased a lot in both the Favour and the Aggioaps. The percentage

of ‘national was the largest for both groups, but not more50&a.
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Figure 6.9: The results of the Favour and the Atjgioup in each debate

SEA Favour Maastrichit Faour

=our

mour W Government

M Parliament 9, | ®Parliament

wthe House u the House

mnational Hthe people

H national

N=11 (out of 24) N=50 (out of 90)

SEA Against Maastrichit Against

4%

mour
mour
m Parliament
B Parliament
m the House
@ ) u the House
m the people
peop u the people
m national
Enational

m monarch
M restricted

m restricted

5%

N=25 (out of 38) N=58 (out of 108)

Total (FigureA3.13)

The result of the analysis of the SEA and the Yi&fa¥laastricht periods shows that
the percentage of use ‘®farliamerithas decreased, and the percentageatbnal has
increased. However, neither word ever accountedh®srmajority. Therefore, it is
difficult to say that the usage of the word of pss®n has shifted in this period. In
comparison between the previous period and thisdpdine same phenomenon can be
seen. The percentagf Parliament’ has alsodecreased, and the percentage of ‘national’
has also increased. In addition to that, the pexgerofour has decreased. That means,
‘national was the third largest in the previous period katime the largest in this period.

Although it is difficult to conclude, national seegnty has gradually become an
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important aspect for MPs. In the next chapter/lldgtermine whether this inclination

appears in the next period.

Figure 6.10: The results of total in each debaldtawhole of this period

SEA Total Maastrichit Total 1985-1993 Total

o =our
3% 59 1% 4%
=our = our

5%

B Government,

1%

® Parliament m Government ®mParliament

= the House o Parliament mthe House

u the people u the House mthe people

M national m the people mitioal

= monarch = national

mmonarch

m restricted m restricted

5%

mrestricted

N=37 (out of 63) N=148 (out of 276 + 1 by Chairman) N=185 (out of 339 + 1 by Chairman)

Newspapers (FigureA3.14)

The change of newspapers reflected the resuleddlibve total. The percentage of
‘national was the largest in both newspapers. The char®isus when we see the
result of the previous period. The percentagePafliamerit has also dramatically
decreased. The difference between the above talah@wspapers is the extent of
‘national. The percentages ohational were 77% in The Times and 50% in The
Guardian. One of the reasons why the percentdgatanal was so high, especially in
The Times, was because of more data being avdiabighe Treaty of Maastricht than
from the SEA. As | argued that there was the chamtiee Conservative Party which
included a more ideological view before the Treditivlaastricht, The Times might be

responding to this movement.
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Figure 6.11: A comparison of The Times and with Go@rdian

1985-1993 The Times 1985-1993 The Guardian

mour
u Parliament
B Parliament
= the House
u the House

® national al
H nation:

N=13 (out of 24) N=10 (out of 23 + 1 by Queen)

Summary of Word usageanalysis

In the word of exposition, the percentage of Basitive usagen the Conservative
Party was much smaller than the previous periodh®wther hand, the percentage of
the ‘Negativeusage’ has not changed much. This means thatUnehanged usage
which includes a defensive meaning such'pmstect or ‘preservg was made in
statements. As mentioned above there was a coviftih the Conservative Party in this
period; thus members, especially the Favour groight avoid usingPositive words
as the contrasting meaning.

In the Labour Party, in spite of the attitude clearige percentage of tfidegative
usagéwas still larger than the Conservative Party. fhiwd is the same as the previous
period. Then, the feature of the Labour Partyasttie‘Positive usagénas increased and
the ‘Unchanged usagjeas decreased, compared with the previous pérotialso, the
‘Positive usages larger and théUnchanged usages smaller than the Conservative
Party. The usage of Labour MPs was quite obvidlistatements at the time of the SEA

were made by the Against group and the usage Wakeghtive words In the Treaty of
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Maastricht debates, the voting behaviour was edadime but, for example, the usage of
the Favour group was dkositive wordsand the usage of the Against group was almost
all ‘Negative wordsexcept onéUnchanged word

Between the Favour group and the Against groupdifference is still clear.
Especially, as the percentage of iegative usagen the Favour group was less than
50%, the difference between the two groups became.bigme result would be led by
the result of the Labour Party because the usathe ¢favour and the Against groups
within this party was obvious, as | stated earlier.

The difference between the two newspapers becaalleisidowever, the result was
the oppositef the previous period. The percentage of Busitive usagevas larger in
The Guardian than in The Times. It is reasonabigetw that this result reflected the
change of stance in the Labour Party and the confticimihe Conservative Party. The
change of the newspapers might be the most ipethia.

In the word of possession, as a whole, the pegeifdour and‘Parliamenthas
decreased and the percentaganafional has increased in each group and the result of
the total. The percentage ‘ofitional has also increased in both newspapers. This result
might include the intensification of the ideologiegew in the Conservative Party.

Therefore, it is possible to say that people tetmlade morénational in this period.
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6.2 Definition analyss

The analysis is carried out in the same way athéprevious chapter. Thus this
section analyses how speakers define sovereigntyeXydectation is that Definition
analysis can indicate which argument MPs emphasidecan suggest whether their
points of argument have changed. Therefore, | taduhd differences, commonalities
and consistencies from the various comments. Tieatenf the data that | found from
each debate is shown in Table A3.2 in Appendir 8rdler to analyse definitions easily,
the point of discourseras focussed on each speech, especially taking foiets of
argument over sovereignty into consideration: |ebabretical and practical as in the
previous chapter. The extent of the data, espeamlithe SEA period, is not great.
Therefore, | mainly look at the Total of Table A3T3e interesting result is that only
definitions, which focussed @mpractical meaning and the location of sovereignty as in

Parliamentwere found during the SEA debates.

Government

Only one comment of definition was found in thiggekfrom Government Minister.
This was by Mr Douglas Hurd, the Secretary of Staté&oreign and Commonwealth
Affairs, and he said]f there is no Bill, there is no ratification of the treaty; and that is
what parliamentary sovereignty me’ He talked about the meaning of parliamentary
sovereignty. This definition includes, of courdaeg tlocation of sovereignty as in

Parliament.
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The Conservative Party

Eleven comments on definitions were found amongss&@vative Party members
during this period. The most frequent definitioithviour appearances, was one which
focussed ora practical meaning. The second most frequent tiefiniwith three
appearances, was one which focussed on a theoretasihgnénd the third, with two
appearances, was that sovereignty is myth. Thig deifinition was not found in the
previous period and can be found one statemehe ihabour Party of this period too
On the other hand, the second most frequent dafinih the previous period,
sovereignty has changed, was not found in thisgbdrhis definition cannot be found
for any other MPs in this period as well. Thereforge possibility is that those people
who believed that the meaning of sovereignty has charaye come to the conclusion

that the idea of sovereignty itself was myth framtbeginning.

TheLabour Party

In total, eleven comments by Labour MPs on dedimitiwere found during this
period. The most frequent definitiomth six appearances, was one which focussed on a
practi@l meaning. The second frequent definitions, with appearances, were ones
which should not focussed on a theoretical meamidghe location of sovereignty as in
the people. In the previous period, the definifmrussed on a practical meaning was

also the most frequent in the Labour Party. Owtiher hand, the location of sovereignty
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as in Parliament was the second frequent in théopgeperiod but there was no this
definition in this period. Therefore, it is diffiEto conclude that whether the definition of
the Labour Party has changed or not over timeornparison with the Conservagiv
Party, focussingn a practical meaning was the most frequent in patties in this
period. Thus they seem to have the same focus pointmfioefiHowever, the second
frequent definition which focussed on a theoretinabning in the Conservative Party
was made an opposite meaning as a negative prasenioers of the Labour Party as
the second frequent in this period. Therefore viber on a theoretical meaning is

different between both parties.

Favour, Againg and Abstention

In the Favour group, ten comments on definitioneevieund in total. The most
frequent definition, with three appearances, was which stated the location of
sovereignty as in Parliament. The second most dregdefinitions, with two
appearances, were ones which stated the locatisovefeignty as in the people and
focussed on multiple meanings of sovereignty. mparison with the previous period,
the number of appearances which focusseda @ractical meaning has largely
decreased.

In the Against group, eight comments on definitiese found in total. The most
frequent definition, with three appearances, was which focussed oa practical

meaning. The secondost frequent definition, with two appearances, waes which
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focussed oatheoretical meanind hat is to say, focussiran a theoretical meaning has
stepped down from the most frequent since thequreyaeriod.

In this period, there were ten comments of theghltisin group in total. The result
was similar to the Labour Party. That means that nmembers of the Labour Party in
the debate on the Treaty of Maastricht abstainaeh fvoting. The most frequent
definition, with six appearances, was one whicligeed ora practical meaning. The
second most frequent definitions, with two appemsnwas one which stated the
location of sovereignty as in the people. As faogssn a practical meaning in the
Favour group has decreased, it is possible todmartkat some people who focussed on
a practical meaning in the Favour group in the preypetsd have abstained voting of

the Treaty of Maastricht.

As | noted in the previous chapter, it is not pgmssio conduct analysis of the
newspapers because there was only one definitiofh@fTimes in the first period
(1971-1975) and in the third period (1997-2009r&lvas also only one definition of

TheGuardian in the second period (1985-1993) ane:fatabn in the third period.

Total and summary of Definition analyss
In total of all groups, the most frequent defimitiovith ten appearances, was one
which focussed oa practical meaning. The second most frequent definitvith four

appearances, agthe location of sovereignty as in the peopled the third frequent
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definitions, with three appearances, were oneswibarissed oa theoretical meaning
and multiple meanings of sovereignty and the locaif sovereignty as in Parliament

In comparison with the total of the previous perfodussngon a practical meaning
was the major point of argument as before. Onttie band, the number of definition
which focussed on a theoretical meaning has dedieasmd also, the number of
definitions that focussed amlegal meaning and sovereignty has changed have been
reduced to zero in this period. What do thesetseswan, especially those definition
which focussed on what sovereignty should betissible to view that the main point
of argument over sovereignty has come down to fonwspractical meaning. There
was a definition which denied focussioga practical meaning in the first period but
this definition has also been at zero. Many MPs migtitthat claiming theoretical and
legal meanings of sovereignty did not generatedugtive discussion. Regarding the
location of sovereignty, claiming sovereignty inrlRanent has decreased and in the
people has increased. And claiming sovereignthenHouse of Commons could not
been fund in this period. What we can find frora tesult is that MPs have shifted their
view on sovereignty from a narrow sphere of Padiatrto a wide extent the people.

The table below is the total points of definitibnough this period. Tables of each

debate are shown in Table A3.3 in Appendix 3.
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Table 6.1: 1985-1993 Total

Number of speakers What sovereignty should be Who or which body should have
sovereignty
Government: 1 N/A in Parliament: 1
Conservative: 11 practical: 4 in Parliament: 1
theoretical: 3
myth: 2
multiple: 1
Labour: 11 practical: 6 in the people: 2
not theoretical: 2
myth: 1
Favour: 10 multiple: 2 in Parliament: 2
theoretical: 1 in the people: 2
practical: 1
myth: 1
Against: 8 practical: 3 in Parliament: 1
theoretical: 2
not theoretical: 1
myth: 1
(Abstention): 10 practical: 6 in the people: 2
not theoretical: 1
myth: 1
Total: Favour+Against practical: 10 in Parliament: 3
+Abstention theoretical: 3 in the people: 4
myth: 3
multiple: 2

not theoretical: 2

| will now briefly mention turn to the frequency définition. In the SEA debates,

there were four statements of definition in totatl of 46 statements of sovereigtty.

The percentage was 8.7%. In the Treaty of Maastricht detaee wer@8 statements

of definition in total out of 209 statements of e@ignty. The percentage was 13.4%.

Thus, the statement of definition appears at aofaabout 10% in each debate. This is

identical to the first period.

6.3 I nter pretation analyss

The analysis is carried out in the same way akdoprevious chapter, applying the

following theoretical classifications:

7" As | noted in the previous chapter, this isimetiumber of the terfaovereignty This is the number of
statements that include the tesovereignty,
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By joining in the EC or passing a bill of Europeadtter,
1. CessionSovereignty will be transferred to the EC/EU, droala part of
sovereignty will be lost or limited.
2. UnaffectedSovereignty will not be changed.
3. Utilisation Sovereignty will be transferred to or be pooleth@ EC/EU in

exchange for some advantages.

And also, through membership activities in the EC/E
4. ReinforcementSovereignty will be strengthened, be used or bsfoamed

by way of enhancing its capacity.

My expectation is that MP#terpretation of sovereignty can be affected @ahged
over time through the mechanisms of adaptatiomsspre and interactions as to the
progress of European integration and through olheiors such as competitive
discussion between government and opposition, dmsedvative and the Labour, the
Favour and the Against etc. As a result, the iaitin of discourse in each group and

period can be found.
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Government
In the SEA debates, amongst Government Ministdyshrs Lynda Chalker, the
Minister of State, Foreign and Commonwealth Officage a statement of interpretation.
Her interpretation can be classified as soverelggityg unafiected. She sdiltl follows,
therefore, that there is no diminution of sovergigmvolved in the amendments to the
treaty.” However, this is talking about only Article 99 the harmonisation of indirect
taxation in the bill. Thus, there is no overalkeiptetation of sovereignty as it relates to
the SEA.
In the Treaty of Maastricht period, only Mr Normzemont, the Chancellor of the
Exchequer, made statements of interpretationtédensents were:
| simply fail to understand how British sowgngy would be enhanced if we
forwent that right which was negotiated at Madstrend is enshrined in the
United Kingdom protocol.
And,
Nothing in the treaty interferes with the seignty of the Government of this

country in monetary and fiscal matters in stage 2.

The first statement can be classified as reinfaenef sovereignty by membership, if
we go behind his words. The second one can befiethsas sovereignty being

unaffected.
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It is difficult however to find the amongst GoveremhMinisters trend with only two

people. | would like to consider it with other aisaks at the end of this chapter.

The Conservative Party
In the SEA period, six members of the Conservdigely made statements of
interpretation. Four of them can be classified as cestgovereignty, one of them was
as sovereignty being unaffected, and one of thes asaitilisation of European
integration for national interests. No interpretaticategorised as reinforcement of
sovereignty by membership could be found. All mesiwého voted against the bill
made statements of the cession type of interjaretati
In the Treaty of Maastricht debates, 13 membererstements of interpretation.
Seven of them can be classifiad cession of sovereignty, three of them were as
sovereignty being unaffected, and three of theme asrutilisation of European
integration for national interests. No interpretadi categorised as reinforcement of
sovereignty by membership could be found. All mesiwého voted against the bill
made statements of the cession type of interretafiherefore, in this aspect, the
Against group in the Conservative Party has notgdwin this period. One of utilisation
type of interpretations is conditional. This wasienbay Mr Patrick Cormack. He said:
We preserve, by insisting upon unaniritghould vote against it if it did nebur
ultimate independent sovereignty, some of which shaufebbled in the interests

of the future peace, stability and prosperity abiga.
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It seems to me that he assumed unanimity. Howswvee the SEA, the scope of
qualified majority voting (QMVW has extended. Mr Cormack did not refer to this
QMV in all his statements on the day of discussion.

Focussing on individuals, only one member, Mr HDgkes who voted in favour of
both bills, made a statement in both the SEA aaditbaty of Maastricht debates. His
statements were classified as sovereignty beinfiecteal in the SEA debates aasl
utilisation of European integration for nationaenests in the Treaty of Maastricht

debates.

TheLabour Party
In the SEA period, four members of the dumbParty made statements of
interpretation. All of them voted against the hitid made statements of the cession
type of interpretatian
In the Treaty of Maastricht period, 12 memberfefltabour party made statements
of interpretation. Six of them can be classifiect@ssion of sovereignty, five of them
were as utilisation of European integration for nationaterests, and one was
reinforcement of sovereignty by membership. No rpnigation categorised as
sovereignty bemunaffected could be found. The result of the Lalpauty is obvious.

All members who voted against the bill made stattsnef the cession type of

8 |n some areas, QMV existed before the UK joinkd. SEA extended its area.
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interpretation. This result is completely the samin the Conservative Party. All
members who voted in favour of the bill and whotabed in the voting made
statements of the utilisation type and the reipfment type of interpretation.
Notwithstanding the opposition party, more util@atypes of interpretations and even
reinforcement type of interpretations, were foumahtthe ruling party. In the previous
period, there were ngPositive wordsin the utilisation type of interpretations in the
Labour Party. In this period, two statements ofivefused Positive words This aspect
might change since the previous period. Althoughdther three statements of the
utilisation type of interpretation usédegative words two of them seem to accept a
negative meaning. Mr Tony Banks statédm not worried about losing sovereignty. ..’
And also, Dr Jack Cunningham said:

Of course nation states will be expected to sueresmme of their sovereigrts

very emotive wordand, sometimes, although not always, it will béhiir best

interests as well as the common interest to do so.

These expressions the utilisation type of interpretation could be foundboth parties

in the previous period. In the Conservative Pdtiyie period, however, it is not possible
to find them. They usually deny negative behavidbat is, they do not accept the
situation that sovereignty is transferred into ortéchby the EC/EU. Although | did not
divide categories into great detall in the beginningyvide three kinds of discourses in

the utilisation type of interpretation at this stagee first is the way of the denial of the
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negative behaviour. That is, there are those whm it this is not any transferring or
limiting sovereignty but just for obtaining somevatages. The second is the way of the
acceptance of the negative behaviour. That i€ #verthose who accept that sovereignty
is transferred into or limited by the EC/EU in orde obtain some advantages for
member states. And the third is the way of theeptagon of thePositive usageIn
other words, there are those who believe that nmpadiovereignty brings some
advantages for member states. In the Labour Raetgfore, the first and the second
kinds could be found in the first period, and teeosd and the third kinds could be
found in this period. | will discuss this aspedhia next period as well.
The reinforcement type of interpretation was madeibDerek Enright and he said:
As a result of coming together and pooling our sBgsties, we shall gain
infinitely more sovereignty over the pound and eoaio policy than we have at

present.

His statementgain infinitely more sovereigritican be regarded as reinforcement of

sovereignty by membership

Favour, Againg and Abgtention
In the SEA period, five members who voted in favotithe bill made their
statements of interpretation. Two of them can &&sifled as cession of sovereignty, two

of them were as sovereignty being unaffected, aedod them wass utilisation of
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European integration for national interests. Orother hand, eight members who voted
against the bill made their statements of intexpogt. All of the eight can be classified as
cession of sovereignty

In the Treaty of Maastricht period, 10 membersepimembers of the government,
who voted in favour of the bill made their statetaerinterpretation. Three of them can
be classified as cession of sovereignty, thre@eshtcan be classified as sovereignty
being unaffected, and four of them can be cladsfiautilisation of European integration
for national interests. On the other hand, 12 mesnibho voted against the bill made
their statements of interpretation. All of them carlbssified as cession of sovereignty
Throughout this period, therefore, all members whedvagainst bills made statements
of the cession type of interpretation. Furthergettveere six members who abstained in
the voting. One of them can be classified as eeséisovereignty, four of them were as
utilisation of European integration for nationdenests, and one of them, Mr Enright,
was as reinforcement of sovereignty by membership.

Focusing on individuals apart from the ConservativeyRad the Labour Party, Sir
Russell Johnston, of the Liberal Party at the timaeoBSEA and the Liberal Democrats
at the time of the Treaty of Maastricht, made his statsiin both debates. He voted in
favour of both bills and interpreted both debatesession of sovereignty, but stated
differently. In the SEA, he said:

The Single Act, if ratified by all governments hg tend of the year, will certainly

herald a transfer of sovereign§ot a transfer from the national to the Community
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legislative structure, but a transfer from govemimand Commission civil

servants to the democratically elected represessaif the people.

And in the Treaty of Maastricht, he stated:
Liberal Democrats want a wider but deeper Eurapahie spurious spectre of the
single united states of Europe which Mrs. Thateldeances, but a decentralised
federal Europe of European states, with nationekrsmnty pooled in the
European Council and Council of Ministers, and [msovereignty pooled in the

European Parliament.

He has changed the exposition of sovereignty tisawyords fromtransfef to ‘pooled.
Is this because he came to understand that sotgrean be pooled? Mr Johnston
siated his interpretation in 1972 as well and he theedord sharéas the reinforcement
type of interpretation at that time:
| am one of those who believe that sharing sovaxeig Europe will strengthen
rather than weaken our capacity to protect wrebts. ... Sovereignty is about

protecting one's interests.

Taking these three statements into consideration, Jdhnston may view that
administrative sovereignty will be transferred, aational and popular sovereignty will

be pooled or shared for protecting national intesasd democracy.
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Newspapers
The Times in this period introduced five membeth witerpretations. Three of them

can be classified as cession of sovereignty, ortaeph was as sovereignty being
unaffected and one of them was ulisation of European integration for national
interests. These unaffected and utilisation typenigipretations were members of
government. The Times cited a statement of Mr Jhjor, the Prime Minister, as
follows:

JOHN Major tried yesterday to defuse Conservatiusions over Europe, revived

by the Queen's address to the European parliaasdme, reassured Tory MPs that

the Maastricht treaty would not threaten Britisbeseignty.

Thus, this can be classified as sovereignty bemaffacted. The statement of Mr
Norman Lamont was also cited:
A legally binding VAT floor was a vital componerfttbe EC single market, and
although the government had handed a portion alitexsovereignty to Brussels,

‘generally, this is a very good deal for Britain,” he said.

Although | regard his interpretation as utilisatminEuropean integration for national

interests, he did not say what advantage Britailtd@et. His statement was retaliated by
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citing other MP5statements and by The Times itself with theditkbe article a&Britain
forfeits sovereignty to Brussels on VAT".

The Guardian in this period, on the other handpdoted four statements of
government and one statement of member of the @atige Party. One of them can be
classified agession of sovereignty, three of them were as sgréyebeing unaffected
and one of them wass utilisation of European integration for nationdkmests. One of
statements of government was Mr John Major, ttmad™ilinister:

The Prime Minister sought to reassure his Eurctissggesterday afternoon at his
first Commons Question Time since the generali@festhen he said some
decision making could be pooled in Europe but ‘the sovereignty of this House is

not a matter that is up for grabs.’

| regard this statement as sovereignty being wtedidbecause there was no comment
for an advantage in return. Two other members wergment, Mr Douglas Hurd, the
Secretary of State for Foreign and Commonwealthrgfland Mr Kenneth Clarkéhe
Secretary of State for the Home Department, wdrd gh their statements as
sovereignty being unaffectéthe utilisation type of interpretation is a commeiir
Norman Lamont:

He reassured anti-federalists that while it wasiggsto cede some sovereignty to

Brussés in respect of the single market, Maastricht still ‘safeguarded Britain's

interests and achieved Britain's goals’.
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The statement of Mr Lamont in The Times was cite@&th July 1992. This statement
in The Guardian was cited about two months late8tborOctober 1992 as a speech at
the party conference.
Apart from the statement of MPs, interestingly, T@eardian introduced the
statement of interpretation of the Queen in thisgen 12th May 1992:
In the most sensitive section of the speech, shmsist that the new powers for
the European Parliament will not detract from theegeignty of the Westminster

Parliament, a view contrary to that passionatétytieMrs Thatcher.

On the other hand, The Times did not insert this ipaany articles and blamed the
Foreign Office for putting the Queen in this positi The debate of the Treaty of
Maastricht in the House of Commons was openedfjigstthis speech. Regrettably, as |

have examined, it is difficult to find the influenof the Queen on the debate.

Summary of Interpretation analyss

In this period, it is difficult to draw conclusiorabout the interpretation of
‘sovereigntyyby government MPs because of a shortage of détat Mécame clear is
that all members of the Against group in this geni@de their statements of the cession
type of interpretation and also that all membeth@®gainst group in the Conservative

Party had not changed their interpretation sineeptievious period along with this
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classification. In the Labour Party, one posghilit to assume that detailed
interpretations of the utilisation type, which iemhoned in the section of the Labour
Party, have changed. That is, for pursuing somantatys, the usage of the word of
exposition in the utilisation type of interpretatioas changed. This possibility needs to
be revisited in the next chapter. Another possili in relation to the first possibility,
that the concept of pooling sovereignty in thésatilon type of interpretation has slightly
penetrated some members of the Favour group inedetithe Treaty of Maastricht
because there was no such expression in the SE8e Possibilities may indicate that
discourse change of sovereignty is taking placeveder, the reinforcement type of
interpretation has dramatically decreased sincerthaous chapter. This phenomenon
presents some difficulty in terms of finding angw interpretation of sovereignty. That
is, it appears thus far that MPs understandingso¥ereignty has not changed

substantially as a result of European integration.

1985-1993 Conclusion

A feature of this period is the shortage of data for @Gowent Ministers. Especially,
the amount of data in Hansard for all three amslyges small. Does this mean that
sovereignty is less important of a concept for théreeems to me that cabinet members
were careful about saying the word sovereignty. Bectius period was in transition of

approach to European integration in both partiesy tight try to avoid bringing
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differences to the surface within government taotl@ other hand, newspapers that can
make their stance clear could introduce more contsnégovernment than Hansard.

The change in the word of exposition in the Corsgsey Party was the increase of
the ‘Unchanged usageThis result can be assumed that the Favour gobupe
Conservative Party has tried to avoid usingRusitive wordsin order to not aggravate
the hostility within the party. In the Labour Pady, the other hand, thPositive usade
has increased. However, tidegative usagavas still larger in the Labour Party than in
the Conservative Party as before. Between the Fakamup gnd the Against group, the
difference is still clear. Then, the differencensetn the two newspapers became smaller.
This result was the opposiéthe previous period. In the word of possessioa,vesole,
the percentage obur’ and‘Parliamerithas decreased and the percentageatibnal
has increased in each group and the result abthle The percentage ofational has
also increased in both newspapers. This resulttnmiglide the transformation in the
Conservative Party towards more Eurosceptics bef@edebate of the Treaty of
Maastricht.

In Definition analysis, focussingn a practical meaning was still the major point of
argument as before. On the other hand, the nurhibefimitions which focussed on a
theoretical meaning has decreased. It is possillew that the main point of argument
over sovereignty has come down to focuapractical meaning.

In Interpretation analysis, detailed interpretatioirthie utilisation type in the Labour

Party have changed. That is, for pursuing somengy®, the expression in the
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utilisation type has changedll MPs used ‘Negative words’ in the utilisation type of
interpretation in the first period. However, some MPs used ‘Positive words’ and some
other MPs expressed the acceptance of the nefalresiour in the utilisation type of
interpretation in this period. Another change whicrelated to the above was that the
concept of pooling sovereignip the utilisation type of interpretation has slightl
penetrated some members of the Favour group inedebithe Treaty of Maastricht
because there was no such expression in the SEA.

Consequently, the debate relatinghe creation of the EU has affected the discourse
and the attitude of members in both parties. Aisdabrth noting that some people, such
as Sir Russell Johnston who was analysed in thersexf ‘Favour, Against and
Abstentiori, have not changed their attitude and develop@datigeiments in direction
moving toward a positive meaning under the circumstancegaimsition of the

Conservative Party and the Labour Party.
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7 New Labour (1997- 2009) and comparisons

of three periods

This chapter conducts discourse analysis of thedpeetween 1997 and 2009.
Samples of analysis are: 1) debates on the Treémsterdam, which are readings of
the European Communities (Amendment) Bill (Noveni8&7— January 1998), 2)
debates on the Treaty of Nice, which are readings of ttap&n Union (Amendment)
Bill (July - Oct 2001), and 3) debates on the Treatyisifon, which are readings of the
European Union (Amendment) Bill (January - Marcb&0

The amount of data in each sample, which | fourdugih the process of
transcription and coding, is shown as Table A4.JAppendix 4. The analysis is
conducted in the same manner as for Chaptersé and

Further, this chapter provides a comparison ofhalle periods in each analysis.
Some changes could be found the comparison betweérsttand the second periods.
Therefore, it will become clear whether the changkigh could be recognized in
Chapter 6 are temporary phenomena or not. The dovaparison summary of all

analyses will be stated in the concluding chapter.

7.1Word usageanalyss
As with the previous two chapters, the analysis idecied by a quantitative
approach and focusses on what kind of word, ingughrasal verbs, speakers have

used in sentences related to sovereignty. My exioedsithat those words that explain
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or qualify the wordsovereigntyare different depending on M®litical stand and the

context of debates.

7.1.1 The word of exposition
As in the previous two chapters, some key pie £halitbe shown in the text and
all pie charts, including numbers of data poingssimown as Figures A4-1A4.7 in

Appendix 4.

Government (FigureA4.1)
Analysis of the third period and the over-time cangon

As shown in Figure A4.1, there was no data forTieaty of Amsterdam and the
Treaty of Nice periods, and only three discourséseonord of exposition for the Treaty
of Lisbon period for Government Ministers. Therefat is difficult to compare with
other periods. As there was also a shortage ofird#tia previous period (1985-1993),
members of governments rarely used the word ofsgiquo In the Treaty of Lisbon
debates, all three statements of the word of exposiere thePositive usageThis is
the only result available for this period. By observimglithited data of governments, it
is possible to say that members of governmentedandiséPositive wordsin general.
As | have argued in Chapter 3, it may be reasortabt®ntend that members of

governments have been Europeanised in this a$pectiygsis.
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Figure 7.1: The result of government

Lisbon Government

N=3 (out of 7 words of sovereignty)

TheLabour Party (FigureA4.2)
Analysis of the third period

In this period, | brought the analysis of the LabBarty to the next section of
government because it was the ruling party. As showmgime=A4.2, the percentage of
the ‘Positive usagewas over 60% in all three debates. This largeeptage of the
‘Positive usagdnas never been seen in both the Labour Partharitbnservative Party
in last two periods. A possible reason for theslgigycentage could be because only two
people who were against the bills made statemargs\wereignty in the Labour Party
but they did not use the word of exposition. Tread, of which no data exist for the
Favour group or the Against group in each partgnobccurred so far; thus, it is not
reasonable to say that only this reason was ioahiext of the large percentage of the
‘Positive usageThen, what was the other reason or factor? thgitluss this in the next

section.
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Figure 7.2: The results of the Labour Party in elstiate

Amsterdam Labour Nice Labour Lisbon Labour

mnegative
munchanged Hnegative

munchanged

W positive W positive

= positive

N=6 (out of 13) N=23 (out of 32) N=17 (out of 29)

The over-time comparison

In comparison with the first period, the resulttad third period is completely the
reverse. As | have argued in Chapters 3 and 6, #nel$88 was a turning point for the
Labour Party from an anti-European to a pro-Europeacestemen Jacques Delors, the
president of the Commission, visited Britain and daitlhis thinking on a social charter
for Europe. The result of the change has appemeel the Treaty of Maastricht. As |
showed in Chapter 3, a survey of Labour MPs i1 882-97 parliament indicated that a
majority accepted that British sovereignty could fmoled (Daniels 1998, p89;
Featherstone 1999, p7). Then, when the Labour akyower in 1997, though this is
the result of backbenchers, this study verifiesréseilt of the survey by the large
percentage of th#ositive usageFurther, Fella argues that the Labour party tuitsed
attentions towards a more pluralistic model of powed he says that this vision
requires the increaséoboling national sovereignties for the fulfilment of certaitiqyo
objectives (Fella 2002, p26). Given the fact thategative usagevas quite large in

the Treaty of Maastricht period, discourse doeschange at once but it has been
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gradually constructed. Consequently, it is readertabsay that the Labour Party has

Europeanised in this aspect of analysis.

Figure 7.3: The results of the Labour Party in gectod

1971-1975Labour 1985-1993 Labour 1997-2009 Labour

Hnegative

W negative
B changed

M negative

®unchanged =unchanged

Bunchanged
" B positive B positive
M positive

N=248 (out of 483) N=66 (out of 136) N=46 (out of 74)

The ConservativeParty (FigureA4.3)
Analysis of the third period

Both the result for Conservative MPs of the Treatyoterdam and the Treaty of
Nice periods are similar. The percentages oflegative usagevere more than 70%,
and the percentages of tiositive usagewvere less than 20%. The only difference is
that the percentage of thénchanged usagim the Treaty of Nice was larger than in the
Treaty of Amsterdam. However, the result of thefiref Lisbon was different from the
other two debates. The percentage ofifegjative usagevas 50%, and the percentage
of the ‘Positive usagenvas more than 30%. Over 30% of tResitive usageby the
Conservative Party is the largest ever since thatelén 1971. Is this result reflecting the

change in the Conservative Party, as Tim Bale stegf¥ It is not appropriate to say

19 This is cited in Chapter 3 as follows: Tim Balegesied that the Conservative Party would turn into
‘Eurorealisry or softer Eurosceptism, rather than harder Beptism under the leadership of David
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that the Conservative Party has changed or hasBueepeanised by concluding from

just one debate.

Figure 7.4: The results of the Conservative Paach debate

Amsterdam Conservative Nice Conservative Lisbon Conservative

Hnegative mnegative M pegative

munchanged munchanged munchanged

m positive | positive M positive

N=32 (out of 58) N=7 (out of 9) N=24 (out of 50)

The over-time comparison

Since 1971, except for the Treaty of Lisbon, rdgasdof whether the Conservative
Party held power or not, the percentage ofttegative usagéas been large. Therefore,
it is obvious that discourse of the ConservativéyRiid not change until the Treaty of
Nice in this aspect of analysis. As | noted, | caisay whether discourse has changed in
the debate of the Treaty of Lisbon. Even if we @aée the trend of change, the
percentage of thiNegative usadevould be larger than the percentage of Besitive

usageé

Favour and Againg (FiguresA4.4 & A4.5)

Analysis of the third period

Cameron, even if the Conservatives left the Europeaplés Party- European Democrats (EPP-ED)
(Bale 2006, p385).
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For debates in this period, the percentages dPthgitive usagan the Favour group
were exactly the same (67%). These results weallygpeought about by the result of
the Labour Party. The result of the Treaty of Andsten period was the same as the one
with the Labour Party, and other results includgg a few non-Labour MPs who voted
in favour.

In the Against group, on the other hand, the p&ges of théNegative usagén the
Treaty of Amsterdam and the Treaty of Nice peneele more than 70%. However, the
percentage of it in the Treaty of Lisbon period &@&. This result was greatly brought
about by the result of the Conservative Party lsecanly two MPs were not members

of the Conservative Party in the Against grouof 1

Figure 7.5: The results of the Favour and the Atygioup in each debate

Amsterdam Favour Nice Favour Lisbon Favour

mnegative
munchanged M negative

munchanged

M positive W positive

M positive

N=6 (out of 13 N=21 (out of 29) N=27 (out of 46)

Amsterdam Against Nice Against Lisbon Against

= negative H negative mnegative

munchanged munchanged munchanged

m positive = positive = positive

N=25 (out of 48 N=8 (out of 12) N=18 (out of 47)
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The over-time comparison

In the Favour group, the percentage of Besitive usagevas never larger than the
percentage of théNegative usadeuntil the SEA. In other words, MPs in the Favour
group tended to ustNegative wordsin the beginning. However, in the Treaty of
Maastricht period, the result was reversed but treepiaige of théPositive usagevas
still under 50%. In the third period, then, thecpatages of th&Positive usagevere
67% in all debates. The result clearly shows ttgé M the Favour group had shifted the
usage of the word of exposition frofegative worddo ‘Positive wordsin debates.

In the Against group, the percentage of Megative usagevas very large until the
Treaty of Nice. Further, the percentage of Pasitive usagavas less than 10% in the
first and the second periods. Therefore, it isiples® say that MPs in the Against group
have hardly usedPositive words in debates. In the third period, however, the
percentages of tH@ositive usagevere much larger than before. | do not say tligt th
result immediately indicates the change in the Agaiosipgoecause the percentages of
the ‘Negative usagevere still much larger than the percentages ofRbsitive usage

The next section will show whether this resultihdgated the change or not.

Total (FigureA4.6)
Analysis of the third period
In this period, the percentage of thiegativeusage” has gradually decreased. In the

Treaty of Amsterdam debates, it was more than 60%) the Treaty of Lisbon debates,
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it was less than 40%. The percentage ofRlositive usageon the other hand, was less
than 30% in the Treaty of Amsterdam, and was d& &nd was exactly doubled in
both the Treaty of Nice and the Treaty of Lisbbisebms to me that a certain change
occurred in this period. The change from the Trefaymsterdam period to the Treaty of
Nice period was largely because of the amount t@af dde amount of data for the
Conservative Party in the Treaty of Amsterdam gemas much larger than for the
Labour Party on the one hand; the amount of dathdd_abour Party in the Treaty of
Nice period was much larger than for the Consew/&arty on the other hand. Then, the
change in the Treaty of Lisbon period was causekeogesult of the Conservative Party
and the Against group. The change of usage in {regale, mainly Eurosceptics, is
worthy of attention. In total, however, the peragetof théNegative usagés still larger
than the percentage of theositive usage Therefore, it may not be reasonable to say

that discourse has changed in this period.

Figure 7.6: The results of total in each debate

Amsterdam Total Nice Total Lisbon Total

mnegative = negative mnegative

munchanged munchanged munchanged

m positive = positive m positive

3%

N=38 (out of 75) N=33 (out of 45) N=48 (out of 97)
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The over-time comparison

Looking at the total of the first and the secondopistiinterestingly, they are almost
the same. The difference is less than 2% in each U3amegh | have argued that there
have been some differences and some changes ipeg@chand in each group so far, it
is clear that the overall usage has not changedevéw, the total of the third period is
completely different. The percentage of thNegative usageéhas decreased by almost
20%, the percentage of thegnchanged usagéas decreased by about 5%, and the
percentage of tHositive usagdias increased by more than 20%. How should we view
these differences? | would like to say that thesalts indicate the existence of some
degree of change. Taking the analysis within tiné ieriod into consideration, further,
the change is more obvious after the year 200Qin&rthe year 2000, what happdin
Europe and in Britain? Before attempting to ansksiguestion, the remaining analysis

must be concluded. | thus return to this queryarconcluding chapter.

Figure 7.7: The results of total in each period

1971-1975 Total 1985-1993 Total 1997-2009 Total

M pnegative

W changed

® negative mpnegative

munchanged munchanged
®unchanged

B positive M positive

B positive

N=532 (out of 998) N=152 (out of 339 + 1 by Chairman) N=119 (out of 217)
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Newspapers (FigureA4.7)
Analysis of the third period

Although the extent of the data for both newspapassot great, the percentages of
the ‘Positive usagen both newspapers were very large. In The Tifoesusages out of
five in total were made by members of governmarthé Guardian, there was no usage
data of members of government but three usagesf @ur in total were made by the
Favour group. The remaining one usage in both ragpespwas made by the Abstention

group. Therefore, the statement of usage in thimsétggroup was not reported.

Figure 7.8: A comparison of The Times and with Goardian

1997-2009 The Times 1997-2009 The Guardian

HEnegative Hnegative

Epositive Wpositive

N=5 (out of 10) N=4 (out of 7)

The over-time comparison

The results of The Guardian were quite obvious. Jdreentage of thdPositive
usage had gradually increased and thiegative usagénad gradually decreased. This
trend of the change is very similar to the over-timeltre§the Labour Party. However,
as | noted, the extent of the data, especiallyarttird period, was very small. It is not

reasonable to say that The Guardian has Europgdikisehe Labour Party. On the
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other hand, the results of The Times are varyitifpodgh the trend of the change is
similar to the Conservative Party, the percentaf®se usages were widely apart from
the results of the Conservative Party. By obsertviage two newspapers, interestingly,

the results were gradually getting closer.

Figure 7.9: The results of both newspapers in jgexabd

1971-1975 The Times 1985-1993 The Times 1997-2009 The Times

Hnegative B negative W negative

M positive Eunchanged M positive

N=8 (out of 16) N=10 (out of 24) BNout of 10)

1971-1975 The Guardian 1985-1993 The Guardian 1997-2009 The Guardian

3%

Mnegative M negative

M pegative

munchanged munchanged

W positive

M positive W positive

N=34 (out of 111) N=13 (out of23 by Queen) N=4 (out of 7)

7.1.2 The word of possession
Some related pie charts will be shown in the tedtal pie charts with numbers of

data are shown as Figures A4M4.14 in Appendix 4.

Government (FigureA4.8)

Analysis of the third period and the over-time cangon
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Because of no data for the Treaty of Amsterdanttandireaty of Nice debates, it is
impossible to find the change in this period. la Treaty of Lisbon period, which
became automatically the total of this period,|léingest percentage wasational and
the second wa®arliamernit This result means that the usaganafional has gradually
increased over time. In the first period, it was the targest with only 6% followed by
‘Parliameritand‘our’. In the second period, the usagenaftional became the same
percentage with aParliameritand‘our’. Then, in the third period, it became the largest.
Although the amount of data is hot much, we maytsatygovernments have shifted the

usage of the word of possession in this aspeoahfsis.

Figure 7.10: The results of government in eaclogeri

1971-1975 Government Total 1983-1993 Government 1997-2009 Government

6%

Wour B Government
= our
M Parliament ® Parliament )
B Parliament

M national u the House

= national

mrestricted H national

N=16 (out of 73) N=7 (out of 9) N=6 (out of 7)

TheLabour Party (FigureA4.9)
Analysis of the third period

In the Treaty of Amsterdam and the Treaty of Niacegds, members of the Labour
Party tended to use the woadir when they talked about sovereignty. The results were

50% in both debates. In the Treaty of Lisbon, hawrekie percentage @ur decreased
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and became the second largest vi#tirliamerit and the usage ofational became the

largest percentage in this debate.

Figure 7.11: The results of the Labour Party i esbate

Amsterdam Labour Nice Labour Lisbon Labour

mour

Hour
=our = Parliament
mthe people
= the House a mthe House
M nation.

M national m the people

mrestricted

= national

N=6 (out of 13) N=14 (out of 32) N=16 (out of 29)

The over-time comparison

The change in the Labour Party seems to be unifidieusage ¢bur’ decreased in
the second period but greatly increased in the thériod. And the percentage of
‘national increased more than double in the second periosligiotly decreased in the
third period. However, the percentage‘érliamernitgradually decreased over time:
33% in the first period, 23% in the second peand, 14% in the third period. Therefore,
the Labour Party tended to not uBarliameritin this aspect. However, how should |
treat the usage 6bur? If some of them intended to userr instead of Parliamerit
this result would be changed. Thus it is hard &duee when the usage‘ofir’ occupies

a large percentage.
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Figure 7.12: The results of the Labour Party it geriod

1971-1975Labour

Hour

H Parliament
m the House

u the people
M national

m restricted

1985-1993 Labour

®our

® Parliament
u the House

= the people
B national

®monarch

mrestricted

6%

1997-2009 Labour

6%

9
5% 5o

Hour

N Parliament
mthe House

mthe people
Enational

mrestricted

N=98 (out of 483)

N=66 (out of 136)

The ConservativeParty (FigureA4.10)

Analysis of the third period

In general, the percentage‘olir and‘national were quite large in this period. The

N=36 (out of 74

feature of the Conservative Party in this peridbdesisage dmonarchand‘European

The usage ofmonarch was stated in the debate of the Treaty of Amsteroka Mr

Robert Jackson who voted against the bill. He saideiirdacy has changed the way

in which it was expressed. Then he stated:

In the long history of my party, we have succefsieavisaged the basis of
legitimacy as the divine right of the monarch;uh®n of the throne and altar; the

sovereignty of the Crown in Parliament; and the dawning era of

referendums-the sovereignty of the people.

This means that the possession of sovereigntyhifeeslSrom monarch to the people.
The usage ofEuropeanhwas by Mr Chris Grayling, who voted against tHedbithe

Treaty of Nice. He saidThe pooling of European sovereignty belies the fact that if
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recent history teaches us one lesson, it is thanalém in Europe is not dead and that
the spirit of sovereign nations is not dead.” Though no other MPs uséduropeahin
statements in this period, he might purposely‘bseopeahas the opponent word of

nationalism.

Figure 7.13: The results of the Conservative Raggch debate

Amsterdam Conservative Nice Conservative Lisbon Conservative

mour

= Parliament

mour uour
m the House

B Parliament B Parliament

mthe people

Enational mthe House

m national

European mnational

m monarch

m restricted

5%

N=21 (out of 58) N=4 (out of 9) N=35 (out of 50)

The over-time comparison

Throughout the three periods, | cannot see aglissined change in the Conservative
Party. And also, | cannot see a big difference dmtwthe Labour Party and the
Conservative Party. In the first period, although percentages were not the same, the
usage ofParliameritwas the largest in both parties. In the secornddyehe usage of
‘national was the largest in both parties. And, in the third petfedusage cbur was
the largest in both parties. That means there wamuch difference of the word of
possession between parties. As | argued in thersetthe Labour Party, it is difficult to

evaluate the usage ‘olur’. If both parties tended to use the ambiguous Veond, there
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would be an intention or a meaning. | would likedmsider it in the total section with

other aspects.

Figure 7.14: The results of the Conservative Raggch period

1971-1975 Conservative 1985-1993 Conservative 1997-2009 Conservative

6% 1%

our

296 5% 2%
%

=our

= Parliament
® Parliament mour @
m the House
= the House m Parliament o )
mthe people
m the people u the House
peop M national
M national uthe people @
Emonar

= restricted = national 1%

Wrestricted

European 5%

European

N=90 (out of 371) N=87 (out of 148) N=60 (out of 11

Favour and Againg (FiguresA4.11 & A4.12)
Analysis of the third period

The result of the Favour group was almost linkdd thie Labour Party in this period.
On the other hand, the result of the Against gweap close to the Conservative Party.
The differences between the two groups were mageust national and‘our’ in the

Favour group and more usagéRdirliameritin the Against group in total of this period.

The over-time comparison

In the Favour group, the percentagénational has gradually increased over time:
17% in the first period, 31% in the second peiod] 35% in the third period. On the
other hand, the percentageérliamenthas gradually decreased over time: 32% in the

first period, 25% in the second period, and 12%erthird period. This means that the
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Favour group has certainly shifted its usage m dspect of analysis. Although it is
difficult to evaluate the usage ‘@lur’ again, because this is also 35% as the largipst in
third period and the first period, why has the usageatibnal superseded the usage of
‘parliament? It is hard to regard it as the rise of the nafism because they are the
Favour group. One possibility would be the natiortalé@st. As | have presented as the
theoretical classification in the Interpretatioalgsis, MPs might seek national interests
when they talk about the European matters. | wdkbus$s it in the section of
Interpretation analysis and the conclusion chaptieiother aspects.

In the Against group, it is difficult to see theange throughout the three periods. The

percentage of each usage has gone up and dowgtibnbthe three periods.

Figure 7.15: The results of the Favour and ther&ggroup in each period

1971-1975Favour 1985-1993 Favour 1997-2009 Favour

1% 2%

mour

uour = our
m Parliament
B Government B Parliament
m the House
% | W Parliament mthe House
mthe people
m the House mthe people
m national
® the people M national
m restricted

M national mrestricted

European

N=110 (out of 500) N=61 (out of 114) N=49 (out of 88)

1971-1975 Against 1985-1993 Against 1997-2009 Against

2% =our
mour
®our X B Patliament
mParliament
mthe House

mthe people
Enational

® Parliament
mthe House
mthe House
mthe people

mthe people

mnational
Enational Emonarch
mmonarch

Hrestricted Brestricted

Hrestricted

European

N=109 (out of 488) N=83 (out of 146) N=53 (out of 107
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Total (FigureA4.13)
Analysis of the third period

The feature of this period was that the usagPafiameritin the Treaty of Lisbon
period was much larger than the other two debatéise Treaty of Amsterdam period,
the percentage AParliameritwas 11%, and in the Treaty of Nice period it wis B
the Treaty of Lisbon period, however, it was 28%haugh the usage OParliamerit
dramatically increased in the Treaty of Lisbonqukrthe largest percentage was the

usage of ‘our’, and the second one was the usageatibnal in total of this period.

Figure 7.16: The results of total in each debate

Amsterdam Total Nice Total Lisbon Total

Wour uour

= Parliament B Parliament mour

m the House u the House m Parliament

= the people  the people mthe House

m national ® national = the people

® monarch W restricted ®national

m restricted European

4%

5% 5%

N=27 (out of 75) N=21 (out of 45) N=60 (out of 97)

The over-time comparison

Similarly to the Labour Party and the Favour grdhp, percentage referring to
‘Parliameritin the context of sovereignty gradually decreasedtmer The change of
other usages was varying. For example, the usagertfiecreased in the second period
but increased in the third period, and the usageational increased in the second

period but decreased in the third period. The gasomwhich | presented in the
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previous chapter was that national sovereigntyugiydoecame an important aspect of
MPs. However, this will not be an appropriate comatug the third period is included.
The problem is, as | have previously stated, li#fs thve usage dfour’. Although the
usage ofour’ can be replaced by other usages, this usage pnarmouple of other
usages. For example, the usagéoof’ meansnational and‘the people In this case,
when the usage obur’ is large, MPs might view sovereignty from vari@spects.
However, this is nothing but one assumption. | neexvaluate it with other aspects of
analysis. Therefore, it is reasonable to say that onlystigelof Parliamenithas shifted
throughout the three periods in this aspect of/aisaDoes this mean that parliamentary
sovereignty has become unimportant for MPs ot have changed their viewpoint

of sovereignty? | will discuss this in the finahgter.

Figure 7.17: The results of total in each period

1971-1975 Total 1985-1993 Total % 1997-2009 Total

mour °

1% 1% 4% %\ mour

®our = Government
1%

X B Parliament
® Parliament = Parliament h
mthe House
®mthe House mihe House th L

e people
= the people mthe people mpational
mnational
naion, Enational mmonarch
Hrestricted

Emonarch Mrestricted

European

Erestricted European

N=224 (out of 998) N=185 (out of 339 + 1 by Chairman) N=108 (out of 217)

Newspapers (FigureA4.14)

Analysis of the third period and the over-time cangon
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The extent of the data was not great in this peridobtm newspapers, the usage of
‘national was the majority and there was no usageafiamerit

Throughout the three periods, the usagénafional increased and the usage of
‘Parliameritdecreased in both newspapers. This is a quiteusnesult with the Hansard

records. Therefore, newspapers have faithfullgetstl the discourse of MPs.

Figure 7.18: The results of both newspapers ingaabd

1971-1975 The Times 1985-1993 The Times 1997-2009 The Times

® Parliament m Parliament

Hour

m the House u the House

M national

= national ®national

N=7 (out of 16 N=13 (out of 24) N=3 (out of 10)

1971-1975 The Guardian 1985-1993 The Guardian 1997-2009 The Guardian

3%

Wour

H Parliament mour

m the House B Parliament Hour

m the people u the House mnational

M national W national

B Europe

N=40 (out of 111) N=10 (out of23 by Queen) N=4 (out of 7)

Summary of Word usageanalyss

In the word of exposition, the result of Hansarthia period is definitely different
from those in the other two periods. The percentatieedPositive usagas very large.
Especially, the increase in tHeositive usageamongst the Conservative Party and the

Against group is a surprise. Of course, the paagendf thePositive usageamongst
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them is still smaller than of thilegative usageTaking the volume of difference from
other periods into account, however, it is safeayp that the usage in this aspect of
sovereignty has changed.

In the word of possession, on the other handhdtislear but possible to find that the
percentage of the usage pdrliamentdecreased. With only this view point, it is hard t

conclude that the usage has changed.

7.2 Definition analyss
The analysis is carried out in the same way dbdgorevious two chapterhus this
section analyses how speakers define sovereigntyexydectation is that Definition
analysis can indicate which argument MPs pay mtteahd can suggest whether their
points of argument have changed. Therefore, | taiduhd differences, commonalities
and consistencies from the various comments. Tieatesf the data that | found from
each debate is shown as Table A4.2 in Appendix 4. Thet extie data is not great in
this period. Paradoxically speaking, MPs have tkmgé to talk about the definition of
sovereignty. Has the definition of sovereignty caloen to a certain agreement or have
MPs tried to abstain from stating the definitiorsofereignty? Because of the shortage

of data in this period, | include the over-time pamson in each group discussion.
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Governments

There was no statement of government in this pdfied statements of definition in
total were found in the first and the second pefia of them stated the location of
sovereignty as in Parliament. The statements oft wheereignty should be in
governments can be seen only in the first perietick] members of government have
tended to abstain from speaking their definitions aftwsbvereignty should be and it is

almost impossible to find the change in governmiertiss aspect of analysis.

TheLabour Party

In the Treaty of Amsterdam debates, there wasatensent of definition. In the
Treaty of Nice debates, Mr Wayne David said the¢isignty restd with the people. In
the Treaty of Lisbon debates, Mr Mark Hendrick s&dvereignty is either with the
House or the peopleBoth of them talked about which body or who shdudde
sovereignty. In the previous two periods, memiddiged_abour Party made a variety of
definitions of what sovereignty should be. In thesiqu, there was no such statement in

three debates.

The Conservative Party
Two definitions in the Treaty of Amsterdam debates one in the Treaty of Lisbon
debates were found in this period. No definitiors feand in the Treaty of Nice debates.

In the Treaty of Amsterdam debates, Mr Owen Pattexaiol that sovereignty should rest
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with the people. And also, Mr Laurence Robertsondsed on a practical meaning and
said, Sovereignty enables us to create the economyuitsbar own industry, our own
businesses and our own work force.” In the Treaty of Lisbon debates, Mr Richard
Shepherd said that sovereignty surely lies in tbeskl Therefore, two of them made
statements about who or which body should havereigug). Only one made a
statement of what sovereignty can do rather tha savereignty should be.

In comparison with previous two periods, it is gaeso say the same thing of the

Labour Party.

Favour and Againgt

All statements of the Labour Party were as the Favoupgand two statements of
the Conservative Party, except for Mr Paterson atdstained from voting, were as the
Against group. Therefore, the result is not difiefeom two parties. And it is difficult to

compare between two groups and over time.

Summary of Definition analyss

The most important point of this analysis wouldbes the shortage of definitions in
the third period should be evaluated. As | havenéxed the frequency of definition in
the previous two periods, the frequency in thisodes as follows. In the Treaty of
Amsterdam period, there were two statements afititafi in total out of 52 statements

of sovereignty. The percentage was 3.8%. In thatyfied Nice period, there was only
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one statement of definition in total out of 34estaents of sovereignty. The percentage
was 2.9%. In the Treaty of Lisbon period, thereatien statements of definition in total
out of 84 statements of sovereignty. The percentage2.4%. In the previous two
periods, the percentages of definition in all stetats were between 8.5% and 11.7%.
Thus, the statements of definition in this periodatngously few. Especially, there was
no definition of what sovereignty should tia the Treaties of Nice and Lisbon debates.
Why has no-one, except one in the Treaty of Ameterperiod, talked about what
sovereignty should be like in the first and thesdgeriods? Some of the answers may
be those two which | provided in the beginninghif section. 1) The definition of
sovereignty has come down to a certain agreenmeMP2 have tried to abstain from
stating the definition of sovereignty. If answetlnwas true, there should be found a
certain agreement of definition. In the secondpeii was possible to find the trend that
the point of argument was likely to come down to focus aaetipal meaning. In fact,
the only definition of what sovereignty should Wbjch stated in the third period, was
the one which focussed on a practical meaning. kaw is impossible to find any
statements that mentioned about an agreementefatefimition of sovereignty. Thus,
answer no.2 seems to be appropriate. But why h&gerideded to abstain from making
statements of definition? What | can say is timabat all statements of what sovereignty
should be, although some statements of who or windy should have sovereignty
were found, appeared before the implementatioheoflteaty of Maastricht; in other

words, before the creation of the EU. It is reasien® suppose that the impact of the
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creation of the EU was strong on elidiscourse of definition. Have MPs been unable to
make any statements of definition after the creatidhe EU? Certainly, they can assert
the definition as before if they want to do so.Thehy did not they assert it? One
possibility is that to assert just one aspect obuardefinitions became meaningless for
them under the evolution of European integrati@t itmvolves complex institutional
changes. As we have seen three points of arguegadttheoretical and practical, these
definitions are non-equivalent in various anglesEafopean policies because it is
possible to lose sovereignty in one sense and gaenother (Lord 1992, p422). Hence
the result in this period shows the difficulty a#fidition argument. As for when |
examined the usage of possession in the previdigs¢he ambiguous usageir’ was
the largest percentage in the third period. Onesagyhat it became difficult to state a
clear view on sovereignty for MPs in relation te European matter. And as mentioned
in Chapter 1, political elites would attract thagesof function rather than discuss what
means in political practices.

The table below is the total points of definitibrough this period. Tables of each

debate are shown in Table A4.3 in Appendix 4.
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Table 7.1: 1997-2009 Total

Number of speakers What sovereignty should be ‘Who or which body should have
sovereignty

Government: Nil N/A N/A

Labour: 2 N/A in the people: 1
either with the House or the
people: 1

Conservative: 3 practical: 1 in the House: 1
in the people: 1

Favour: 2 N/A in the people: 1
either with the House or the
people: 1

Against: 2 practical: 1 in the House: 1

(Abstention): 1 N/A in the people: 1

Total: Favour+Against practical: 1 in the people: 2

+Abstention in the House: 1
either with the House or the
people: 1

7.3 Interpretation analyss
The Interpretation analysis was carried out irstiree way as for the previous two

chapters, applying the following theoretical chsstions:

By joining in the EC or passing a bill of Europeastter,
1. CessionSovereignty will be transferred to the EC/EU, droala part of
sovereignty will be lost or limited.
2. UnaffectedSovereignty will not be changed.
3. Utilisation Sovereignty will be transferred to or be pooleth@ EC/EU in

exchange for some advantages.

And also, through membership activities in the EC/E
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4. ReinforcementSovereignty will be strengthened, be used or sfoamed

by way of enhancing its capacity.

My expectation is that MP#terpretation of sovereignty can be affected @ahged
over time through the mechanisms of adaptatiomspre and interactions as to the
progress of European integration and through okhetors such as competitive
discussion between government and opposition, dmseédvative and the Labour, the
Favour and the Against etc. As a result, the iaitin of discourse in each group and

period can be found.

Government

In the Treaty of Amsterdam and the Treaty of Neleates, there was no statement of
government.

In the Treaty of Lisbon debates, four members retaements of interpretation. Al
of them can be classified as sovereignty beindaated but their points of discourse are
not the same. For example, Ms Bridget PrenticeP#dntamentary Under-Secretary of
State for Justice, talked abothie human rights provision’ in the treaty and Mr David
Miliband, the Secretary of State for Foreign anth@mnwealth Affairs, talked about
‘immigration, asylum, visas, police co-operation andivil law’ in the treaty. They argue
that these provisions do not reduce or infringeagnty of the UK or member states.

In the previous two periods, members of governnmsunlly talked about sovereignty in
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general or talked in an evasive way of expressioriikeate sovereignty or a certain
defined field without specification. One exceptiaas that Mr Norman Lamont stated,
“Nothing in the treaty interferes with the sovereignty of the Government of this country

in monetary and fiscal matters in stage 2’ in the debate of the Treaty of Maastricht.
However, two other members in this period talked abeutreaty in general, therefore,
pointing out that certain provisions by members skgament would be one feature of
this period.

In addition to the categorisation, Mr John Huttbe,Secretary of State for Business,
Enterprise and Regulatory Reform, made a diffestaiement of interpretation or,
precisely, a statement of affirmation. He sditlg treaty contains a proper recognition in
the laws of the EU, for the first time, of the seignty of member states over their
national resources.”® Paradoxically speaking, this reveals that theee rar other
provisions that contain a proper recognition of thersiygty of member states. That is
to say, it is reasonable to view that members tencbnsider the interpretation of

sovereignty focussing on some specific provisions.

TheLabour Party
In the Treaty of Amsterdam debates, three membetiseoLabour Party made
statements of interpretation. Two of them can lassiled as sovereignty being

unaffected and one of them can be classified lesatitin of European integration for

% Some more statements, which are not the wayegpiatation, on this matter can be found in mesnber
of back-benchers and the Conservative Party.
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national interests. This utilisation type of intetption was made by Mr Bill Rammell
who had repeatedly made the same meaning in statelike, ‘By pooling some of our
sovereignty, we would have greater economic control.’

In the Treaty of Nice debates, six members matrstats of interpretation. One of
them can be classified as cession of sovereignty, tweiof were as sovereignty being
unaffected, and three of them were as utilisatioBupopean integration for national
interests

In the Treaty of Lisbon debates, four members nssatements of interpretation.
One of them can be classified as sovereignty heiafiected and three other members
can be classified as utilisation of European iatémy for national interests.

Throughout this period, there was no member of thairsg group and two
members who abstained in the voting. Thus, othatidvin favour of the bills. One
member who made a statement of the cession typieigiretation in the Treaty of Nice
abstained ithe voting. Therefore, all members of the Favour group ntaterents of
either as sovereignty being unaffected or utitisatif European integration for national
interests. Compared with the debate in the Trelatylaastricht that came after the
change of attitude in the Labour Party, the statemdint @ession type of interpretation
had dramatically decreased. Is this because thaut &arty had transformed from the
opposition to the government? As | illustratedhia section of the Labour Party in

Chapter 3, for the vast majority of the Labour yPEIPs, there is a tendency to toe the
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party line. They follow the party leader (Jones72@p136-137). This tendency is now
confirmed by this Interpretation analysis.

Regarding the division of the utilisation type terpretation which | presented in
the section of the Labour Party in the previouptehmathere were no first and second
kinds that are the denial of the negative behawaadrthe acceptance of the negative
behaviour in this period. All statements were tiwel tkind that is the presence of the
‘Positive usage Although this tendency will be discussed agédr i the section of
‘Favour, Against and Abstentipuliscourse of the utilisation type of interpretain the
Labour Party has definitely changed in this aspect.

Focussing on individual members in the Labour Partly Mr Peter Hain made
statements in both the second and the third pefilsdstatements obviously show the
change in discourse. In the debate of the TredWeaaistricht, he voted against the bill
and said, Sovereignty was ceded to a Euro-level, not so much politically but, more
important, economically, a long time ago.”®* In the debate of the Treaty of Nice, on the
other hand, he voted in favour of the bill and:said

Membership of the European Union does not mean surmgngexiereignty, which

we have kept. We have retained the veto wherdtersidor example, over taxation,

social security and defence. As my hon. Friend se@dare considering pooling

sovereignty.

21 Mr Hain opposed not European integration butdnéeot of the Treaty of Maastricht.
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Even if his attitude to European integration had clmanged, his discourse on
sovereignty would have obviously changed. It isgdesus to conclude whether
discourse of all members of the Labour Party had eldaoig the basis of the discourse
of just one person. Allowing for a tendency tottweparty line in the Labour Party, and
as long as the basic line of the Labour Partyhi®BU had not changed, his tendency of

change would penetrate other menmlsisgourse.

The Conservative Party
In the Treaty of Amsterdam debates, eight mendi¢ine Conservative Party made

statements of interpretation. Seven of them catldssified as cession of sovereignty
All of them voted against the bill. One of them tanclassified into either the cession
type or the utilisation type of interpretation:stiwas made by Mr lan Taylor who
abstained in the voting. He paradoxically exprettseanportance of joining:

It is not only by joining that we lose sovereigribyt by not joining. We lose

sovereignty by not having influence and not belslg ® ensure that the rules of

the game are not only properly formed but observed.

He did not say anything about the advantage df/Kxé return but this discourse said
that the advantage would be lost if we did not joiverefore, it is difficult to classify into

four interpretations.
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In the Treaty of Nice debates, two members made stateiof interpretation. Both
of them can be classified as cession of sovereggtyoted against the bill.

In the Treaty of Lisbon debates, five members nstalements of interpretation.
Four of them can be classified as cession of dgmgreand one of them can be
classifiedasutilisation of European integration for natiomaérests. All four members of
the cession type of interpretation voted agaiedbith And one member of the utilisation
type of interpretation voted in favour of the Gitis was Mr Kenneth Clarke and he was
the only member who voted in favour of the billhivitall statements of interpretation of
the Conservative Party throughout this period.ait $Ve have pooled our sovereignty
with the European Union and I think that that has been overwhelmingly to our benefit.”
This, only one member of the Favour group, is dagufe of the Conservative Party in
this period. In the first and second periods, & wassible to find more members of the
Favour group in the Conservative Party.

Focussing on individuals, four members of the Quatiee Party made their
statements in the previous period as well. Theysaréeddy TaylgrMr Bill Cash Sir
Patrick Cormack and Mr Kenneth Clarke. Sir Teddylofamade statements in the
debate of the SEA and the Treaty of Amsterdam attdstatements can be classified as
cession of sovereignty. Mr Bill Cash made statemerisratee debate of the SEA and
the Treaty of Amsterdam and both statements calag®fied as cession of sovereignty
However, his discourse has slightly changed imtaicespect. This will be explained in

the next section. Sir Patrick Cormack made statsnmerthe debate of the Treaty of
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Maastricht and the Treaty of Lisbon. As | introdiligethe section of the Conservative
Party in the previous chapter, his interpretatian be classifiedhs utilisation of
European integration for national interests butas conditional. This condition might
not be met. His interpretation in this period carclassified as cession of sovereignty
On the other hand, Mr Kenneth Clarke made hisnstaie as sovereignty being
unaffected in the debate of the Treaty of Maastacil as utilisation of European
integration for national interests in the debatihefTreaty of Lisbon. Accordingly, there

was no fixed sign of the individual change of iptetation.

Favour, Againg and Abstention

In the Treaty of Amsterdam debates, the numbéreofavour group corresponds
exactly to the Labour Party. On the other handrsenembers who voted against the bill
made statements of interpretation. They are alfl fte Conservative Party and all their
statements can be classified as cession of sawgrdigirther, there was one member
who abstained in the voting. This was Mr lan Tayar | cited in the section of the
Conservative Party.

In the Treaty of Nice debates, four members whedvat favour of the bill made
statements of interpretation. They were all fromlthbour party. One of them can be
classified as sovereignty being unaffected ance tbfethem wereas utilisation of
European integration for national interests. Orother hand, three members who voted

against the bill made statements of interpretafidinstatements can be classified as
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cession of sovereignty. Further, there were two Ipeesrwho abstained in the voting.
They are both from the Labour Party and one of 8tatements can be classified as
cession of sovereignty and the other statemenbeatiassified as sovereignty being
unaffected.

In the Treaty of Lisbon debates, nine members who vofesiaar of the bill made
statements of interpretation. Five of them can lassified as sovereignty being
unaffected and four of them can be classified iBsation of European integration for
national interests. On the other hand, four membbes voted against the bill made
statements of interpretation. They are all fromGbaservative Party and all statements

can be classified as cession of sovereignty

As the result of the word of exposition shotigsitive wordswere used quite often
in this period in both the Favour and the Againstugs. Needless to say, ghi
phenomenon can be seen in the statements of @étigors. In the Favour group, they
often used‘Negative wordsin the first and the second periods when they made
statements of the utilisation type of interpretatim the first period, there were 26
members who stated the utilisation type of intégpom in the Favour group in total.
Eighteen of them usetNegative wordsand six of them usedPositive words for
explaining the advantage of the UK. In the secaibgh there were seven members
who stated the utilisation type of interpretatiothie Favour group in total. Two of them

used ‘Negative wordsand three of them useositive wordsfor explaining the
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advantage of the UK. And, in this period, thereemaine members who stated the
utilisation type of interpretation in the Favouowp in total. None of them used
‘Negative wordsand eight of them uséBositive wordsfor explaining the advantage of
the UK. Thus, it is possible to find the changdistourse to explain the advantage in the
Favour group. This trend can be seen in the Aggiosp as well.

Because there was only a couple of the utilisaype of interpretations in the
Against group, | examine the whole members of thaimst group by focussing on the
‘Positive words In 1971 and 1975 of the first period, no-one in thedsgajroup used
‘Positive words In 1972, some members of the Labour Party id\ganst group used
‘Positive wordsin the statement of interpretation. In the seqaernibd, no-one in the
Against group usedPositive wordsin the statement of interpretation. This revaas t
things. One is that members of the Conservativty iPathe Against group never used
‘Positive wordsin the statement of interpretation. And the othehat no-one in any
parties has usetPositive wordssince Britain actually became a member of the EC.
Therefore, this period is the first time to fiffositive wordsin the statement of the
Conservative Party in the Against group and tisetiine to uséPositive wordssince
the accession to the EC.

Further, | will look at those statements wigtositive words Four statements can be
found in 14 statements of the Against group. Irdieate of the Treaty of Amsterdam,
Mr David Prior and Mr Bill Cash made their statetregnnterpretation. Mr David Prior
said:
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l, too, am in favour of the Single European Act,\when the Chancellor of the
Exchequer says that monetary union will involve esqoooling of economic
sovereignty, that statement is disingenuous. éelthat monetary union goes
beyond that. That view is not necessarily wrongjaasept that there are different
views on Europe, but monetary union goes way beysmrde pooling of

economic sovereignty.

Mr Prior recognised some pooling of economic sayete in the EU but he did not

recognise monetary union as some pooling of ecaramvereignty. Mr Cash states:
However, we are moving beyond thin slices to enaamohunks of our
sovereignty being taken away from us, or beinggubelith those of other
countries and put into a legal framework, which wilatgempossible difficulties

for us in the future.

Of course he opposed that sovereignty was to be pettedther countries. However,
what we can find from his discourse is that henditisay that sovereignty cannot be
pooled. He said that pooled sovereignty would ereapossible difficulties. In the
debate of the Treaty of Nice, Mr Chris Graylinglsai
Step by step, as we move from treaty to treatyrbeess of integration develops,
we hand over more sovereignty to an international pabllecisions that should

be taken in this country are taken at Europeah leve
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Mr Grayling recognised the concept of an internatipool. And finally, in the debate of
the Treaty of Lisbon, Mr Gerald Howarth said:
The British people have found out that the poatihgovereignty to which she
refers has proceeded to such an extent that welettted representatives of the
people of this country, are no longer able to @eoitl a whole raft of issues on

their behalf because powers have been progressamdied over to Brussels.

The expression dthe pooling of sovereigrityn this statement is to use a previous
speakes phrase. However, he did not say that sovereggmyot be pooled. Thus all
four members have not only used for the first tiResitive wordsin their statements of
interpretation but also, surprisingly, not denibéé toncept of pooling or pooled

sovereignty as an act or an existence.

Newspapers
The Times in this period introduced two members withpregations. Both of them
were members of government. The Times cited a stat@iilr Tony Blair, the Prime
Minister, at the time of the debate of the Treéyrosterdam, as follows:
We willingly pay the price of pooled sovereigntdefence, for the greater prize of

collective security through NATO. We should be yeadpay a similar price in the
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European Union for the prizes of political secusityl stability, liberal and open

markets, higher incomes and more jobs.

And also a statement of Mr Jack Straw, the SegreitrState for Foreign and
Commonwealth Affairs, at the time of the debatibefTreaty of Nice was cited:
The EU does not threaten our independence, ouresgviy or our identity.
Rather, in today's world, more interdependent thaver has been, the EU

provides the surest guarantee that our voice @flidard in the world.

Thus, both interpretations can be classified disatiton of European integration for
national interests. In the data of Hansard, there no statement of interpretation of
government in the Treaties of Amsterdam and Niberéfore, these statements are the
only interpretation of government.

The Guardian in this period, on the other handydaoted three members with
interpretations. All of them can be classified tigsation of European integration for
national interests. One of them was a stateméit Glordon Brown, the Prime Minister,
and was cited as follows:

Brown insists the treaty does not impinge on Britisvereignty and breaks new
ground in providing opportunities for the EU toktacglobal poverty, climate

change and children's rights.
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He did not directly say that Britain would get scaeantages in return. He expands the
scope of the advantage for the world. Two othérsients of interpretation also referred
to the scope of the world. One was Mr Peter Hathed_abour Party:
Speaking to the Labour group Progress he said it was time to ‘get real’ about the
issue of sovereignty and recognise that in a gkalohleconomy, pooling

sovereignty could promote British interests.

The other was Mr Nick Clegg, the leader of the labBemocrats:
In an increasingly insecure world, the EU reffeis safety in numbers. It
strengthens our real sovereignty in an age in wizitbnal borders have become

increasingly meaningless.

The statement of Mr Hain can be classified asaiitin of European integration and the
statement of Mr Clegg can be classiBateinforcement of sovereignty by membership
This is the only interpretation of reinforcemeetyn this period. The statement of Mr
Hain was delivered in the debate of the Treatyiof Where he also made statements in
the House of Commons as | cited in the sectioheob&bour Party, and the statements

of Mr Brown and Mr Clegg were delivered in the delud the Treaty of Lisbon.
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Summary of Interpretation analysis

In this analysis, three key words were found: jgiomi pooling, and the scope of the
world. In interpretation of government, membersl tierview sovereignty through some
provisions in the law or the Act such as humansighome members of the Against
group in the Conservative Party have used the‘teepooling of sovereigritgnd have
recognised it for the first time. According to thidy of Ludlam in Chapter 3, the
Conservative Party can be divided into two carfgissolutistsand ‘poolers (Ludlam
1998, p42). Consequently, some absolutists havegetiaheir discourse. And some
statements of MPs, which were reported in newspaferd to view and consider
sovereignty in relation to the scope of the wanithsas globalised economy.

Regarding detailed interpretations of utilisatigpet that were presented in the
previous chapter, further, the change is obvioosy All interpretation of utilisadin type
is expressed with thd”ositive usadge This result can correspond with a survey of
Labour MPs in the 1992-97 Parliament. This was showhapt€r 3 and indicated that
a majority accepted that British sovereignty coodel pooled (Daniels 1998, p89
Featherstone 1999, p7).

These results would give indications of the chamglscourse. However, the result
that there was no interpretation of reinforcemgme,texcept for one in newspapers, in
this period was contrary to my expectation. Agiliad in the previous chapter, this result

makes it difficult to argue that there isn@w interpretation of sovereignty. Therefore, is
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it reasonable to conclude that discourse changentiasaken a direction of the

reinforcement type of interpretation? | would l&rgue this in the final chapter.

1997-2009 Conclusion

In the debate of the Treaty of Lisbon, Sir Stuas, Bf the Labour Party, states,
‘Back in 1972, Edward Heath talked about pooled sovereignty and we are still talking
about pooled sovegty today. We have never given a single power away to Europe.’
Apart from whether a single power has been givesyaw not, surely, they are still
talking about pooled sovereignty. However, isatshme in recent years? As we found in
the Word usage analysis and in the Interpretatatysis, the use oPositive words
including the ternfpool has dramatically increased in this period, anthdéy some
members of the Conservative Party in the Agaigtmhave used this word for the first
time ever in their statements of interpretatiooughout three periods. Are they only a
short-ived phenomenon of this period? Meanwtiile, definition of sovereignty has
come to be not discussed in this period. One pidgsih this trend is that it became
difficult to state a clear general definition on seigaty in relation to European master
as individual provisions of the treaties were feedson in some interpretations. | will
take up this question and detailed conclusion that tafigit in this period in the next

chapter.
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8 Concluson

| shall summarise, firstly, what | have examined up to @nh&pin the Introduction,
three contexts of the research were provided. Bteribal context revealed that the
meaning of sovereignty has evolvasipolitical and historical contexts change. This
result indicated that the impact of European iatemgr would be another change of
political context with potential implications fohé meaning of sovereignty. The
component context raised the question of whethar ahd constitutive character of
sovereignty could explain the phenomenon of Europeegration. In other words, the
problem is whether it is possible to recognisgptiver in the supranational institution as
sovereignty and whether sovereignty can truly bected from a state as an ideology.
These questions might suggest that the concejalvefesgnty would require another
component of sovereignty, neither internal noragteas a member state of the EU. The
theoretical context showed that the studies ofrational Relations and European
integration have presented various views on sgveyethat would predict discourse
change surrounding sovereignty. These contextesigghthe possibility of discourse
change on sovereignty by European integrationofigmality of this study was to focus
on actual parliamentary debates and to analyse thel@¢rmine the extent of change.
This study thus aimed at investigating the questibrvizether elite discourse on
sovereignty has indeed changed in the context mipEan integration by applying

discourse analysis.
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To start with, in Chapter 1, | illustrated and ekead how the academic literature has
discussed sovereignty in the contemporary worlddémic literatures would be the
basis from which to understand sovereignty fortipalielites. In academic literature,
rationalists and constructivists have presentechargety of views on sovereignty.
According to the shared viewpoint of constructyistovereignty can be changed
through the construction of national interests wiainous social practices in a state. In
recent works, Daniel Philpot and Neil Walker argudtie possibility of the change in
sovereignty (Philpot 2001; Walker 2003). Espegcidiilpot pointed out that the
phenomenon of European integration would be onevefréévolutions in sovereignty
that was brought by revolutions in ideas. In m@tato elites understanding, then, the
study focussed on the usage of sovereignty. ReetbeaNissen introduced the view
by which‘sovereignty is a discoursand argued that, by emphasizing sovereignty as a
claim, the emphasis is placed on how it is usdokiog played out, in legal and political
practices (Alder-Nissen and Gammeltoft-Hansen 6a8,2p82). As a result, these
academic debates have given meaning to the stuliicofirse change of sovereignty in
the context of European integration.

In Chapter 2, my focus narrowed down to Britaine Tapter examined how
sovereignty has generally been conceptualiseditsirBThe concept of parliamentary
sovereignty had been established over a long pefritithe, from the sixteenth century
to the nineteenth century. This study understoadthe concept was uniquely accepted

in Britain, whereas it also contained some intimsoblems. Despite some criticisms,
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the concept has been given support by British pebjstory and culture. In comparison
with other member states of the EU, further, it wassible to draw attention to the
differences of the conceptualisation in Britaine Toncept of parliamentary sovereignty
and its context were likely to be the grounds sfalirse of MPs as well.

Chapter 3, therefore, examined the challenge abfdean integration on Britain
thoroughly, including the perspective of theorw, laonstitution and politics. The first
section considered a theoretical perspective anducted that theories of European
integration have developed conflictingly but haffered a neutral view by focussing on
the logic of arguing or communicative action. Thdbisay, an idea or a preference can
be altered through argumentative persuasion. Targgehn theory might lead the trend
of the debate on sovereignty. Nevertheless, Idasene unsolved questions about
sovereignty such as whether sovereignty can kdedivivhether shared sovereignty can
be viewed as the same sovereignty of the natit#) atad whether pooled or delegated
sovereignty can be understood as keeping suprewes jpb the national level. These
guestions were posed by the gap between theoratidapractical perspectives and
between a viewpoint of the state and the EU. Bef@econsider these answers, the
section required to view a legal perspective obsagnty as well. The examination of
the legal perspective showtdt ‘supremacyand-direct effectof Community law has
already been established and accepted by the E0gdhttourt cases prior to the British
accession to the EC. As a result, we found that sonreign be theoretically changed

and EU law has already affected the sovereigntyenhber states.
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Under these circumstances, how has European itegiafluenced elites
discourse? The next section presented two possdakranisms of discourse change and
examined the impact on governmental machinery @N&il) of the UK. One of
mechanisms could be found through the Europeamsatproach as adaptational
pressure and the other mechanism could be foundgtinrthe MLG approach as
interactions between three levels: supra-natiomaiber states and subnational. As the
latter mechanism has worked mainly since the Blavernment implemented
devolution, Europeanisation was the major mechavisinange for the whole period of
European integration in the UK. This section cited suethanisms as Europeanisati
of Whitehall at the end.

As we have examined British case of Europeanisdhiemext section considered
the legal impact on the British constitution, eg@igcon parliamentary sovereignty.
Consequently, scholars and lawyers @dihat parliamentary sovereignty has declined
or, at least in Fostar words, is in abeyance (Foster 2007, p63). Howexesting
literature indicated that debates of MPs on sayafieihave not always developed in
accordance with these legal understandings. Nigpled that MPs have failed to
perceive parliamentary sovereignty in terms ofgjatipower (Nicol 2001, p106). The
reason behind this was that there were three pufirigument: legatheoretical and
practical, which were incompatible, over sovergigQine possible reason why the
guestions, which were mentioned in the first seditdhe chapter, were unsolved would

be the divergence of arguing points over soveseigitite point here was MPs could
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change their focus on these arguing points over tiynthe mechanisms of discourse
change.

The last section found that the British politicggtem has also complicated these
arguments. Thus the section examined how debatesovereignty developed into a
confrontation, between and within parties, in thatid political system. This
confrontational style of British politics would beactor of discourse change as well.

The examination of Chapter 3 revealed that théeciga of European integration
has made an impact on both theoretical and leggigmtives, which can be elements of
three different points of argument over sovereigvitii practical perspective, and has
provided the possibility of discourse change by meamanig institutional change such
as adaptational pressure and interactions, andstioffiaetors like a competitive political

culture

It follows from what has been said thus far thaesldiscourse change on
sovereignty is fully conceivable. The dissertatisen moved to an analysis of elite
discourse surrounding sovereignty. This study dsaburse analysis by applying key
stages of the work of Potter and Wetherell forstigating discourse change.

Sample selection: The sample of this study was reenab the House of Commons
and eight debates on European matters.

Collection of records and documents: My data ssunegre Hansard records and

two newspapers.
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Transcription: Hansard records and newspapereartisbre already transcribed and
can be accessed by websites or documents indifari

Coding: The first step of coding was to find a eec¢ which includes the word
‘sovereignty Those sentences that were repetitions of otlezkeps and views as a
third party were excluded. The second step wdagsify speakers by their backgrounds,
which were their party and their attitude to treokations.

Analysis: The analysis was carried out by compapetterns and differences over
time. The period of time was separated into threeps: 1971-1975; 1985-1993,
1997-2009.

In addition to these steps, this study appliecetapproaches for discourse analysis:
Word usage analysis, Definition analysis and Ingggpon analysis. The focus of this
analysis was the question of how MPs have used the'sametreigntyand of whether
they have changed its meaning or usage. Thus,premisely, the viewpoints were how
they have qualified or explained the wasdvereignty, how they have expressed the
definition of sovereignty and how they have inietgul sovereignty in relation to

European integration.

% Although transcription of data in 1970s was cotetlimanually, it appears that the data from the<la7
now available electronically. Unfortunately, thewes not enough time te-do the analysis by using the
search function like other periods. It may be ceabie that a couple of instancessafvereigntymight
have been missed during the manual analysis. Howleeesult of the manual analysis is not likelgiffer
too much from the one electrical because the dlatais period was large enough that one or tweings
observations should not have a substantial impabeaverall results.
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Findings
From Chapter 5 to Chapter 7, this study condubtedrtalysis of three time periods.

The following results were obtained.

Not changed

Firstly, | present what has not changed througtmauthree periods. In the word of
exposition, théNegative usagef the Against group was over 60% in total opaliods.
And, also, in Interpretation analysis, the majdatl/in the second and the third periods)
of the Against group has continuously made statementssibn type of interpretation
The analysis shows that the usage of discourseohabanged in these two aspects of

approaches.

Changed

The big change in the word of exposition was thieola Party in Hansard records.
The‘Positive usagdnas dramatically increased throughout the thneedse It was only
11% in total between 1971 and 1975, then 24% beti®85 and 1993, and finally
65% between 1997 and 2009. As the result showstiawous 65% at all debates in the
third period, the change became clear. ‘Hasitive usagan newspapers is also very
large in the third period but it was not possiblesiew any stable movement in the
newspaper analysis throughout the three periotise bvord of possession, the usage of

‘Parliameritin Hansard records has decreased throughoutrégegriods. This result
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can also be found in both newspapers. On the latimet, the usage Giational in The
Guardian has increased throughout the three pefibesusage ofnational in The
Times is also very large and larger than The Gaard the third period but has
decreased since the second period.

In Definition analysis, what was obvious is thersge of data in the third period.
MPs havebegun to not speak about the definition of sovergighiso, n comparison
between the first and the second periods, it wamssible to find consistency of
definitions. One can say that the point of arguroeet sovereignty was likely to come
down to focus on a practical meaning. And finaflythe third period, only one MP
mentioned the definition of what sovereignty shan@ldThis is discussed further below.

In the Interpretation analysis, the interpretatbreinforcement type has decreased
throughout the three periods and is non-existeheithird period in Hansard records. In
the interpretation of utilisation type, on the other hémetPositive usagdike the term
pooling of sovereignty has increased and all iré&agions in the third period were the
‘Positive usage Further, the third period is the first time todfithe‘Positive usagen
the statement of the Conservative Party in then&garoup and the first time to use
‘Positive wordsin any parties since the accession to the ECabsag all members who
made statements witRositive wordsdid not deny but, to put it another way, recoghise

‘pooling or pooled sovereigritgs an act of the nation or an existence of theepbn
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Has discourse changed?

Contrary to my expectation, it was impossible ol fdefinite evidence for a new
interpretation of sovereignty. | expected that @& phrase or new interpretation of
sovereignty could be found from the Definition analysd laterpretation analysis. The
conclusion of no finding can be expladtthat there was almost no definition in the third
period and that the interpretation of reinforcentgoe could not be found in the third
period in Hansard records, though these may nttebenly way for finding a new
interpretation of sovereignty. If so, have we moind the answer to guestions which
were raised in the beginning of Chapter 3 in Mitgourse as well? These were three
guestions of whether sovereignty can be divideddsst the state and the EU or into
several sectors, whether shared sovereignty caaveed as the same sovereignty of the
nation state, and whether pooled or delegated sawgrean be understood as keeping
supreme power at the national level. As we could in Interpretation analysis, all
detailed interpretations of utilisation type now ugakitive wordsand some members
in the Against group recognisétle pooling of sovereigritjor the first time in the third
period. Governmental elites and some members dfateur group have already had
this concept from the beginning. Therefore, it seéome that the concept @he
pooling of sovereigntymay be penetrating the Against group as well.

This result could indicate the answer to whethisrgierceived that sovereignty can
be divided. Facing the fact of sectional legal impactin order to accept it, and having

continuous discussion of sovereignty, it app#at MPs may have gradually adopted
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the divisibility of sovereignty. If so, British disurse on sovereignty has changed. As
cited in Chapter 2, Pappamikail argugiok British often view sovereignty as something
indivisible, either you have it or yaidont’ (Pappamikail 1998, p217). Aimost all the
Against group has repeatedly denied any loss ollirthiation of sovereignty by
European integration, and they said that a furtkey of integration would be the
surrender or the transfer of sovereignty in tts¢ fieriod Mr Raymond Fletcher, of the
Labour Party, in 1972 said,can accept neither the phrase “pooling of sovereignty” nor

the idea behind it.” This discourse was representing the view of PagpiniHowever,

the discourse of the pooling of sovereignty, atlé@ phrase, has permeated into the
Against group. The idea of the pooling of sovetgigneans that a part of sovereignty
can be placed under joint control. The idea costiia meaning of the divisibility of
sovereignty both between the state and the EU emeén sectors. As Fella noted, the
Labour party turned its attentions towards a mioirljstic model of power (Fella 2002,
p26). And, in relation to it, as the Labour Govesniintroduced devolutioapluralistic
view of power has gradually been accepted in theHi#ie some people in the Against
group accepted this idea too? They may have trifsat a mediating interpretation in a
controversial idea that the UK should pool sovereigtite EU which is not desirable
in legal and theoretical perspective but the UKhsts influence on the joint controlén
practical manner; thus, although MPs understaricgtivereignty of the UK cannot be
absolute because of membership, this mediatingptietation or pluralistic view can

bring the interpretation that sovereignty has ootpetely separated from the UK. That
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is why discourse has converged in the way thafgfanst group absorbed the idea of
the pooling of sovereignti?eople may struggle to find the way of interpretetvithin
the established concept without applying new mgamiddinga new component of
sovereignty, which is neither internal nor exterasldiscussed in the component context
in the Introduction. The concept of pooling sowgsi will be discussed again below.

How about the other two questions which were alised asunsolved questions on
sovereigntyin Chapter 30One of them was whether shared sovereicgtype viewed
as the same sovereignty of the nation state, ifEbeacquires full control over
governance of member states. Well, this is almgabssible unless the EU becomes a
nation state or a federal stai®-one has mentioned this view in debates. As long as
member states are independent states, they vidl wgw sovereigntgsthe concept for
a state. People cannot apply this concept otherttha state. The other question was
whether pooled or delegated sovereigatybe understood as keeping supreme power at
the national level. This may become possible if Mgk the interpretation of
sovereignty in the same way as the first questibichwmvas the idea of the pooling
sovereignty, although there was no discoursdedégated sovereigniy debates. That
is to say, sovereignty has not detached from theilJ& practical manner. Thus the
points are whether sovereignty can be viewed thrdiog sight of national level and
whether this trend of mediating interpretation waihtinue and will be generalised.

Now, putting aside these points, | would like talfout the change of discourse by

answering more questions which were raised dumagralyses of Chapters 5-7
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In the analysis of the word of exposition in thedtperiod, the result showed that a
change was obvious after the year 2000. This veasldhble increase (from 26% to
52%) of the'Positive usageetween the Treaty of Amsterdam and the Trealic.
And the same percentage of tResitive usagevas seen in the Treaty of Lisbon. At the
end, | raised the question of what happened indéuand in Britain around the year
2000. Apart from these treaties, the Euro was intemtluc1999 and circulated in 2002
in Europe, and the Human Rights Act 1998, whicledito apply the ECHR to UK law,
came into force in 2000 in Britain. Although theHEC is not a matter of the EU, the
decision was likely to affect the interpretatiorsofereignty. According to the study of
Borthwick, as cited in Chapter 2, the ECHR and #tenr constitution was one of
challenges to the sovereignty of Parliament (Bodkd997, p26). While Britain did not
join the Euro, the argument on the sovereigntyuafeacy has still become heated in
Britain. Further, the Step Change programme oBthe government in 1998, which
sought to change the UiKEuropean orientation from a passive and reaatigeoach,
and devolution in Scotland, Wales and Northern Irelari®99 were viewed as critical
junctures of institutional change by Bulmer anddBuBulmer and Burch 2005, p876;
Bulmer and Burch 2009, p190). It is unclear whediflaslebates or some of them have
influenced discourse on sovereignty. Although kteight debates of European matters
for the analysis in this study, there could be nuebates which influence elites

discourse on sovereignty.
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The second question which needs to be considetied word of possession. The
usage ofParliamenthas decreased, the usagaafional was substantial in the second
and the third periods, and the usagéoaf’ was the largest in the third period. How
should we evaluate these results? One possibility ih¢haiape of ‘national and‘our
has a meaning of larger extent tharutiage of ‘Parliamerit With the development of
the EU, the organisations and the functions hav&rgmore complex. Discourse on
sovereignty may not be as simple as transferribghiteen Westminster and Brussels.
Under these circumstances, it is possible to carntsiet MPs had difficulty in specifying
whose sovereignty should be applied. Thereforis, itnreasonable to suppose that
parliamentary sovereignty has become unimportaMRs.

The third question is what | see as the decrease gpdiadication of a definition of
sovereignty. This result can be considered thrdluglEuropeanisation approach. As |
mentioned in the previous chapter, although sorfieitides of who or which body
should have sovereignty were found, almost alhitiefs, except one in the third period,
of what sovereignty should be appeared beforentiplementation of the Treaty of
Maastricht; in other words, before the creationthef EU. As Bulmer and Burch
considered that the Treaty of Maastricht is ecafifuncture for institutional changes in
the UK (Bulmer and Burch 2009, pp189-190), MPs rasp have adapted their
discourse to one which can correspond to thostiiastal changes resulting from the
implementation of the Treaty of Maastricht. Thegimhirealise that asserting only one

aspect of definitions of sovereignty was meanisgies the context of complex
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institutional changes. Weber and Barterson ar@iddfuefine sovereignty is impossible
because sovereignty is a source of theoreticaligonfand a site of political struggle
(cited in Hoffman 1998, pl7). Rather than claimthg contentious definition of
sovereignty, elites needed to change their focus orstwxsveignty can be connected to
a certain political and economic results which ivemational interests. In other words
political elites would be interested in using thection of sovereignty rather than
discussing and seeking what it means in politicatjges as mentioned in Chapter 1.
The fourth question is whether the increase ofpibaling of sovereignty is a
short-lived phenomenon or not. This is relatedht® duestion of the divisibility of
sovereignty and the points which | temporarilygsitle. This concept is not new b
likely to start being accepted at a national lgiest/point. The concept has already been
established for academics and at the European level.séndetd \Weymouth regarded
pooled sovereignty as a European concept (sead®ilki 2001, pp87-88). That is why
governmental elites and some of the Favour groupiepeatedly used this concept that
sovereignty can be pooled in the EU. It is true thase MPs in these groups who
interpreted as utilisation of European integratmmational interests at first tended to
include ‘Negative wordsinstead of this concept for obtaining some adgastan their
interpretation but, at last, the concept of thdipgof sovereignty came to be used by all
of governmental elites and the Favour group. Biatsay, the concept, which was used
in a part of these groups, has gradually been ediquissibly by the mechanisms of

Europeanisation and the competitive political debaetween parties and within each
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party The Against group, in other words Eurosceptics, repsatedly refused this
concept until the second period, alssolutiststo use Ludlaris word. And, in the third
period, some of them used it for the first tim&e lipoolers in Ludlarmis words.
Assuming that MPs in the Against group realisesl tincept as a useful phrase for
explaining the issue of sovereignty in relationEtlaropean integration, which some
institutions have already Europeanised, and they thelieved the concept to be
maintaining the UK’s practical aspect of sovereignty, the idea of poamgereignty that
implies a view of British control would prevail anthe viewpoint of national level by the
pluralistic manner. Thus pooling sovereignty, whighs firstly viewed as European
conceptcould have been accepted as a useful interpretatibe domestic concept too.
In short, it is quite likely that the discourse i@ has occurrdaly way of the adoption
of European idea into the national standpoint. #titls concept had a sentimentttha
sovereignty has not completely separated from Hedd stated above, the concept
would evolve into the middle idea like building adge between rationalistand
constructivistsviews on sovereignty, as Checkel argued (Chetkdl)2

The fifth question is why discourse change didtaia a course of interpretation of
reinforcement type. In the first period, many MPs $atizovereignty will be enhanced
or strengthened by joining the Community or shamggreignty. In the second period, a
couple of reinforcement type of interpretations lsariound, and no such statement can
be found in the third period in Hansard records @mlg one in newspapers. Britain

joined the EC almost 40 years ago. Since thenpudise on sovereignty has been
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repeated. As | illustrated at the end of the laapter, from the statement of Sir Stuart
Bell of which we are still talking about pooled smignty today, discourse on
sovereignty has not changed at first glance. Fuithe impossible to find discourse
which confirms how sovereignty has been strengthendow enhanced sovereignty
has worked by giving a specific example. Therefgrayas hard to reiterate the
interpretation of reinforcement type. It is reasontbay that some MPs have changed
their sight from seeking the meaning of sovereignty iofi&an integration to applying
the practical aspect of sovereignty for the statéoachanging the view levels from

European to national.

The implications of the demarcation

Those above findings pertain to data that werdednias described in Chapter 4
Elites were defined as British MPs. Are the finditigely to be similar to these results if
| examined the discourse of other British elites?] Avrote in Chapter 4, it is quite
difficult to find discourse of other elitéis consecutive actual debates. If we analysed
sporadic debates of different elites, the findings ralikaly to be similar to these above.
The hardest part for the analysis of other elites is hawy wieghem should be included
and how we can find their discourse. For examiplge ineed to examine discourse of
scholars, who should be included? Is it enoughie yust those scholars who have
written about European integration? Even if we viargxamine them, it will still be

difficult to demarcate who should be included bseahere are unlimited people who
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have written about sovereignty and European integr&urther, if we need to examine
discourse of bureaucrats, which machinery or officalghme included and from where
can their statements be found? Journalists couldabierethan other elites. Are they
different from MPSs? It seems very likely that jalists and MPs would, in fact, use
similar discourse: journalists may speak or writeeacting to those discourses of MPs
and vice versa. They may take one of posturessirdiates of MPs. Although the
detailed findings may differ from MPs, it is a likalypposition that the overall findings
could be similar to them if we include a wide ran§@urnalists This is an interesting
guestion which should be pursued in future resgaapbcts on this topic

What would happeif discourse outside of the period of parliamentahatehad
been examined? Although there is a problem regptdv the other periods can be
defined, it is possible to imagine that the dissewf the Cameron administration is
different from those of the Labour government betw&997 and 2009. As we found
that more members of the Conservative Parie lchanged their attitude towards
European integration to scepticism, it seems likleyy we will find more negative
discourse on European integration than was thevadis¢he Labour governmenta |
terms of the crisis of European finance in receats; non-government members also
may imply more sceptic view in their discourse. Theltresthe current debates should
be examined once a certain period has defined asichfter the next change of
administration. Prior to 1971 should be considénad a different perspective. As we

have examined discourse change from the impaatiropBan integration, the finding
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under non-membership status could be different frmsetas a member of the EC/EU.
Of course, it is possible to analyse discoursegehan sovereignty by tracing back to
1961 when Britain first applied to join the EECewen to 1951 when the Treaty
establishing the European Coal and Steel Commuraty signed. As this study is
including 1971 and 1972 before Britain actually joirrelEC, and the findings of these
years have showed different perspectives from pwds of this study such as more
of the reinforcement type of interpretation, thalysis of 1971 and 1972 may reflect the
result of the period prior to 1971. Although ithigrd to say that discourse change has
begun since the UK accession to the EC, this stasijocussed more on the influence of
membership as Europeanisation. Thus the perioceertd971 and 2008vould be
sufficient for analysing British elitesliscourse change resulting from the impact of
European integration so far. Future research cbaldever, extend the data collection
back to the 1960s and provide a comparison of dseawer this lengthier time period
to try to detect whether there have been fundamémtabes in the usage and meaning
of sovereignty in the pre- and post-accessiongerio

Were discourses of MPs authentic? In other wastl$, it possible that MPs were
simply ‘posturing’ and taking stands in parliament in a way that was designed
specifically to support the governmemhen we look at the result of the word of
exposition, for example, the numbers of Positiveda/toy government members were
obviously larger than non-government members o€Ctheservative Party in 1971 and

1972. This result indicates that discourses oEtiBs who were in parliament might
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not be authentic. Howevén, the third period when we compare government mesmber
and non-government members of the Labour Parse therspectives were not much
different from one another, although it must benaskedged that the amount of data for
government membersassmall. What we can find from this result is thatdurse of
nortgovernment members has actually changed wheteeoudse of government
members were authentic or not and, further, whetbygovernment members of the
Labour Party in the third period who used moretivesiords than before also postured
as the support for the government or not. Thus iéttem intention of discourse was not
clear, itstould be possible to draw some conclusions regassiveher the usage of
discourse has changed or not.

In addition to this argument, then, could we fiettdy indication of discourse change
if we had examined discussions outside of parliammng?would depend on which
people are included. Therefore, it might be pasdiblfind more obvious change of
discourse outside of parliament but the resuliddoellbiased in terms of whether all MPs
have participated in such discussiddsally, data should be included for all kinds of
MPs who are representative of various opiniongalfiament, all MPs participate in
discussion though not all of them have the rigispeak. We may find those MPs who
have not made statement in parliament and adddikeourse outside of parliament to
data of this study. However, statements about aigmty and the EU outside of
parliament are almost unlimited, raising the prolté how to go about conducting such

an analysis. Unfortunately, this must be left tarfuresearch.

279



Taking these implications of the demamainto consideration, in surthe findings
of my research show that elites discourse on sgagrénas changed in the last four
decades, and the change was especially obvidus t@ine of the Treaty of Maastricht
and at around the year 2000. The divisibility afseignty has gradually been accepted.
This is surmised by the prevailing concept‘pdoling sovereignty Further, it is
reasonable to suppose that the interpretatiopoaling sovereigntyhas evolved from
the European concept as the idea, in which soméesigpf member states should be
pooled in the EU for the development of European irtegranto the national concept
as the purpose, which the UK utilises its sovetgignthe way of pooling sovereignty
while retaining the view that the UK still has ughce on its matters in order to pursue
national interests. The decrease of the defiriti@overeignty also indicates that people
have shifted from the pursuit of the meaning oeseignty to the focus on its usage
under complex institutional changes of the EU.sltreasonable to view that the
mechanism of adaptational pressure in Europeamda#is contributed to the shift of
elite focus. Further, the large difference of #&ult in the third period, in the word of
exposition and in the Definition analysis, coulddas® explained by the mechanism of
interactions in the MLG approach.

These results do not mean MPs have changed thexgnebsovereignty. They have
just changed the usage of sovereignty becauseditheyot seek the meaning or the

definition of sovereignty in the third period. Ihast, whether new phrases or new
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interpretations of sovereignty, which | assumed torigeof the indications of discourse
change, emerge and evolve in discourse dependiethen people continuously seek
the meaning or the definition of sovereignty inofetionary phenomena like European
integration. Thus, as long as people do not seskribaning or the definition of
sovereignty, this study showed that the changemectin usage as the evolution of the
established discourse such as the pooling sovisteign

Has the change of meaning or interpretation everrecutt is difficult to examine
and prove it at the time of writing or only with this stutimay be possible to deteot i
the future from a longer historical perspectivewishave seen, for the establishment of
‘popular sovereignty that had taken almost a century Goafiamentarysovereignty
that took a couple of centuries, only four decaescussion may not be enough to
detect a substantial change. The difficulty alstvele from the limitation of this study.
The analysis only focussed on eight debates ofpearomatter and only took three
analytical approaches. Although this study analgegsreignty discourse, further, data
were only sentences which include the term soveyeighus the problems were how
those discourses that have spoken in other debitEsropean matter and those
discourses that did not speak the term sovereigutymight have influenced the
interpretation of sovereignty should be treatedethér the hypothesis can be better
analysed by making up for these deficiencies ia tpdiscussion.

Then, is there any possibility that the changesaga, which this study showed, lead

to achange of meaning or interpretation? The institutairiie EU are under evolution.
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The impact of European integration would contintreging some institutional change
within member states as Europeanisation, espeatatlytime when significant change
will be found in the process of European integraiom now on The future of
European integration may be decided depending wreliies understand sovereignty.
To put it another way, a changed elites understgrati sovereignty which is a part of
shared idea can affect and construct the futulig/.réfasovereignty evolves with the
change in usage, this changed usage will affect@mtruct the collective understanding
or the meaning itself in the future. The acceptafidhe divisibility of sovereignty in
usage could be an indication of the change meaning.

Thus future research needs to find out whethemibemning of sovereignty will be
sought in European integration by elites againveimether the change of the meaning
can be derived from the change in usage. Of cdhesenalysis at least needs to view
historical changes in discourse which can be ftionatigh the over-time analysis and to

include institutional changes that bring adaptatipressure of Europeanisation.
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Appendix 1

Theword lig of usageanalyss

TableA1.1: Theword of expostion

Type

Words

Negative

abandon/abandonment, abate, abdicate, abolish, abridge,
abrogate/abrogation, at stake, barter away, bind, breach, cede/cession,
cease, challenge, circumscribe, concede, curtail, damage, danger,
decline,  denigration, deny, depart, derogate/derogation,
destroy/destruction,  deterioration, detract from, dilution,
diminish/diminution, dissolve, divest/divestment, do away with,
encroach/encroachment, end, eradicate, erode/erosion, extinction,
fetter, forfeit, gamble, gamble away, give, give away, give up, go, hand
over, impinge, impair, impugn, infringe/infringement, interfere,
Intrusion, invasion, jettison, lack, limit/limitation, loss/lose/lost, lose
out, move away, offer, pass, pass over, part with, qualify,
reduce/reduction, relinquish, remove, render, renounce/renunciation,
resignation, restrict/restriction, risk, rob, sacrifice, sap, secession,
seepage, sell, sell out, shift, sign away, subject,
subordinate/subordination, suffer, surrender, take, take away,
threaten, trade, transfer, trespass, undermine, under pressure,

weaken, wreck, yield, yield up

Changed

affect, change, combine, embody, merge, transform,

Unchanged

[Defensive

assert, continue, defend/defence, exist/existence, guarantee, have,
hoard, keep, leave, lie, maintain/maintenance, persist, possess,
preserve, prevent, protect/protection, remain, reserve/reservation,
retain/retention, safeguard, salvage, save, secure, unaffected,

unchallengeable, unimpaired, uphold,

Positive

accretion, add, application, claim back, enhance, enjoy, exalt,
exercise/exercisable, exert, extended, gain, get back, growth, increase,
obtain, pool, reaffirm, re-establish, regain, restore, share, strengthen,

use, wield,

TableA1.2: Theword of possesson

Our

Government

Parliament: parliamentary
The House: the House of Commons, this Chamber
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The people: electorates, the nations, popular, the citizens
National: British, this country, the United Kingdom, state
Monarch: Queen, the Crown

European

Restricted: legal, legislative, legitimate, economic, financial, personal
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Appendix 2
TableA2.1: Thenumber of theword sovereignty (1971-1975)

1) Debates which responded to the White Papéuly 1971 whereby the government announced

the intention of entering the EC (October 1971)
The number of the word sovereignty

Party and stand for the resolution Hansard Newspaper
Conservative Government (cabinet ministers) 8 3
Conservative in favour 51 5
Conservative against 32 5

Labour in favour 39 Nil

Labour against 36 6

Other in favour 5 Nil

Other against 3 Nil

Total 174 19

2) Debates on European Community Bill 1972 whicheaeings of the Bill for the accession to the

EC (February- July 1972)
The number of the word sovereignty

Party and stand for the resolution Hansard Newspaper
Conservative Government (cabinet ministers) 59 17
Conservative in favour 127 5
Conservative against 65 9
Conservative abstention 2 Nil
Labour in favour Nil 1
Labour against 322 21
Labour abstention 3 Nil
Other in favour 35 1
Other against 4 Nil
Other abstention 4 Nil
Total 621 54

3) Debates on continued membership which are calleddsw@aeferendum on membership (April

1975)
The number of the word sovereignty
Party and stand for the resolution Hansard Newspaper
Labour Government (cabinet ministers) 6 31
Conservative in favour 84 16
Conservative against 9 3
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Conservative abstention 1 1
Labour in favour 72 3
Labour against 11 Nil
Other in favour 14 Nil
Other against 6 Nil
Total 203 54
The total number of the word sovereignty 1971-1975
Party and stand for the resolution Hansard Newspaper
Governments (cabinet ministers) 73 51
Conservative in favour 262 26
Conservative against 106 17
Conservative abstention 3 1
Labour in favour 111 4
Labour against 369 27
Labour abstention 3 Nil
Other in favour 54 1
Other against 13 Nil
Other abstention 4 Nil
Total 998 127
Theword of expostion 1971-1975
Colour coding
negative: red, positive: blue, changed: purplehamged/defensive: green
FigureA2.1 Government
1971 Government 1972 Government
_ mnegative
Moegaive munchanged
¥ positive mpositive
N=5 (out of 8 words of sovereignty) =28 (out of 59)
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1975 Government

1971-1975 Governments

mnegative
“unctages
H positive
N=1 (out of 6) N=@it of 73)
1971 and 1972 were the Conservative and 1975 e/aaltfour Government.
FigureA2.2 The Conser vative Party
1971 Conservative 1972 Conservative
5 M negative
L] negam'e
m changed
munchanged
. munchanged
B positive
M positive

N=43 (out of 83 words of sovereignty)

=1NI2 (out of 194)

1975 Conservative

mnegative

5%
? munchanged

m positive

1971-1975 Conservative

Hnegative
B changed
Bunchanged

B positive

N=44 (out of 94)

N=1@8t of 371)

In 1971 and 1972 were as the governing and indA3%s the opposition party.




FigureA2.3TheL abour Party

1971 Labour 1972 Labour

Hnegative
Hnegative 1% m changed
M positive Hunchanged
H positive
N=43 (out of 75 words of sovereignty) =1N4 (out of 325)
1975 Labour 1971-1975Labour
Enegative
Hnegative 0% B changed
H positive Bunchanged
B positive
N=31 (out of 83) N=248t of 483)
In 1971 and 1972 were as the opposition and inA@33he governing party.
FigureA2.4 Favour
1971 Favour 1972 Favour
Enegative Hnegative
Echanged N changed
Eunchanged Hunchanged
Hpositive H positive
2%
N=51 (out of 103 words of sovereignty) =186 (out of 221)
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1975 Favour

1971-1975Favour

4% - Hnegative
HEnegative
B changed
Eunchanged
munchanged
Hpositive i
B positive
3%
N=72 (out of 176) N=2Zdet of 500)
FigureA25Againg
1971 Against 1972 Against
Hnegative
B changed
-
munchanged
M positive
N=43 (out of 71 words of sovereignty) =243 (out of 391)
1975 Against 1971-1975 Against
M negative
- 0%
Enegative B changed
M positive munchanged
B positive

N=10 (out of 26)

N=Z@6t of 488)




FigureA26Tota

1971 Total 1972 Total
Hnegative Hnegative
4% mchanged m changed
1% munchanged munchanged
M positive H positive
N=94 (out of 174 words of sovereignty) =356 (out of 621)
1975 Total 1971-1975 Total
4% M negative
Enegative
B changed
munchanged
. Bunchanged
H positive
B positive

N=82 (out of 203)

FigureA2.7 Nenspapers

N=58at of 998)

1971-1975 The Times

1971-1975 The Guardian

3%

- Enegative
H negative wunch q
unchange
M positive S
positive

N=8 (out of 16 words of sovereignty)

Theword of possession 1971-1975
Colour coding

=34 (out of 111)

our: purple, Government: dark red, Parliament: teelHouse: pink, the people: light blue, national:
blue, restricted: green, European: orange
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FigureA2.8 Gover nment
In 1971, there was only ofaur’. In 1975, there was no word of possession.

1972 Government 1971-1975 Government

Hour N our
B Parliament B Parliament
Enational W national
Erestricted M restricted
N=15 (out of 59 words of sovereignty) =16 (out of 73)
1971 and 1972 were the Conservative and 1975 e/aaltiour Government.
FigureA29 Consvative
1971 Conservative 1972 Conservative
A%
W our Hour
B Parliament HParliament
B the House mthe House
M national mthe people
Mrestricted Enational
B European Erestricted
A%
N=26 (out of 83 words of sovereignty) =48 (out of 194)
1975 Conservative 1971-1975 Conservative
6% 1%
Hour
B Parliament
Hour
® the House
B Parliament " .
| |
Bthe House 3% © peopre
M pational
Enational
Hrestricted
European
N=18 (out of 94) N=@0t of 371)

In 1971 and 1972 were as the governing and indA3%s the opposition party.
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FigureA2.10 L abour

1971 Labour

1972 Labour

= our
mour m Parliament
mParliament m the House
mthe House 6% W the people
Enational H national
W restricted
N=16 (out of 75 words of sovereignty) =78 (out of 325)
1975 Labour 1971-1975Labour
uour
m Parliament
W our
u the House
m Parliament 0 .
Hthe
mnational peope
4% M national
W restricted
N=12 (out of 83) N=@8t of 483)
In 1971 and 1972 were as the opposition and inA@33he governing party.
FigureA2.11 Favour
1971 Favour 1972 Favour
mour
uour
W Parliament
m Parliament
mthe House
mnational 4%
mthe people
m restricted
Enational
European
mrestricted

N=26 (out of 103 words of sovereignty)

=58 (out of 221)




1975 Favour 1971-1975Favour
1%
mour
Hour m Parliament
3% EParliament m the House
mthe House 3% u the people
th 1 tional
mthe people 6% = nation
Enational mrestricted
= European
N=32 (out of 176) N=1&Qt of 500)
FigureA2.12 Againg
1971 Against 1972 Against
Hour
mour H Parliament
M Parliament W the House
6%
mthe House u the people
Enational M national
W restricted
N=20 (out of 71 words of sovereignty) =8¥ (out of 391)
1975 Against 1971-1975 Against
Hour
W Parliament
m Parliament mthe House
B national 5% mthe people
Enational
Erestricted
N=2 (out of 26) N=108it of 488)
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FigureA213Total

1971 Total 1972 Total
4% 2%

N our Hour

m Parliament m Parliament

m the House m the House

5%

M national W the people

M restricted H national

® European M restricted

N=46 (out of 174 words of sovereignty) =1M3 (out of 621)
1975 Total 1971-1975 Total
1%
mour

Hour EParliament
3% mParliament Ethe House
6% mthe House 2% ®the people

0
mthe people Enational
Epational Erestricted
European

N=35 (out of 203)

FigureA2.14 Newspapers

N=Z@dt of 998)

1971-1975 The Times

® Parliament

m the House

Enational

1971-1975 The Guardian

3%

B our

M Parliament
m the House

mthe le

5% peop
Hnational

u Europe

N=7 (out of 16 words of sovereignty)

=9 (out of 111)

TableA2.2: Thenumber of definition discour ses(1971-1975)

1971 1972 1975 Newspapers (1971-1975)
Governments 1 2 1 4
Conservative 9 9 7 3
Labour 3 21 4 1
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Favour 10 12 5
Against 25 1
TableA2.3: Thepointsof definition
1971
Number of speakers What sovereignty should be Who or which body should have
sovereignty
Government: 1 N/A inall: 1
Conservative: 9 changed: 3 in Parliament: 1
theoretical: 2
practical: 2
multiple: 1
Labour: 3 changed: 1 in Parliament: 1
practical: 1
Favour: 9 changed: 4 inall: 1
practical: 3 in Parliament: 1
Against: 4 theoretical: 2 in Parliament: 1
multiple: 1
1972
Number of speakers What sovereignty should be ‘Who or which body should have
sovereignty
Government: 2 legal: 1 in Parliament: 2
Conservative: 9 theoretical: 2 in the House of Commons: 2
changed: 2 in Parliament: 1
not theoretical: 1
legal: 1
Labour: 21 practical: 4 in Parliament: 4
theoretical: 3 both in Parliament and the
not practical: 2 people: 2
legal: 2 in the House of Commons: 1
multiple: 2
changed: 1
Favour: 10 changed: 2 in the House of Commons: 2
theoretical: 1 in Parliament: 1
practical: 1
not practical: 1
legal: 1
multiple: 1
Against: 25 theoreticall: 5 in Parliament: 5
practical: 4 both in Parliament and the
legal: 3 people: 2
multiple: 2 in the House of Commons: 1
not practical: 2
changed: 1
1975
Number of speakers What sovereignty should be Who or which body should have
sovereignty
Government: 1 practical: 1 N/A
Labour: 4 practical: 2 in the House of Commons: 1
not practical: 1
Conservative: 7 practical: 4 in the people: 1
theoretical: 2
Favour: 12 practical: 7 in the House of Commons: 1
theoretical: 2 in the people: 1
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not practical: 1

Against: 1 practical: 1 N/A
1971-1975 Total
Number of speakers What sovereignty should be Who or which body should have
sovereignty
Governments: 4 practical: 1 inall:1
legall: 1 in Parliament:: 1
Conservative: 24 theoretical: 6 in Parliament: 2
practical: 6 in the House of Commons: 2
changed: 5
legal: 1
multiple: 1
not theoretical: 1
Labour: 28 practical: 7 in Parliament: 5
not practical: 3 in the House of Commons: 2
theoretical: 3 both in Parliament and the
legal: 2 people: 2
changed: 2
multiple: 2
Favour: 31 practical: 11 in the House of Commons: 3
changed: 6 in Parliament: 3
theoretical: 3 inall: 1
not practical: 2 in the people: 1
legal: 1
multiple: 1
Against: 30 theoretical: 7 in Parliament: 6
practical: 5 both in parliament and the
legal: 3 people: 2
multiple: 3 in the House of Commons: 1
not practical: 2
changed: 1
Total: Favour + Against practical: 16 in Parliament: 9
theoretical: 10 in the House of Commons: 4
changed: 7 both in parliament and the
legal: 4 people: 2
not practical: 4 inall: 1
multiple: 4 in the people: 1
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Appendix 3
TableA3.1: Thenumber of theword sovereignty (1985-1993)
4) Debates on the Single European Act which are gmdifi the European Communities

(Amendment) Bill (June and July 1986)
The number of the word sovereignty

Party and stand for the resolution Hansard Newspaper
Conservative Government (cabinet ministers) 1 Nil
Conservative in favour 20 Nil
Conservative against 11 6
Conservative abstention 1 1

Labour in favour Nil Nil

Labour against 20 1

Other in favour 3 Nil

Other against 7 Nil

Total 63 8

5) Debates on the Treaty of Maastricht which are mgadiof the European Communities
(Amendment) Bill (May 1992 - May 1993)
The number of the word sovereignty

Party and stand for the resolution Hansard Newspaper

Conservative Government (cabinet ministers) 9 18

Conservative in favour 49 Nil

Conservative against 56 8

Conservative abstention 1 1

Labour in favour 8 Nil

Labour against 50 3

Labour abstention 58 5

Other in favour 24 4

Other against 2 Nil

Other abstention 9 Nil

Total 276 (+1 by| 39 (+1 by

Chairman) Queen)

The total number of the word sovereignty 1985-1993

Party and stand for the resolution Hansard Newspaper

Conservative Government (cabinet ministers) 10 18

Conservative in favour 69 Nil

Conservative against 67 14
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Conservative abstention 12 2
Labour in favour 8 Nil
Labour against 70
Labour abstention 58 5
Other in favour 27
Other against 9 Nil
Other abstention 9 Nil
Total 339 (+1 by| 47 (1 by
Chairman) Queen)
Theword of expostion 1985-1993
FigureA3.1 Gover nment

Maastrichit Government

Hnegative
munchanged
B positive

There are no data for SEA.

N=3 (out of 9 words of sovereignty)
This chart is also the Government total of theogddetween 1985 and 1993 (out of 10 words of
sovereignty).

FigureA3.2 The Conservative Party

SEA Conservative Maastrichit Conservative

mnegative Enegative

munchanged munchanged

mpositive Hpositive
N=15 (out of 32 words of sovereignty) =68 (out of 116)
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1985-1993 Conservative

mnegative
munchanged
m positive

N=75 (out of 148)

FigureA3.3TheLabour Party

SEA Labour

.

2%

Maastrichit Labour

mnegative

munchanged

W positive

N=12 (out of 20 words of sovereignty)

1985-1993 Labour

Hnegative
2% ®unchanged

H positive

N=66 (out of 136)
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FigureA34 Favour

SEA Favour

Maastrichit Favour

mnegative mnegative
®unchanged munchanged
B positive mpositive
N=9 (out of 24 words of sovereignty) =38 (out of 90)
1985-1993 Favour
Hnegative
munchanged
B positive
N=45 (out of 114)
FigureA35Againg
SEA Against Maastrichit Against
5% 2%
mnegative
W negative
munchanged
Bunchanged .
H positive

N=21 (out of 38 words of sovereignty)

=38 (out of 108)




1985-1993 Against

1%

Hnegative
Bunchanged
H positive

N=77 (out of 146)

FigureA36Tota

SEA Total Maastrichit Total

mnegative

munchanged

Hnegative

munchanged

H positive W positive

N=30 (out of 63 words of sovereignty) =192 (out of 276 + 1 by Chairman)

1985-1993 Total

Hnegative
®unchanged
H positive

N=152 (out of 339 + 1 by Chairman)
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FigureA3.7 Newgpapers

1985-1993 The Times 1985-1993 The Guardian

Hnegative
Hnegative
munchanged
munchanged
H positive
N=10 (out of 24 words of sovereignty) =119 (out of 23 + 1 by Queen)

Theword of possesson 1985-1993

FigureA3.8 Gover nment

Maastrichit Government

B Government
W Parliament

m the House

Enational

There are no data for SEA.

N=7 (out of 9 words of sovereignty)
This chart is also the Government total of theopdnetween 1985 and 1993 (out of 10 words of
sovereignty).

FigureA3.9 The Conger vative Party

SEA Conservative Maastrichit Conservative

Hour
Hour
B Parliament
MW Parliament
® the House
mthe House " .
[
mnational © peopie
mnational
N=20 (out of 32 words of sovereignty) =@M (out of 116)
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1985-1993 Conservative

Hour
m Parliament
m the House
mthe people
mnational
N=87 (out of 148)
FigureA3.10 ThelL abour Party
SEA Labour Maastrichit Labour
mour
uour
m Parliament
m Parliament
m the House
u the House
m the people 0 .
[ ]
mnational © peopte
M national
mmonarch
W restricted
mrestricted
6%
N=12 (out of 20 words of sovereignty) =54 (out of 116)

1985-1993 Labour

6%

Hour

m Parliament
m the House
® the people
Enational
Emonarch

M restricted

N=66 (out of 136)
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FigureA3.11 Favour

SEA Favour

Maastrichit Faour

uour
Hour B Government
HParliament B Parliament
mthe House m the House
Enational B the people
M national
N=11 (out of 24 words of sovereignty) =534 (out of 90)
1985-1993 Favour
| our
B Government
B Parliament
® the House
B the people
M national
N=61 (out of 114)
FigureA3.12 Againg
SEA Against Maastrichit Against
4%
mour
Hour
m Parliament
m Parliament
m the House
m the House
mthe people
m the people
mnational
Enational
mmonarch
B restricted
mrestricted
5%
N=25 (out of 38 words of sovereignty) =538 (out of 108)




1985-1993 Against

mour

mParliament
mthe House
mthe people
mnational
mmonarch
mrestricted

N=83 (out of 146)

FigureA3.13Total

SEA Total Maastrichit Total
59 37 5%

uour mour
m Parliament m Government
m the House m Parliament
m the people m the House
Hnational ® the people
Emonarch Enational
Hrestricted W restricted

N=37 (out of 63 words of sovereignty)

1985-1993 Total

1% 4%

mour

B Government
mParliament
mthe House
mthe people
Enational
mmonarch

Erestricted

N=185 (out of 339 + 1 by Chairman)
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FigureA3.14 Newvspapers

1985-1993 The Times

1985-1993 The Guardian

Hour
m Parliament
H Parliament
mthe House
u the House
H national
H national
N=13 (out of 24 words of sovereignty) =1 (out of 23 + 1 by Queen)
TableA3.2: Thenumber of definition disocour ses (1985-1993)
SEA Maastricht Newspapers (1985-1993)
Governments Nil 1 2
Conservative 2 11 Nil
Labour 1 1 Nil
Favour 2 10 3
Against 2 8 Nil
(Abstention) 10
TableA3.3: Thepointsof definition
SEA
Number of speakers What sovereignty should be Who or which body should have
sovereignty
Government: Nil N/A N/A
Conservative: 2 practical: 1 in Parliament: 1
Labour: 1 practical: 1 N/A
Favour: 2 practical: 1 in Parliament: 1
Against: 2 practical: 1 in Parliament: 1
Maastricht
Number of speakers What sovereignty should be Who or which body should have
sovereignty
Government: 1 N/A in Parliament: 1
Conservative: 8 practical: 3 N/A
theoretical: 3
myth: 1
multi: 1
Labour: 10 practical: 5 in the people: 2
not theoretical: 2
myth: 1
Favour: 8 multiple: 2 in Parliament: 2
theoretical: 1 in the people: 2
myth: 1
Against: 6 practicl: 2 N/A
theortical: 2
not theoretical: 1
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myth: 1

(Abstention): 10

practcal: 6
not theoretical: 1
myth: 1

in the people: 2

1985-1993 Total

Number of speakers

What sovereignty should be

Who or which body should have
sovereignty

Government: 1

N/A

in Parliament: 1

Conservative: 11

practical: 4
theoretical: 3
myth: 2
multiple: 1

in Parliament: 1

Labour: 11

practical: 6
not theoretical: 2
myth: 1

in the people: 2

Favour: 10

multiple: 2
theoretical: 1
practical: 1
myth: 1

in Parliament: 2
in the people: 2

Against: 8

practical: 3
theoretical: 2
not theoretical: 1
myth: 1

in Parliament: 1

(Abstention): 10

practical: 6
not theoretical: 1
myth: 1

in the people: 2

Total: Favour+Against
+Abstention

practical: 10
theoretical: 3
myth: 3
multiple: 2

not theoretical: 2

in Parliament: 3
in the people: 4
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Appendix 4

TableA4.1: Thenumber of theword sovereignty (1997-2009)
6) Debates on the Treaty of Amsterdam which are rgadihthe European Union (Amendment)

Bill (November 1997- January 1998)
The number of the word sovereignty

Party and stand for the resolution Hansard Newspaper
Labour Government (cabinet ministers) Nil 2

Labour in favour 13 Nil

Labour against Nil Nil
Conservative in favour Nil Nil
Conservative against 44 2
Conservative Abstention 14 Nil

Other in favour Nil Nil

Other against 4 Nil

Total 75 4

7) Debates on the Treaty of Nice which are readintfedEuropean Union (Amendment) Bill (July

- Oct 2001)
The number of the word sovereignty

Party and stand for the resolution Hansard Newspaper
Labour Government (cabinet ministers) Nil 6
Labour in favour 27 2
Labour against 1 Nil
Labour abstention 4 Nil
Conservative in favour Nil Nil
Conservative against 9 Nil
Conservative abstention Nil 1
Other in favour 2 Nil
Other against 2 Nil
Total 45 9

8) Debates on the Treaty of Lisbon which are readifigjse European Union (Amendment) Bill

(January - March 2008)
The number of the word sovereignty

Party and stand for the resolution Hansard Newspaper
Labour Government (cabinet ministers) 7 1

Labour in favour 26 1

Labour against Nil

Labour abstention Nil
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Conservative in favour 5 Nil
Conservative against 43 Nil
Conservative abstention Nil
Other in favour 1
Other against Nil
Other abstention Nil 1
Total 97 4
The total number of the word sovereignty 1997-2009
Party and stand for the resolution Hansard Newspaper
Labour Government (cabinet ministers) 7 9
Labour in favour 66 3
Labour against Nil
Labour abstention Nil
Conservative in favour Nil
Conservative against 96
Conservative abstention 16
Other in favour 10
Other against 9 Nil
Other abstention Nil 1
Total 217 17
Theword of expostion 1997-2009
FigureA4.1 Gover nment

Lisbon Government

N=3 (out of 7 words of sovereignty)

This chart is also the Government total of per&dien 1997 and 2009.
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FigureA4.2 TheL abour Party

Amsterdam Labour

Nice Labour

munchanged H negative
Mpositive M positive
N=6 (out of 13 words of sovereignty) =28 (out of 32)
Lisbon Labour 1997-2009 Labour
mnegative Hnegative
munchanged munchanged
W positive H positive
N=17 (out of 29) N=6t of 74)
FigureA4.3The Conger vative Party
Amsterdam Conservative Nice Conservative
3% Hnegative Hnegative
munchanged munchanged
m positive m positive

N=32 (out of 58 words of sovereignty)

=Mout of 9)




Lisbon Conservative

1997-2009 Conservative

Hnegative mnegative
Hun ch,anged Hun changed
Hpo sitive Hpo sitive
N=24 (out of 50) N=68t of 117)
FigureA4.4 Favour
Nice Favour
M negative
M positive
Amsterdam: Same as the Labour Party
N=21t(ot29)
Lisbon Favour 1997-2009Favour
Enegative Hnegative
®unchanged ®unchanged
B positive H positive

N=27 (out of 46)

N=®4t of 89)
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FigureA45Againg

Amsterdam Against

mnegative

4% munchanged

W positive

Nice Against

Hnegative

®unchanged

Hpositive

N=25 (out of 48 words of sovereignty)

=8\out of 12)

Lisbon Against

1997-2009 Against

Enegative mnegative
munchanged munchanged
B positive B positive

N=18 (out of 47) N=BLt of 107)

FigureA4.6Total

Amsterdam Total Nice Total

mnegative mnegative
munchanged munchanged
m positive m positive

3%

N=38 (out of 75 words of sovereignty)

=38 (out of 45)




Lisbon Total 1997-2009 Total

Hnegative Hnegative
munchanged ®unchanged
m positive H positive
N=48 (out of 97) N=1d8t of 217)
FigureA4.7 Newspapers
1997-2009 The Times 1997-2009 The Guardian
Mnegative Mnegative
Hpositive Epositive
N=5 (out of 10 words of sovereignty) =MNout of 7)

Theword of possesson 1997-2009

FigureA4.8 Gover nment

Lisbon Government

mour
m Parliament

mnational

There are no data for Amsterdam and Nice.
N=6 (out of 7 words of sovereignty)
This charts also the Government total of the period betwe8ii 48d 2009.
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FigureA4.9TheL abour Party

Amsterdam Labour

Nice Labour

mour
mour
mthe people
m the House
Hnational
H national
Mrestricted
N=6 (out of 13 words of sovereignty) =1 (out of 32)
Lisbon Labour 1997-2009 Labour
6%
mour
mour
W Parliament
® Parliament
Hthe House
® the House
o . mthe people
mthe e
beop Mnational
Enational
Erestricted
N=16 (out of 29) N=86t of 74)
FigureA4.10 The Conser vative Party
Amsterdam Conservative Nice Conservative
mour
m Parliament
Hour
m the House
W Parliament
mthe people
Hnational
mnational
European
mmonarch °
mrestricted

5%

N=21 (out of 58 words of sovereignty)

=ANout of 9)




Lisbon Conservative

1997-2009 Conservative

2% 5% 2% Hour
B Parliament
Hour m the House
B Parliament m the people
m the House Hnational
3% W national mmonarch
B restricted
European
N=35 (out of 50) N=60t of 117)
FigureA4.11 Favour
Amsterdam Favour Nice Favour
Hour
mour
mthe people
u the House
Enational
H national
M restricted
N=6 (out of 13 words of sovereignty) =1 (out of 29)
Lisbon Fabour 1997-2009 Favour
2%
uour
Hour
B Parliament
® Parliament
m the House
® the House
m the people
Ethe people
M national
Hnational
W restricted

N=29 (out of 46)

N=@8t of 89)




FigureA4.12 Againg

Amsterdam Against Nice Against
mour
= our
m Parliament
m Parliament
m the House
m the House
m the people
Enational
mnational
M restricted
mmonarch
i European
mrestricted
5%
N=19 (out of 48 words of sovereignty) =Mout of 12)
Lisbon Against 1997-2009 Against
2% Hour
B Parliament
Hour Ethe House
B Parliament mthe people
m the House BEnational
HEnational Emonarch
Brestricted
European
N=27 (out of 47) N=B8t of 107)
FigureA4.13Total
Amsterdam Total Nice Total
Hour B our
B Parliament B Parliament
® the House ® the House
u the people ® the people
Enational mnational
Emonarch mrestricted
Hrestricted European
4% 59, 5%
N=27 (out of 75 words of sovereignty) =24 (out of 45)

328




Lisbon Total

uour

m Parliament
mthe House

mthe people

Hnational

5%

1%

1997-2009 Total
1%

Hour

B Parliament

mthe House

m the people

Hnational

mmonarch

B restricted
European

N=60 (out of 97)

FigureA4.14 Newspapers

N=108t of 217)

1997-2009 The Times

M our

1997-2009 The Guardian

M our

M national M national
N=3 (out of 10 words of sovereignty) =MNout of 7)
TableA4.2: Thenumber of definition disocour ses (1997-2009)
Amsterdam | Nice Lisbon Newspapers (1997-2009)
Government Nil Nil Nil 1
Labour Nil 1 1 Nil
Conservative 2 1 1 Nil
Favour Nil 1 1 Nil
Against 1 1 1 Nil
(Abstention) ()
TableA4.3: Thepointsaof definition
Amsterdam
Number of speakers What sovereignty should be Who or which body should have
sovereignty
Government: Nil N/A N/A
Labour: Nil N/A N/A
Conservative: 2 practical: 1 in the people: 1
Favour: Nil N/A N/A
Against: 1 practical: 1 N/A
(Abstention): 1 N/A in the people: 1




Nice

Number of speakers What sovereignty should be Who or which body should have
sovereignty

Government: Nil N/A N/A

Labour: 1 N/A in the people: 1

Conservative: Nil N/A N/A

Favour: 1 N/A in the people: 1

Against: Nil N/A N/A

Lisbon

Number of speakers What sovereignty should be Who or which body should have
sovereignty

Government: Nil N/A N/A

Labour: 1 N/A either with the House or the
people: 1

Conservative: 1 N/A in the House: 1

Favour: 1 N/A either with the House or the
people: 1

Against: 1 N/A in the House: 1

1997-2009 Total

Number of speakers What sovereignty should be Who or which body should have
sovereignty

Government: Nil N/A N/A

Labour: 2 N/A in the people: 1
either with the House or the
people: 1

Conservative: 3 practical: 1 in the House: 1
in the people: 1

Favour: 2 N/A in the people: 1
either with the House or the
people: 1

Against: 2 practical: 1 in the House: 1

(Abstention): 1 N/A in the people: 1

Total: Favour+Against practical: 1 in the people: 2

+Abstention in the House: 1

either with the House or the
people: 1
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