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Introduction

Analysis of developments within the European Uroeer the past twenty years make it readily
apparent that criticism of the European Union isvnan increasingly prevalent feature of
political life in virtually every member state. Magtates now contain political parties that have
Euroscepticism as one of their defining featurkenpt their sole political objective, while many
mainstream political parties have adopted critjpalicy stances with respect to the European
Union. Indeed, opinion poll projections in advanmkethe May 2014 European Parliament
elections indicate that Eurosceptic parties mayecanor near, the top of the election results in
many countries and will thus become an even mogaifgiant force in the parliament
(Cunningham and Hix 2014). At the same time as &eepticism has entered mainstream public
and political life, so too has it become a morengreent feature of academic analysis of the
European Union (see, for example, Harmsen and i8gi@004; Hix 2008; Taylor, 2008; van
Kessel, 2013). These scholars seek to accournthéoistence of Euroscepticism, the strength of
support for scepticism, and the consequences gitisisgn within the European Union and
domestic political systems.

Criticisms of integration are less prevalent ire tNorth American context but are
nonetheless evident at different times in the th¥eeth American countries. They form an
undercurrent that is capable of bubbling to théaser and entering mainstream political debate
(Capling and Nossal 2009; Pastor 2011). This wadeat, for example, in the 2008 presidential
primary elections in the United States when boté thain Democratic candidates (Barack
Obama and Hillary Clinton) spoke critically of NART In January 2007 the U.S. House of
Representatives passed a resolution, with the S@oatcurring, asserting that the United States
should not enter into a purported NAFTA Superhighwygstem or a North American Union.

This paper compares critical perspectives of majiontegration in Europe and North
America, with a particular focus on the platforndapolitical activities of the United Kingdom
Independence Party (UKIP) as compared to the rejest criticisms of integration found in

Canada and the United States. The paper compagesotitent of the sceptics’ policies and
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rhetoric; the strength and nature of their suppage; and the extent of their impact on political
decision-making and public life. The conclusionatezd is that there are clear differences in the
cases examined. The sceptical opinions are shapedishinctive features (relating to both
structure and agency) in each context. It is alsd dase, however, that the sceptics have a
number of common elements, including the rhetosied) the focus of the critical rhetoric, and
the nature of the support base. In both casestla¢éseceptics play to a fear of the unknown and
exaggerate the extent and nature of the integrétianit criticizes.

The final point made is that while it has long méempting for commentators and
mainstream political parties to ignore or dismisepics as ‘fruitcakes’ or ‘loonies,’ this
approach is problematfcThe UKIP example demonstrates that sceptical riwetmay be
exaggerated and manipulated for political gain, ibeannot be ignored. It has the potential to
impact European decision-making and indeed hasd@relone so. The mainstream response
should not therefore be to ignore scepticism in libpe that it is marginalized. It is instead
necessary to address scepticism and provide adsvedi defence of the benefits of integration

projects in both settings.

What is Scepticism?

There is a growing literature on scepticism witthie European Union (Black 2008; Buhr 2012;
Hooghe, 2007; Szczerbiak and Taggart 2008; Tay2008; Usherwood, 2008). What this
literature identifies is that there is consideratilgersity regarding the content of Euroscepticism
as well as its possible causes, supporters ane:goasces. At one level, for example, scepticism
is evident from a variety of different groups amdlividuals who wish to see the European
Union, or certain elements of it, reformed but meondamentally transformed. Taggart and
Szczerbiak refer to this as ‘Soft Euroscepticis@008). On the other hand are groups that
perceive the European Union as detrimental to them and their country’s interests and that
therefore express opposition to the entire praj)¢&uropean integration. This type of opposition
is referred to as ‘Hard Euroscepticism’ (Taggad &zczerbiak 2008: 7) and is the focus of this
paper; that is, those critics of the European Uniat seek its dissolution or at least the end of

their country’s participation in it.

2 David Cameron, the UK Prime Minister, famouslyereéd to members of UKIP in this way (Castle anavé€lb
2013; Daniel 2005).



Hard Euroscepticism is, not surprisingly, linkem the development of the European
Union itself. In the absence of the European UniBoroscepticism could not exist. It is,
moreover, the case that the development of theg&aro Union and its increasing relevance to
everyday public life (as for example through thi#aduction of the euro) has resulted in greater
popular debate and ended the ‘permissive consemgws’eby EU decisions were largely left in
the hands of political elites based on passiveedyidg public support (Hix 2008; Taggart
1998). The increased relevance of the EuropeannJmieveryday life has brought with it the
development of Hard Eurosceptic voices and politaties in multiple member states. The
exact form of this type of Euroscepticism is, hoem\wconditioned by national-specific events,
institutions, opportunity-structures (includingy fexample, the positions adopted by mainstream
political parties) as well as characteristics & Eurosceptics (see, for example, Daddow 2006;
Medrano 2003; van Kessel 2013).

In some member states, political parties have e@ned specifically around the goal of
reversing European integration or removing theiuntoy from the European Union. The
Alternative for Germany provides one recent exangdl¢his type of political party. The UK
Independence Party (UKIP) is perhaps the most teo&@tample of such a political organization
(Lynch et al 2012; Usherwood 2008; Whitaker anddty2011). The more common situation,
on the other hand, is that Hard Euroscepticismbleas adopted by far right or populist political
parties as a new element of their policy platfoone that they see as likely to improve their
electoral performance (Buhr 2012; GOmez-Reino afainhzares 2013; Mudde 2007). The
French National Front for example, particularly endts current leader Marine Le Pen, has
sought to distance itself from its early connectiom the anti-Semitism and racist rhetoric of the
far-right (Engelhart 2014; ‘This monster called &ue’ 2014) and currently places considerable
emphasis on hostility to the European Union. ThécBuwarty of Freedom (PVV) led by Geert
Wilders has also increasingly emphasized oppostbdauropean integration as a central part of
its platform alongside hostility to Islam (van Kes2013; ‘Turning right' 2014). Indeed, in
November 2013 Geert Wilders and Marine Le Pen amced that their political parties would
cooperate in advance of the May 2014 Europeandpaglt elections in order to “fight this
monster called Europe” (quoted in ‘This monstetethEurope’ 2014).

Given the diversity of Euroscepticism it is notrmising that disagreements exist

concerning the reasons why scepticism is suppowtld, supports it, and the potential limits of



its influence. These questions are addressedbfjretxamining the UK Independence Party. The
paper then turns to examine this example of Eupigtem in comparison with scepticism
evident in North America with respect to NAFTA amdre recent developments in cross-border

integration.

The UK Independence Party
Opposition to European integration is not a newnpheenon in the United Kingdom and it has
been expressed to differing degrees by mainstrediticpl parties throughout the history of the
UK'’s relationship with European integration (Forsg902; George 1998; Wall 2008; Young
1998). This opposition has become more prominetitényears since the entry into effect of the
Maastricht Treaty and it is certainly a major issueontemporary political debate (Bale 2006;
Baker et al 2008). The Conservative Party has éxpezd increasingly bitter internal divisions
over the issue of European integration since th&049culminating in the Conservative-led
government promising an in-out referendum on Eurapénion membership in 2017. The UK
Independence Party has played a role in thesenalt@onservative Party debates and is a central
part of the current sceptical climate within the &K

UKIP emerged in the 1990s as the most promineisewgéral Eurosceptical movements
that developed out of the campaign to prevent dtiGaation of the Maastricht Treaty in the UK
(Abedi and Lundberg 2009). This significance was inanediately apparent, however, as the
party experienced both internal upheaval and, withpartial exception of the 1999 European
Parliament election, insignificant electoral resi{kee Table 1). The internal upheaval was most
evident at the leadership level. The party’'s fouraled original leader, Alan Sked, resigned in
1997 as a result of a disagreement on party syratéd respect to participation in the European
Parliament (Abedi and Lundberg 2009). He was foddvas party leader by Michael Holmes,
Jeffrey Titford and Roger Knapman, the latter ofowhfaced a short-lived but highly public
battle for the leadership from former televisiongmmality Robert Kilroy-Silk in 2004 (*“UKIP
votes leaders out” 2000; Usherwood 2008). In tlesaa, the party was a largely irrelevant
factor in general elections (in part as a resuthefplurality electoral system), securing only 0.3

per cent of the vote in 1997 and 1.5 per cent D20 he party did marginally better in the 1999

% One example of this are the televised debatesdeetwiberal-Democrat leader, and deputy prime rignjsNick
Clegg and the UKIP leader Nigel Farage, which tplaikce in March 2014 (Wintour, Watt and Mason 2014).



European Parliament election when it gained 3 sgalsjust under seven per cent of the vote
but it remained far behind the three major pamighin the United Kingdom.

The party’s first major electoral success camthe2004 EP election, when it received
over 16 per cent of the vote and claimed 12 seattsei European Parliament, coming third ahead
of the Liberal-Democratic Party. The party improved this performance at the 2009 EP
election when its share of the vote improved maigyrand it secured one extra seat. Even more
notably, the party finished ahead of the goverriagour Party in the 2009 election. UKIP has
not, however, replicated this success at UK genglegdtions (where it has failed to return a
member of parliament) in large part as a resuthefplurality system in use at these elections as
compared to the system of proportional represamtatsed for EP elections. Nevertheless, UKIP
did increase its absolute number of votes as vgeltsashare of the vote at the 2005 and 2010
general elections. There are, in addition, othdicamtions of UKIP’s electoral vibrancy. In 2013
local elections in England, the party secured theten of almost 150 councillors and received
approximately 25 per cent of the vote where it candidates (Castle and Cowell 2013; “UKIP
gets serious” 2014). The party has also performelll iw several parliamentary by-elections in
the past two years. In two 2013 by-elections, f@anaple, the UKIP candidates secured 24 and
28 per cent of the vote and came second on botasmsts (Hope 2013). Finally, UKIP is
expected to perform well at the 2014 EP electiothwapinion polls in early 2014 showing
projected support for UKIP at around 20 per cemu(C2014).

Support for UKIP is evidently connected to its opgion to the European Union.
Although the party has added issues to its polieyfqem, its core message — that a “vote for
UKIP is a vote to leave the European Union” — lesained constant in the twenty years of the
party’s existence (Lynch et al 2012). Prior to 2809 EP election, the party asserted that the
UK’s membership of the EU “should be replaced vaitenuine free trade agreement similar to
those enjoyed by other non-EU nations such as 8watzd, Norway and Mexico. We want
friendship and free trade with our European neiginbe- not political union” (UKIP 2009a).
This remains central to the party’s policy platformadvance of the 2014 EP elections. The
party’s website for example states that “[o]nlyssdé the EU can we start to solve the problems
our country faces.” It continues by stating thaKiB is a patriotic party that believes in putting
Britain first. Only UKIP will return self-governmémo the British people” (UKIP 2014).



It is also the case, however, that the party bag sought to broaden its policy agenda in
order to make the case that it is more than aesiisgle party. Over the past decade, therefore, it
has advanced policies such as the introductionflat aate tax, the construction of new grammar
schools, and controls on immigration and the acoésamigrants to health and welfare benefits
(Lynch et al 2012). Many of these policies are éidko the central goal of leaving the European
Union. The party, for example, aims at limiting ingmation into the United Kingdom but claims
that this cannot happen while the UK remains a neendd the EU. Nevertheless, UKIP,
particularly at local and national elections, iragigly seeks to emphasize that it is not limited
to only one policy and that it offers a range oliges that stand in contrast to the establishment
parties (see “How UKIP became a British politicaide” 2013).

UKIP, therefore, now presents a wide ranging goptatform that at times generates
conflict within its membership (see Lynch et al 2R1There are, however, several key themes
that are prevalent within the party’s policies gratticularly the rhetoric of its current leader,
Nigel Farage. At their core, these themes revotearrad the argument that the current political
establishment acts in ways that fundamentally ehgk the interests of the ‘ordinary’
population. It argues that there is a communitpmfinary people whose interests should be at
the forefront of political leaders but which ar@aged by the mainstream political elite (see van
Kessel 2013; Taggart 1998). This claim that theesurpolitical establishment are acting in ways
that are inimical to the interests of ordinary Bm¢ is found frequently in the public
pronouncements of Nigel Farage, who became UKI@asldr in 2006 and again in 2010 after
having briefly stepped down in his unsuccessfidmfit to win a parliamentary seat at the 2010
general election. In one recent newspaper columnekample, Farage argued that, “[m]ost
reasonably minded people are sick to death of tabkeshed elite that has done our country so
much damage. Ukip is a choice for us to changectiine, and that is what the Establishment
really fears” (Farage 2014a). At his 2014 partyfecence speech, Farage repeated these claims
in stating that the party was speaking up for #ikefit majority” and aimed to “deliver a blow to
the political class from which they will never reen” (quoted in Hope 2014).

There are many other examples of this rhetorib boectly from Farage and from others
within the party. The party’s website, for exampsserts that a “gulf has opened between the
ruling elite and the public. Because they must fallow Brussels diktats, each of the

establishment main parties is now so similar votease no real choice” (UKIP 2014). Neil



Hamilton, who was appointed UKIP’s campaign manaigerthe 2014 election, colourfully
refers to “the deracinated political elite of paes the bureaucrats, the Eurocrats, the
guangocrats, the expenses-fiddlers, the assorgattets, living it up at taxpayers’ expense.” He
continued by stating that it is UKIP’s role “to segethem all away” (quoted in Sparrow 2014).
Farage has frequently commented that he does met which of the major parties is in
government and that he has no intention of reaciimgccommodation with Eurosceptics within
the Conservative Party (Mason 2013).

In sum, UKIP is seeking to advance the view, foimenany European states, that the
governing parties represent an establishment uecoad with the interests of ordinary citizens.
A number of arguments follow from this anti-estabtnent core. The first is that the European
Union represents an existential threat to Britiseseignty. According to UKIP, “the EU agenda
is complete political union, with all the main fdimns of national government taken over by the
bureaucratic institutions of Brussels” (UKIP 2009B)milarly, Farage states that, “[t]he rights
and freedoms of the British people should be pteteby the British people, not granted and
judged by power-hungry centralising fanatics in $&eis” (quoted in Brown 2013). The party
further claims that the governing elite have beemglicit in this creation of a European
superstate and have deliberately kept its develapritem the British public. Former UKIP
leader, Lord Pearson, argued that it is neceseasgéd through “the lies of our political class and
our main political parties, particularly in regaadour relationship with the European Union.” In
the same speech he stated that, “If you want torgbeing deceived by the main parties, then
stay in them and vote for them — if you don’t, ttrdy way forward now is UKIP” (quoted in
Norman 2009).

A second, and related, theme in UKIP’s policy estants is the preservation of British
identity. This has frequently been linked to thetya calls for restrictions on immigration to the
United Kingdom as well as its demands for the greassimilation of new immigrants to the UK
and a restriction on new immigrants receiving gawegnt benefits. In 2007, for example, UKIP
demanded a five year freeze on immigration, a deniast Nigel Farage repeated in 2014 in the
context of what he claimed would be a projected Vevaf uncontrolled immigration” from
Romania and Bulgaria (Wintour 2014). Not surprigingKIP and Farage assert that the UK
will only be able to control this immigration if léaves the European Union.



The third theme evident in UKIP’s policy agendaie that has been emphasized more
in recent years. According to UKIP, the working amtemployed poor have suffered from the
development of the European Union, the immigratiaat the party links to the European Union
and the inattention of a political establishmerftjala UKIP claims has no interest in such voters
(see Hutton 2014). Farage repeatedly made thid poims 2014 televised debates with Liberal
Democratic leader Nick Clegg. In these debateddimed that the working class had effectively
become an under-class. He made a similar poiatd814 newspaper column when stating that
the Labour Party “are so out of touch that they desnot know how to speak for working-class
people anymore.” In the same article he notedhbatas acutely aware of situations of “wages
falling ever further behind the cost of living fgear after year; people being undercut by migrant
workers; grown-up children unable to find work #tlet alone move out and afford a place of
their own; energy and food bills out of controlydhaorking people being dragged into hardship”
(Farage 2014b). Again, far right and populist gartacross the European Union replicate this
perspective (Goodwin and Ford 2014).

Overall, then, UKIP’s policy platform emphasizegegection of the European Union
within the context of a more general rejection sthblishment policies and a return to a vision of
national control over the economy and those who emgr the country and under what terms. In
making these claims, UKIP comes close to identgyenconspiracy perpetrated by a European
elite, supported by the British political estabiigmt, which threatens the future of the United
Kingdom.

Support for UKIP

Support for UKIP, as was identified above, haseased in the more than 20 years of the party’'s
existence (see Table 1). As this support has dpedloso too has research into the question of
who joins and who supports the party (see Ford @042; Margetts et al 2004; Lynch et al
2012). The first point of note here is that in spf the general increase, support for the party
depends upon the election being contested and kedig higher in European Parliament
elections than in general elections. One explandbo this is the plurality electoral system still
used in UK general elections (as compared to tlopgstional system used for European
Parliament elections). The plurality system permaligmaller political parties, such as UKIP, and

may lead voters who primarily identify with UKIP tecide to vote tactically for one of the



major parties (Aspinwall 2000; Usherwood 2008)isltalso the case that many voters treat
European Parliament elections as second-orderiaiscand therefore decide to cast their vote
differently than they do at national elections (RE397). In this view, then, it is possible that

UKIP enjoys more support in European Parliamenttieles mainly because many British voters
do not consider them to be significant electionsl ane using UKIP as a mechanism for

registering a protest vote. In either case, thetiele results and voters surveys find that UKIP
draws support from the major parties in Europeariid?aent elections. An analysis by Peter

Kellner, for example, finds that close to 20 pentaaf voters who supported the Conservatives in
the 2010 general election say that they will suppdIP in the May 2014 EP election but then

vote Conservative again in the next general elac¢t@liner 2014).

UKIP draws support from voters who identify thehass as being on the right of the
political spectrum and thus traditional Consenatsupporters or coming from families whose
parents voted Conservative (Ford et al 2012: 2A8)his level, then, it is the case that UKIP is
in part comprised of dissatisfied Conservative tearticularly those who feel that the
Conservative Party is insufficiently critical of eéhEuropean Union (Margetts et al 2004;
Usherwood 2008; Lynch et al 201R)is certainly the case the Conservative Partyasried that
they will lose potential support to UKIP and thapatential split within the right of centre vote
will allow Labour to win the next general electigBale 2006; “UKIP gets serious” 2014;
Pickard 2014). It is also evident that a significaumber of UKIP’s elected officials and
membership are former Conservative Party membdis i5 true, for example, of both the
former and current leaders (Lord Pearson and Ntgeage respectively). Lord Pearson was a
Conservative member of the House of Lords who waeléed from the party in 2004 after he
urged support for UKIP in the EP election. Faragfethe Conservative Party in 1992 in protest
at the leadership’s signature of the Maastrichafiy¢Baker and Sherrington 2005).

UKIP’s support base is not, however, restrictedigsatisfied Conservatives; voters who
tend to be older and more conservative in theiwsiéKellner 2014). Recent surveys indicate
that UKIP voters, or those who indicate in pollattithey are likely to support UKIP, include
voters with low incomes and minimal education attznt and who may traditionally be
considered natural Labour Party supporters (setnéteR014; Goodwin and Ford 2014; also
Farage 2014b). In short, as Farage identifies acreasingly promotes, UKIP appeals not just to

voters who dislike the European Union, but alsedters who feel economically disadvantaged
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and threatened by changes in their economic andlsles as a result of global forces
including immigration. These voters also feel drsoected from the political establishment. In
the words of Goodwin and Ford, “Farage is winninggroworking-class, white male voters
because they feel left behind by Britain’s rapidremmic and social transformation and left out
of our political conversation; struggling peopleavieel like strangers in a society whose ruling
elites do not talk like them or value the thingackbmatter to them” (2014).

This group may not necessarily see concern ali@mutEuropean Union as the central
reason for their support of UKIP. Indeed, opiniailpindicate that this group frequently place
concern about the state of the economy and imnograthead of the European Union when
asked to identify the most important issues fathegnselves or the country (see Kellner 2014).
There are, however, connections to Eurosceptioevan if these are not immediately identified
by the voters themselves. First, rules relatingntmigration and asylum are affected by EU
membership, although not to the extent assertddidf. With UKIP one of the main parties in
the UK to identify legal and illegal immigration thithe European Union, it is not surprising that
voters who are critical of immigration in most ¢ forms turn to that party. Second, in the UK
and across the European Union, richer, multilingeibzens take advantage of economic and
social opportunities provided by the European Uraad are more likely to be supportive of the
European Union (Fligstein et al 2012). On the othand, those with limited opportunities to
benefit from European integration are more likety feel that their identity and economic
position are threatened by the European Union hacefore to be sceptical of the EU (Cantle
2012; Jones 2012).

Overall, then, the UK Independence Party fits iatdoroad category of populist and
generally right-leaning political parties, suchtlas True Finns, the National Front in France, and
the PVV in the Netherlands, that are highly critioh the European Union. They attract the
support of voters who see the European Union aseattto their economic well-being and their
country’s identity. In addition, they attract thgpport of groups that are more broadly critical of
the existing political establishment because theydisillusioned by their economic prospects,
feel threatened by societal changes, including ignation, and who are looking for someone to
blame. On the basis of support from these groupdPUs now significant electoral force in
European and local elections and demonstrates &irggocore of supporters as measured in

tracking polls. The potential impact of the partyBritish politics and policies is, however, open
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to question, and is examined later in the papest,Fiowever, the paper turns to North America,
specifically Canada and the United States, and ewmmthe existence of scepticism in that

context and compares it to the situation in Europe.

Scepticism in North America

Even a casual observer of integration in the Ewangénion and North America will be aware
that significant differences exist between the sioations. While Canada and the United States
are economically interdependent, there is relatilitle formal institutional integration between
the two countries, and certainly much less thastexn the European Union (Pastor 2011; Bow
2009). The U.S.-Canada trade relationship conssituhe world’s largest bilateral trading
partnership and integrated supply chains and imvgnnanagement link entire industries and
economic sectors, as in the case of the auto ind(8&ands 2009). This trading relationship was
consolidated and augmented first by the Canadaft&e Trade Agreement and subsequently
by the North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTAhe relationship is one of
asymmetrical interdependence with Canada being mumte dependent on the United States
than vice versa (Bow 2009). It is neverthelessreagsignificance to both partners.

As its name indicates, NAFTA was, and is, prinyacgbncerned with the elimination of
all tariff barriers to trade among the three pgratng countries as well as a reduction in non-
tariff barriers. NAFTA has not created supranati@rantergovernmental institutional structures
that are such important features of the Europeaonrmoperation and which are also a frequent
target of Eurosceptics (Clarkson 2008; McKinney@0nstead, intergovernmental negotiations
and decision-making in the context of NAFTA occatlbat leaders’ summit meetings and in
formal and informal negotiations involving govermmefficials (Bow 2009).

As with the institutional infrastructure, NAFTAfficial policy agenda is much more
limited than that of the European Union (Sutcli2@10). NAFTA does have implications for the
liberalization of government services procuremdiogh excluding provinces/states), for
labour and the environment, and for the resoluabdisputes among or between governments
and between governments and business (Cameron amdiinT2000; Haufbauer and Schott
2005). Issues pertaining to NAFTA also appear otional government agendas. At times,
different national leaders have talked about reflogmNAFTA; in March 2014, for example,
Canadian Prime Minister Stephen Harper raised tissipility of reopening NAFTA in order to
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have it deal more clearly with issues such as laboability and government procurement
policies (Moore 2014). It is also the case that@amadian and U.S. governments have engaged
in on-going discussions about their trade relatigmsand the operation of the Canada-U.S.
border in the years since Septembé? 2001 (Pastor 2011). The 2011 Beyond the Bordéoract
plan, along with the related Canada-United StateguRtory Cooperation Council joint action
plan, represent yet another effort to facilitatgtienate cross-border trade and travel while at the
same time strengthening North American securityn(¥tlatky 2012). The list of proposed
measures and pilot projects in these two actiomsplés both lengthy and potentially
controversial. These measures are, however, linviteen compared to the range of decisions
across the variety of policy sectors that are dmbah the European Union. There is, for
example, nothing comparable in the North Americantext to the debates in the European
Union over a banking union, the EU budget, the commagricultural policy, and regional
development funds.

Scepticism of interdependence and integration anttNAmerica is likewise less visible
than the scepticism that is evident within the pean Union. In neither the United States nor
Canada does a political party exist that in any wayates to UKIP. Nor have political parties
adopted opposition to integration with neighbourcoyintries as a central plank of their policy
agenda as is the case in many European countries.clbsest approximation to this is the
prominence of the Tea Party movement both as apentient force and as an influence within
the Republican Party (Skocpol and Williamson 2&xker and Barreto 2013). The Tea Party is
a movement comprised of a loose association ofididals and groups. As such, a diversity of
views are evident within the Tea Party. It is theses however, that opposition to North
American integration is expressed by individualsoasated with the Tea Party, linked frequently
to opposition to illegal immigration (largely froriMiexico) and fears of an overarching
government. Rand Paul, Republican Senator from Gyt and possible presidential candidate
in 2016 as well as a spokesperson for the Tea Ragyfor example, made a number of speeches
earlier in his career opposing a purported NortheAican Union (Frum 2010; see below). It is
similarly the case that many associated with the Harty have expressed opposition to NAFTA.

Overall, scepticism of integration in North Amerisamuch less prevalent than is the
case in Europe largely because the level of integras much lower. It is nevertheless the case

that criticisms of interdependence and integratioNorth America do exist at different times in
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both Canada and the United States. It is, for exanfiigquently the case that there are concerns
about different elements of the working of the NAFPpartnership and calls for reform of
elements of the treaty or associated featureseofdtationship between Canada and the United
States. These concerns are particularly prominenhg economic recessions when groups and
individuals on both sides of the border may be nwitkng to advocate protectionist measures
or to see NAFTA as more advantageous for theiriricagartners rather than themselves. As
noted above, both Barack Obama and Hillary Cliregpressed dissatisfaction with the terms of
NAFTA and threatened to reopen the treaty if thegused election to the presidency in 2008
(Ibbitson 2008). The start of the ‘great recessiprovided the backdrop for these campaign
promises. Alternatively, parties, politicians anterest groups express particular concerns about
the implications of intergovernmental proposals agteements. The Beyond the Border
negotiations have generated criticisms about Speaspects of the action plans. Canadian actors
have for example pressed for specific measuresdi®eq Canadians’ privacy in the context of
the proposed greater information sharing betweema@ian and U.S. authorities (von Hlatky
2012; Ignatieff 2011).

In most cases, criticisms of NAFTA and North Angan integration are the equivalent of
‘Soft Euroscepticism’, with the critics seeking tevise and improve elements of existing or
proposed measures rather than to scrap them gntimdeed, opinion polls indicate that there is
underlying support for NAFTA in both Canada and th@ted States (Pastor 2011; Graves et al
2013). There is, however, also evidence of thewademt of ‘Hard Euroscepticism’ in political
debate in Canada and the United States. In thesas,caritics of North American integration
oppose both the current free trade agreement aadpabposals, both real and hypothetical, to
move integration beyond the terms of NAFTA. In tbanadian case, for example, this type of
scepticism has long been linked to the fear thagmation with the United States will ultimately
threaten Canadian sovereignty and the very futif@éanada as an independent state. As early as
1891, the historian Goldwin Smith argued that Canads likely to be subsumed by the United
States as a result of its potential economic amdodgaphic power (Smith 1891). More recently
the New Democratic Party (NDP) campaigned vigonpaglainst the NAFTA treaty at the time
of its negotiation. In the NAFTA debate, the NDRder at the time, Ed Broadbent, publicly
warned that, “within a quarter century, we couldabsorbed totally, lock, stock and barrel if this

is not stopped” (quoted in Crosbie 1997). This amental criticism of NAFTA remains evident
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within some sections of the NDP and its supportarsugh to the present day. It is also
expressed by groups, particularly those on the défthe political spectrum. The citizens’
advocacy group, the Council of Canadians, for exampas founded in 1985 in opposition to
the Canada-US Free Trade Agreement and remainstiaa apponent of measures that it argues
will result in the loss of Canadian sovereigntyaasesult of deeper integration with the United
States. The Council of Canadians ties its oppasitoNorth America integration to a broader
critique of globalization and international tradeeamures that it argues threaten existing
Canadian social policies.

Complete opposition to NAFTA is also evident ire tbnited States. The treaty faced
criticism from both the right and left in the 19p#esidential election. Within the Democratic
Party and the trade union movement, many oppor@nMAFTA claimed that the agreement
would result in lower wages and environmental séadsl and would result in a loss of U.S. jobs
(Ginaris 1998). The President, George H. Bush, dagpposition in the 1992 Republican
primaries in part as a result of his role in negiiig NAFTA. H. Ross Perot, who ran in the
election as a third candidate, also opposed NAFmAhe grounds that the U.S. would lose jobs
to Mexico. Bill Clinton, the eventual winner of tipeesidential election, supported NAFTA but
promised to renegotiate key elements of the tr@dtyfbauer and Schott 2005). Opposition to
NAFTA has continued to be prevalent in the Unitadt&s over the 20 years of the treaty’s
existence. Various presidential candidates, fomgta, have called for the U.S. to withdraw
from NAFTA.

Support for Scepticism

One common strand of hard scepticism in North Ao®eris the proposition that the
interdependence and integration of Canada, theeti$tates (and Mexico) is inexorably leading
to the creation of a North American Union linked &yuperhighway and a single currency. A
cursory evaluation reveals over six million websitkevoted to the subject of a North American
Union as well as many magazine commentaries anéisbddie common themes that emerge
from these sources are that the governments ofUthited States, Canada and Mexico are
secretly negotiating away their countries’ sovamgigin a process that will result in a new
superstate (Corsi 2007; Malkin 2002; Robertson 19%drome Corsi is perhaps one of the best

known proponents of this view, although only onenainy. Corsi argues that “policy makers in
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the three nations and multinational corporationgehplaced the United States, Mexico, and
Canada on a fast track to merge together econdsnieald politically” and that a North
American Union is being created “through a stealthgremental process in which our public
policy makers are intentionally less than candidutltheir true intentions” (2007: xii).

There exist different versions of this fear thatNarth American Union is being
established. The critics of a North American Unliffer in terms of who they see as being
responsible for such a project. In some casesagloterests such as financial elites or the Jews,
are held to be behind the project. Others identifgrest groups such as the U.S.-based Council
on Foreign Relations or the Canadian Council ofe€Eixecutives as key promoters of North
American integration. Robert Pastor, a former Wh&ional security advisor, is also frequently
identified as a prominent activist who is helpirgdrive forward a North American Union.
Jerome Corsi is not alone in asserting that, “I§tBahas his way, the economic, legal, and
executive capacities of Mexico, the United Stated @anada will fuse in such a way that a
North American community develops. Such a commudigpends upon the diminishing of
national identities...” (Corsi 2007: 44).

In each case, it is claimed that a new supersgatieveloping that will control policy
areas that were previously the responsibility ef éixisting states. The website “USA Survival”,
for example, claims that there is a plan to develagpmmon legal system for the three North
American states that will include a “North Americ&@ourt of Justice (with the authority to
overrule a decision of the U.S. Supreme Court)patiNAmerican Trade Tribunal, and a Charter
of Fundamental Human Rights for North America, atkdbed the North American Social
Charter” (America’s Survival nd). Other commentatoassert that a North American
superhighway and transportation structure is inglecess of being created (see Capling and
Nossal 2009). Finally many observers make the clhiabt a single currency — the amero — is
being developed to replace the three existing natiourrencies with the result that the national
states will lose their capacity to operate indep@tanonetary policies. One of the founders of
the millenarian movement Christian Exodus, for eplnasserts that the amero is part of a
larger project to introduce one world governmenithvone fiat currency created and controlled
by the world’s power brokers for their own benefiCory Burnell quoted in Sweet and Lee
2010: 9; see also, for example, The New American).
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These perspectives share the view that the develapof a North American Union is
occurring in secret in a manner that is not recagphiby affected citizens and which is beyond
their power to control unless they are alertechtogossible danger. One representative website,
for example, states that, “Most Americans have llbsly no idea how far plans to integrate the
United States, Canada and Mexico have advanced.thBuis exactly what the globalists want.
They don’t want people to become alarmed by theseemtoward North American integration”
(Snyder 2012). Similarly, a Canadian websi@pbal Researchstates that Canadians “are
completely unaware of [the] looming North Ameridadnion” (Parkinson 2007). This is echoed
by the Vancouver Council of Canadians, which argiad, “Unless we can get the government
to change course, it is just a matter of time u@fhada is dissolved into a ‘North American

Union.” The organisation further states that, “Ookthe most frightening aspects of these
‘trade’ agreements is the degree to which the puidis been excluded from the process even as
the corporate elite has been given privileged a&d&&ancouver Council of Canadians nd).

The presence of hard scepticism in North Americaukh not be overstated (Pastor
2011). The majority of Canadians and Americans esgrgeneral support for trade and other
agreements with their neighbouring state. The olkielming majority vote for political parties
that also advocate measures that will further titerdependence of the two countries as in the
case of the Beyond the Border action pl&eertheless, as we have seen, hard scepticists exis
and indeed is more prevalent than might be expegiteeh the more limited nature of formal
integration between the two countries. This isipaldrly the case with respect to the United
States. To the extent that fears about the congegseof integration are tied to a loss of
sovereignty and the perception that integratiohn@gult in decisions being taken over which the
state has relatively little control, it might bepexted that they will be less evident in the United
States than in Canada. As the term asymmetric depemdence indicates, by almost any
measure the United States is the dominant forad@icontinent and its interests are therefore at
the forefront of relationships with its neighbouts. spite of this, hard scepticism of North
American integration has become increasingly evidérthe margins of debate in the United
States, and has also extended into the mainstrieéasndifficult to determine how widely such

views are held and who holds them. Unlike the sibma that exists with respect to
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Euroscepticism, comparatively little research exibat tracks the supporters of these viéws.

we have seen, however, the views are present.Qi, Z6r example, the US Congress passed a
joint resolution, “Expressing the sense of Congtéss the United States should not engage in
the construction of a North American Free Tradee&gnent (NAFTA) Superhighway System or
enter into a North American Union with Mexico andrfada” (House of Representatives 2007).
Similar resolutions have been passed by statelddgies across the United States and expressed
by political candidates and the media, includirgg, éxample, media commentators Lou Dobbs
and Glenn Beck as well as supporters of the Tely Frenum 2010; “Highway to Hell” 2007).

With respect to the question of who supports tihe tof scepticism in North America,
there are similarities with the situation in the Hb that advocates tend (although not
exclusively) to be of two types. The first grou alder, white, male and on the right of the
political spectrum; the group that are most likielyexpress support for the Tea Party movement
(Arceneaux and Nicholson 2012). Although it is idifft to get a precise measure of the
percentage of Americans in this group, opinion plaita indicates that between 12 and 18 per
cent identify themselves as Tea Party supportetis avislightly higher number indicating that
they have a favourable view of the movement (seenike and Thee-Brenan 2010;
PewResearchCenter 20£3).

The second group of hard sceptics are those wlaeiperthemselves to be the losers of
the global forces including trade agreements siscNAFTA. The Canadian New Democratic
Party has, for example, traditionally drawn supgooin organized labour and lower socio-
economic status groups. As Parker and Stephensts tios helps to explain the party’s
opposition to NAFTA in its 1993 and 1997 electioanifestos (2008: 5). In recent years, the
party has taken steps to broaden its electoralstjase and has subsequently downplayed its
opposition to NAFTA and free trade (Wherry 2012heTlabour movement in the U.S. has
similarly expressed opposition to NAFTA and, as wWeascase in 2008, Democratic presidential
candidates have sometimes sought to appeal toctmstituency by promising to reform

NAFTA. In this case, opposition to regional integyva is connected to the fear that it results in

* This is the focus of ongoing research, particyltite connection between the Tea Party and viewh®ilorth
American Union.

® The percentage of Tea Party sympathisers is sitailthe level of support for UKIP in European Rarlent
elections. It must be noted, however, that noTad Party sympathisers hold hard sceptical viewsasth
American integration.
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economic and societal changes, such as the lossmployment opportunities, which are

detrimental to the sceptics’ interests.

The Significance of Scepticism in Europe and North America

Scepticism towards integration is evident in Eurapd North America. It takes different forms
within and between the two settings but in bothidrege those who reject the real, and imagined,
consequences of integration and aim to see it alveal A key question, then, concerns the
significance of this scepticism and whether it ias potential to affect policy debates and
outcomes.

There is a tendency for mainstream political parti government leaders and
commentators to ignore the sceptics and to tresah ths marginal and largely irrelevant. This is
particularly the case in North America, largely #ese the claims that a North American Union
is being created have only the most tenuous linthéoreality of intergovernmental discussions
and decision-making. As Pastor indicates, the aleaNorth American Union is “not just false”
it is “preposterous” (Pastor 2011: 76; see alsoli@g@and Nossal 2009). The tendency to ignore
the sceptics is also evident in Europe where iatégr is developed to a much higher degree
(Gifford 2010; Smith 2005; “Turning right” 2014) ithe case of UKIP, for example, the major
British political parties have frequently sought dismiss the party as a “lunatic fringe”,
“fruitcakes”, “loonies” and “closet racists” (Castbnd Cowell 2013; Daniel 2005; Ford et al
2012). It is indeed important not to overstatedigmificance of UKIP within the British political
system. Its success has so far been limited t@rgkorder’ elections and has not been replicated
at the national level. The electoral system makdsficult for any minor party to breakthrough
and this is again likely to be the case in the 2@dBeral election. In addition, UKIP experiences
difficulties, often associated with minor and nigteaties, which may limit its long-term success
(Usherwood 2008). As with many such parties, it f@ased controversies relating to its
membership and candidates; in this case, UKIP tepiéntly experienced problems resulting
from its actual and alleged links to the far-rigBtitish National Party (Usherwood 2002;
Margetts et al 2004; Sked 2001; “UKIP bans caneiddt 2014). It has also experienced
controversies relating to its leadership. In itslyegears, this pertained to in-fighting and
frequent leadership change (Abedi and Lundberg ROARBhough the current leader, Nigel

Farage, has provided more stability at the leageigivel, controversy remains evident. In this
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case, the controversy relates to Farage’s leagestyie which is considered too domineering by
some party members and has led some to leave fting®pa@ne former UKIP MEP, Marta
Andreasen, defected to the Conservatives in 20liBg#&arage a ‘Stalinist’.

In spite of this, UKIP’s development and electosakcess, albeit outside of national
elections, indicates that hard scepticism shouldb®oignored and is not irrelevant. In some
European states, including the Netherlands and Rdgr&urosceptic parties have either entered
government or provided governments with the pariatary support necessary for them to stay
in office and have thus had the opportunity touefice government policy directly (van Kessel
2013; Phull and Sutcliffe 2013). In other casevegoing parties have felt the need to shift their
policies in order to capture, or recapture, thepsupbeing cultivated by Eurosceptic parties. In
this way, Eurosceptic parties have been able ta exeindirect influence on the policy agenda.
There is distinct evidence of this effect in thesecaof UKIP and its impact on the current
Conservative-led coalition government. The CondersaParty has always contained a
significant number of Eurosceptics (Sowemimo 198éte 2006) but this group has expanded
and is now more influential (Lynch and Whitaker 3R1in October 2011, a Conservative
backbench MP brought forward a parliamentary moteatling for a referendum on EU
membership. The vote in the House of Commons wiesatil but it did secure the support of 81
Conservative MPs, in spite of the opposition of Bréme Minister, David Cameron (“While
Rome burns” 2011).

There is evidence to indicate that the Conserva&amty has adopted more Eurosceptical
policy positions in order to appease the sceptitisinvthe party and to limit the possible loss of
support and votes to UKIP (“More is less” 2013;rBet2012). In July 2011, for example, the
government put in place a ‘referendum lock’ wherghg government promised to call a
referendum on any treaty that transfers more poveetee EU (“*One man, many votes” 2011)
and in January 2014 David Cameron made a commitinergnegotiate the UK'’s place in the
European Union before holding an in/out referendumthe UK’s membership in the European
Union following the 2015 general election. This coitment was reaffirmed in the party’s 2014
European Parliament election manifesto (Consereafarty 2014). The party also now uses

more critical rhetoric with respect to immigratiétom other EU countries in a manner that

® In this respect a comparison can be drawn betwégel Farage and Geert Wilders, leader of the PWthi
Netherlands.
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echoes UKIP and has pledged to introduce meadaésvill limit some of this immigration. In
a 2013 newspaper column, David Cameron claimedthieaprevious government’s decision not
to introduce transitional controls on freedom ofvement from the states that joined the EU in
2004 was a “monumental mistake.” He continued byuimg that “[ijt is time for a new
settlement which recognises that free movementien#éral principle of the EU, but it cannot be
a completely unqualified one” (Cameron 2013).

There are undoubtedly problems for the mainstrealfttiqggans that support continued
EU membership in developing a response to the Hardscepticism advanced by UKIP. This
agenda has resonance in the United Kingdom whsreodts are deeper than in many other
European countries. Ignoring and attempting to matige UKIP has so far failed. On the other
hand, some critics will not be satisfied by anythiass than their country’s departure from the
EU. These critics reject any arguments advancéaviour of continued EU membership and are
willing to misrepresent or exaggerate in order titicize the EU (Sutcliffe 2013). Co-opting
parts of the sceptical agenda is therefore unlikelgatisfy these critics. As a result, sceptical
views need to be addressed and challenged. Mansfpelitical parties and governments, in this
case the British government, should be willing tmmote the advantages that European
integration brings to their country (Menon 2008hisl does not mean advancing an uncritical
acceptance of the European Union or European giegrin all its forms. Debate, discussion
and criticism are not in themselves problematic amtked are crucial to a healthy political
system as well as public acceptance of policy dmtss One element of this is an effort to
increase public knowledge of the European Union &osv it works. As indicated in
Eurobarometer studies, a majority of British ciigg51%) report that they do not understand
how the European Union works (Eurobarometer 2013).1The same study indicates that 68%
of UK respondents do not trust the European Unioth the percentage being highest for those
with the lowest levels of educational attainmentir@®arometer 2013: 97-100). Conversely,
those who claim to have higher level of knowled§¢he European Union are marginally more
likely to report that they trust the institution.

In sum, the mainstream political parties must dgtish between Soft Euroscepticism
and hard scepticism and work to persuade the sefpties that membership in the EU is
advantageous and that EU policies can be reformddraleed are constantly being reformed.

Similar conclusions can be reached with respetitécsituation in North America. While it may
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be easy, and in many cases appropriate, to disoegstical voices, such as those expressing
fears of a North American Union, it is importanatlyovernments engage with critics. Likewise
it is important that, as much as possible, the ipubé included in discussions about the
development of North American integration, as ie tase of the Beyond the Border action
plans. Without this engagement and debate it isiplesthat scepticism will increase in strength
as and when integration progresses beyond theirgxistope of NAFTA as a result of the
ongoing discussions and projects relating to thekwad the Beyond the Border Action Plan on
Perimeter Security and Economic Competitiveness thedRegulatory Cooperation Council
(Government of Canada/Government of the UnitedeSta011) or if the U.S. and Canadian
governments seek to adopt the proposals of thogecating closer integration (such as Pastor
2008; 2011). It is also the case that discussiah debate can allay fears as policy proposals
develop. In the case of the Beyond the Border acfilan, for example, initial public and
political comments emphasized the fear that clasmperation between Canadian and U.S.
authorities in the context of this plan would thesathe privacy of Canadian citizens and
Canadian sovereignty. The final version of the panight to emphasize that each country’s
sovereignty will be secure as the elements of the are discussed and evolve (see Von Hlatky
2012). In general, one of the themes that is evithescepticism of integration in North America
(and indeed in the EU) is fear of the unknown fatdevelopment of this integration. There are
critics of the current state of North American grtion based around NAFTA but it is also
often the case that this extends to a scepticishowf this integration might evolve and that this
may occur in bureaucratic discussions that excthdegublic. Perhaps the only way to limit this
scepticism is through extensive public consultatiand discussion combined with a

demonstrated willingness on the part of governmentespond to the public debate.

Conclusion

Criticism of integration is evident in both the easgxamined here. Although sceptical voices are
particularly prominent in the European Union, theg also found in different forms within
North America. It is also the case that the scepticin both settings shares certain
characteristics. In both there is evidence thaptsce fear a loss of sovereignty as a result of
integration and consequently a loss of nationahtitle In addition, the sceptics proclaim that

integration is a process occurring in secret ab#ieest of forces (the political establishment and
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frequently global elites) that exclude ordinary erstand particularly the working classes. In
sum, an anti-establishment rhetoric is common m sheptical voices in Europe and North
America.

This said, it is very important to identify thatepticism takes different forms both
between the two settings and also within them. &lladceptics hold the same views for the same
reasons. It is, for example, important to distisgpubetween hard and soft scepticism in both
settings, with the former calling for a completgaesal of integration while the latter promotes
varying degrees of reform to either European irgeggn or NAFTA. One of the difficulties in
analyzing scepticism in either setting is distirsijing between these two broad categories of
scepticism. Another difficulty concerns how to resg. There is a distinct and understandable
tendency to ignore scepticism, particularly harelpticism, as being marginal to political debate.
This is understandable, particularly in North Arsariwhere the claims of a North American
Union are far removed from political reality. A®tlJKIP case suggests, however, ignoring hard
sceptical views does not inevitably lead to themndpenarginalized. In some respects it feeds the
claims made by the sceptics that the mainstreaitigablparties are intent on carrying forward
an integration project in secret. This fear is debwhen governments either deliberately or by
omission limit public engagement in debates ovegration and have been prepared to ignore
popular criticisms of the results of intergoverntagrdiscussiond. Instead, it is important to
keep the discussion of integration at the foreffolitical debate, to seek to engage the public
in these debates, and at the same time improvecpudlerstanding of what is being proposed
and the advantages of those proposals. Governrakatdd be willing to defend the benefits of
integration but also to reform and improve inteigrabn the basis of public consultation. While
an emphasis on public engagement and educatiorikelyy not appease the hard sceptics it is

the best response to accusations that integragjmesents an elite conspiracy.

" European leaders were, for example, quick to disttie 2005 French and Dutch referendum results.
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Table 1: UKIP’s Electoral Performance

Election % of Vote (# Votes) # of Seats
1997 General Election 0.3 (105, 722) 0
1999 EP Election 6.9 (696, 057) 3
2001 General Election 1.5 (390, 563) 0
2004 EP Election 16.1 (2, 660, 768) 12
2005 General Election 2.2 (603, 298) 0
2009 EP Election 16.5 (2, 498, 226) 13
2010 General Election 3.1 (919, 546) 0
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