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Abstract
Why and how do crises cause European integration? Going beyond case- and policy area-spe-
cific analyses, the present paper develops a general, liberal intergovernmentalist model of the
crisis-integration link. The empirical process-tracing test of this model is performed on two
diverse cases of crises: the BSE Crisis 1996–2002 and the Euro Crisis 2010–13. The original
analysis of primary documents and newspaper articles reveals that, as theoretically expected,
crises stir high public attention and thus turn policy change in the affected policy areas into
a salient issue for governments. This opens a ‘window of opportunity’ for domestic actors to
approach their governments with change proposals. Governmental cost–benefit calculations,
the distribution of bargaining power at the EU level, as well as supranational activism then
explain deeper European integration in response to a crisis. With these findings, the present
paper contributes to a broader understanding of the mechanisms of European integration in
exceptional times.
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governments

Introduction: Crises and European Integration

The European Union (EU)1 is in deep trouble. Twenty-five years after the signature of
the Maastricht treaty, the simultaneity of lasting economic instability and high unemploy-
ment in many Member States, mass migration, recurring terrorist attacks, growing right-
wing populist movements, as well as violent conflicts and outright wars in its direct
neighbourhood put the European polity to the most serious test in its history. Will the
Union pass it?

Worried europhiles may find some hope in the EU’s history. In the last decades,
European politicians continuously decided to deepen European integration in crisis-af-
fected policy areas (Schmitter, 2012, p. 39; Stone Sweet, 2004, p. 236f ). Despite grow-
ing fears of European disintegration in recent years (Vollard, 2014; Webber, 2017), this
trend has not reversed so far (see Dinan et al., 2017, p. 369ff ). Even the recent
Schengen crisis resulted in (reluctant) steps towards deeper integration, such as the
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1 Being aware of the differences between the European Economic Community (EEC), the European Communities (EC),
and the European Union (EU), this paper uses the latter term throughout the manuscript to signify the European polity that
was founded in 1957 with the Rome treaties.
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set up of Europol’s new European Counter Terrorism Centre in The Hague (Trauner
and Ripoll Servent, 2016). The potential British departure from the EU, in turn,
primarily concerns ‘horizontal’ European integration; ‘vertical’ integration in the re-
maining 27 Member States is not directly affected (for the concepts, see Leuffen
et al., 2013). In fact, ‘Brexit’ has already stirred debates about deeper vertical integra-
tion in the remaining EU-27 in various policy areas, including security policy or the
‘digital single market’.2

But why and how exactly do crises cause European integration? So far, the re-
gional integration literature does not provide a comprehensive theoretical answer to
this question (Leuffen et al., 2013, p. xiii; Saurugger, 2016). While the impact of eco-
nomic crises on regional integration in fiscal and monetary policy has been subject to
intensive scrutiny in recent years (see, for example, Ioannou et al., 2015; Saurugger
and Terpan, 2016; and Tosun et al., 2014), the often very case- and/or policy-area
specific hypotheses undermine the travel potential of the respective theoretical models
to other policy areas.

By developing a general, four-part model of the crisis-integration link, the present
paper thus aims to close an important research gap. The model is mainly based upon
liberal intergovernmentalism (LI) (Moravcsik, 1993, 1998), which has established itself
as a ‘baseline theory’ in the regional integration literature (Moravcsik and
Schimmelfennig, 2009, p. 67). It explains European integration as a series of rational
choices made by national governments in response to international interdependence.
Yet, the theory does not discuss the impact of high public attention, ambiguity and
time constraints, which characterize decision-making in crisis situations (Saurugger,
2016, p. 958). In order to complement LI with regard to these elements, the present
study draws on insights of the multiple streams framework (MSF) (Kingdon, 2003
[1984]), which has become increasingly prominent in EU studies recently (Ackrill
et al., 2013).

The theoretical model expects crises to stir public attention, turning policy change
in the respectively affected policy area into a highly salient issue for governments.
This opens a window of opportunity for domestic actors, which approach ‘their’
governments with change proposals. Governmental cost–benefit calculations regarding
these proposals, the distribution of governmental bargaining power on the EU level, as
well as supranational activism then explain deeper European integration in response to
the crisis.

To test these theoretical claims, the paper conducts two empirical case studies on se-
vere crises that affected the Union and its Member States after Maastricht: the BSE Crisis
1996–2002, and the Euro Crisis 2010–13. While the BSE Crisis impacted on integration
in consumer protection and public health policy, which are related to the EU’s internal
market (Knowles et al., 2007; Vos, 2000), the Euro Crisis mainly affected important ‘core
state powers’, namely fiscal and economic policy (Genschel and Jachtenfuchs, 2013;
Schimmelfennig, 2015b). The analysis of the two cases, which is based on ‘theory-testing
process-tracing’ methods (Beach and Pedersen, 2013), largely fits the theoretical expecta-
tions. The concluding chapter summarizes the findings and calls for further comparative
research on the causal mechanisms that link crises to European integration.

2 See http://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/press/press-releases/2016/09/16-bratislava-declaration-and-roadmap.
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I. Theory: A Four-Part Mechanism Linking Crises to European Integration

Why and how do crises cause European integration? The present paper argues that a four-
part causal mechanism (Hedström and Ylikoski, 2010, p. 50f ) links the former to the
latter.

Part I: Policy Change Becomes a Salient Issue for Member State Governments

The first part of this mechanism concerns agenda-setting. While this stage of the policy
cycle is only vaguely discussed in Moravcsik’s LI framework (1998, p. 50), it is a central
element of the MSF (Kingdon, 2003[1984], p. 94ff ). When the EU faces a
‘transboundary’ crisis, many citizens across many Member States perceive the presence
of three elements: a severe threat for material or immaterial values, a sense of urgency
to resolve that threat, and an unusually high degree of uncertainty about both the exact
nature of the threat and the consequences of the decisions taken to counter it (Boin
et al., 2005). The sudden presence of such a situation immediately directs public attention
to the underlying problems in the affected policy area.

High public attention in times of crisis goes hand in hand with an urgent public de-
mand for crisis resolution (Kingdon, 2003 [1984], p. 94ff ). The notion of crises as ‘the
hour of the executive’ (Lodge and Wegrich, 2012, p. 1) implies that re-election seeking
national governments usually resort to quick executive action in response to such a de-
mand. Because of the high interdependence in the EU, however, Member State govern-
ments are usually unable to unilaterally resolve transboundary crises (Boin and
Rhinard, 2008). At the same time, European integration has not resulted in a fully-fledged
EU crisis management capacity in most policy areas so far (Larsson et al., 2009, p. 6;
Missiroli, 2006, p. 433f ). By contrast, the EU’s founding fathers ‘did not conceive it as
a crisis management institute and thus neither them nor their followers designed built-in
organizational capacities to mitigate and respond to crises’ (Boin et al., 2013, p. 10).
Member State governments facing a transboundary crisis therefore conceive legislative
policy change in the affected policy area as a highly salient issue (cf. Zahariadis, 2014,
pp. 28–30).

H1 High public attention turns policy change in the crisis-affected policy area into a highly
salient issue for Member State governments.

In order to test this hypothesis, we should observe governments as they engage in
legislative activities in reaction to high public attention for the policy area in crisis.
Legislative activities are mirrored in an unusually high frequency of intergovernmental
meetings at the highest political level, during which the EU’s heads of state and govern-
ment explicitly call for the adoption of EU primary and/or secondary law changes in the
policy area in crisis.

Part II: Domestic Actors Make Use of the Window of Opportunity to Foster (Dis-)
Integration

Rising salience of policy change in the affected policy area is expected to open a
‘window of opportunity’ for domestic actors to approach their governments with
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proposals for policy change in that area (Kingdon, 2003 [1984]). Whether these pro-
posals imply further or less integration depends on the actors’ rational cost–benefit
calculations.

Following Genschel and Jachtenfuchs (2016, p. 50ff), this study expects the character
of the affected policy area – ‘core state power’ or internal market-related – to determine
which actors are most active in the process of ‘national preference formation’ (Moravcsik,
1998). If a crisis affects ‘core state powers’ such as fiscal and monetary policy, defence
policy, or internal and external security policy, political and societal elites dominate the
domestic politics of European integration in response to crises. These elites include
national-level politicians, senior national civil servants, media leaders, for example heads
of broadcast and print media, and cultural elites, such as persons playing a leading role in
the academic, cultural or religious life (European Commission, 1996). By contrast, if a
crisis hits policy areas related to the internal market, powerful and well-organized
economic interest groups are the most active policy entrepreneurs (cf. Moravcsik, 1998,
p. 24ff ).

Either way, the chances of an individual actor successfully approaching the govern-
ment with a proposal are a function of this actor’s access opportunities to the government
(Moravcsik, 1998, p. 47).

H2a : Well-organized economic interest groups successfully approach national govern-
ments with proposals for policy change in policy areas related to the EU’s internal market.

H2b : Domestic elites successfully approach national governments with proposals for policy
change in policy areas related to core state powers.

Corresponding to these hypotheses, we should observe the respective domestic actors
as they approach their governments with policy proposals in direct or indirect ways, for
example, through personal meetings, press releases, interviews or advertisements in
quality newspapers.

Part III: Governments Perform a Cost–Benefit Analysis of Proposals

A government’s choice for and pursuit of a particular policy proposal depends on two
factors: first, the perceived material costs of action versus inactivity, which mainly re-
sult from the government’s perception of the severity of the looming threat at a given
moment in time. Second, governments consider the expected ratification costs of the
proposed legislative measures in response to the crisis, which depend on the formal
and – more importantly (Moravcsik, 1993, p. 515) – informal ratification power of
the relevant domestic actors. The growing politicization of European integration
(Hooghe and Marks, 2009) moreover incites re-election seeking governments to take
public opinion into account when defining the national preference for the subsequent
EU-level negotiations (Genschel and Jachtenfuchs, 2016, p. 52ff ). Public dissent in-
creases the informal ratification costs of European integration, especially when the pub-
lic is highly attentive to the reform proposals on the negotiation table (cf. Boin and
Rhinard, 2008, p. 16).
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H3 National governments pursue those proposals that are least materially and electorally
costly.

To test this hypothesis, evidence from governmental documents or statements,
quality media reports, or scholarly pieces of research needs to show that governments
actually assessed different policy proposals with regard to their material and ratifica-
tion costs.

Part IV: Powerful Member State Governments Determine Interstate Bargaining Results

Even if all EU Member State governments preferred strategies that imply deeper
European integration, understood here as the result of a political process in which political
representatives of previously sovereign European nation-states voluntarily and repeatedly
decide to ‘pool’ and/or ‘delegate’ parts of their individual national sovereignty in selected
policy areas (Moravcsik, 1993, p. 479), they are likely to oppose each other on the exact
distribution of integration costs and benefits. Governments therefore engage in hard inter-
governmental bargaining (Moravcsik, 1998, p. 3). The substance and form of the EU’s
ultimate legislative response to a crisis situation reflects the intergovernmental constella-
tion of bargaining power in EU-level negotiations, which results from asymmetrical inter-
dependence (Moravcsik, 1998, p. 60f ). States that are less directly affected by a
transboundary threat should thus have a greater power potential to shape the substance
and form of European integration in response to a crisis, or to successfully bargain for
side payments or opt outs. Beyond that, material power sources like economic strength
or technological advantages enhance the bargaining position of a government vis-à-vis
its partners (Tallberg, 2008, p. 687).

Once again, the character of the affected policy area induces important variation in the
politics of European integration in response to crises. When a crisis affects internal market
policies, the supranational EU institutions such as the Commission, the European Parlia-
ment, or the European Central Bank should play an important role. By contrast, this role
should be much less pronounced when a crisis affects ‘core state powers’ (Genschel and
Jachtenfuchs, 2016; Moravcsik, 1998; Tallberg, 2008).

H4a : Powerful EU Member States and supranational institutions are most influential in the
EU-level negotiations that determine the legislative response to crises that affect policy
areas related to the EU’s internal market.

H4b : Powerful EU Member States, but not supranational institutions are most influential in
the EU-level negotiations that determine the EU’s legislative response to crises that affect
policy areas related to core state powers.

Observable implications for this expectation are a high congruence between the nego-
tiation positions of powerful EU Member States and, in case, supranational institutions,
and the ultimately adopted primary and secondary EU law changes. The former usually
take the form of intergovernmentally convened treaty amendments, whereas the latter in-
clude the adoption of high-profile EU directives and regulations. This formal, legal
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operationalization of (vertical) European integration as the result of ‘history-making deci-
sions’ (Peterson and Bomberg, 1999, p. 10ff ) is in line with the integration concept put
forward by Leuffen et al. (2013).

II. Methods, Case Selection and Data

Causal mechanisms are theoretical constructs. This paper uses the method of ‘theory-test-
ing process tracing’ (Beach and Pedersen, 2013) to trace the above-presented observable
implications of the theoretical expectations in the empirical world. This method is partic-
ularly tailored for research problems where conjectures about a positive association be-
tween the independent variable (here: crises) and the dependent variable (here:
European integration) exist, but knowledge about the exact causal relationship linking
the two is lacking. It can moreover be considered the most adequate approach for a sys-
tematic in-depth investigation of the key actors, their preferences, actions and interactions
in EU decision-making on European integration (Schimmelfennig, 2015a).

In order to ensure a high internal validity of the findings, the empirical investigation of
the crisis-integration link will be performed in the framework of a small-n study (Beach
and Pedersen, 2013). The study selects two cases from the population of transboundary
crises that affected the EU since the signature of the Maastricht treaty in 1992 (cf. Boin
et al., 2013; Dinan et al., 2017).3 The external validity of the findings will be enhanced
through the application of Gerring’s (2007) ‘diverse case’ selection strategy. In view of
the limited number of cases and the potentially indefinite number of case-specific context
factors this paper cannot control for, one needs to be cautious when generalizing from the
results of the case studies (Beach and Pedersen, 2013, p. 152f ).

Against the backdrop of these considerations, the study selects two positive cases of
crises that both posed a severe threat to the European polity, but affected different policy
areas: the BSE Crisis 1996–2001, and the Euro Crisis 2010–13. While the former affected
consumer protection and public health policy (internal market policies), the latter
primarily hit the policy areas of fiscal and economic policy (core state powers). The anal-
ysis does not include a negative case, that is a case in which either a crisis situation or
change in European integration are absent, because a meaningful test for the presence
and functioning of causal mechanisms is only possible when both the explanans and
the explanandum are present (Beach and Pedersen, 2013, p. 147).

The Euro Crisis represents the most severe economic crisis in the EU’s history. It
threatened the EU with a collapse of its common currency, the Euro, and created high
levels of distrust between EU Member States, EU institutions and citizens
(Schimmelfennig, 2017). The BSE Crisis, arguably the most severe health crisis in the
history of the EU, did not shake the European polity to a similar extent. However, the
EU’s initial reaction to the crisis – the swift adoption of an export ban on all British cattle
and beef products – provoked the British government to pursue a ‘policy of non-co-oper-
ation’ (BBC, 1997) from May 1996 onwards. This move led to a blockade of 75 decisions

3 The population includes 13 transboundary crises: the Yugoslavian wars 1991–95, the European Monetary System (EMS)
Crisis 1992–93, the BSE Crisis 1996–2002, the Kosovo Crisis 1998–99, the Post-9/11 Security Crisis 2001–05, including
the Iraq war 2003, the Bird Flu Pandemic 2005–07, the Georgian Crisis 2008, the World Financial and Economic Crisis
2007–09, the Swine Flu Pandemic 2009–10, the Euro Crisis 2010–13, the Arab Spring, in particular the Syrian civil war
since 2010, the Schengen Crisis since 2014, and the Ukraine Crisis since 2014.
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in the Council, a situation not seen in the EU since the Empty Chair Crisis 1965 (van
Middelaar, 2013, p. 106). Moreover, in a rare move, the European Parliament set up a
special Committee of Inquiry in September 1996 to scrutinize the EU’s (mis)handling
of BSE prior to the crisis, and even threatened the Commission with a motion of no con-
fidence for failure to present and adopt reforms in the affected policy areas (European Par-
liament, 1997). The BSE Crisis and the Euro Crisis are thus considered sufficiently
similar to allow for a comparative assessment of the theoretical model developed above.

In order to gain the deepest possible insights into the two cases, the paper follows
Moravcsik (1998) in restricting the analysis of domestic preference formation processes
to the EU’s ‘big three’ Germany, France and the United Kingdom (UK). Concerning data
sources, the present paper mainly relies on primary sources such as official governmental
documents, European Council conclusions, and documents by domestic actors, such as
press releases. Secondary sources, especially quality newspaper articles and specialized
online newspapers like Euractiv.com are used as well. To measure public attention, quan-
titative data on the media coverage of unveiled problems is generated from quality news-
papers (cf. Boin et al., 2005, p. 72). Six of them, a centre-left and a centre-right one from
each of the three major EU Member States, are selected: Süddeutsche Zeitung (SZ),
Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung (FAZ), Le Monde (LM), Le Figaro (LF), The Guardian
(TG) and The Financial Times (FT).4 Beyond that, secondary academic literature serves
as a further data source, as well as for triangulation purposes.

III. European Integration in Response to the BSE Crisis 1996–2002

The BSE Crisis unfolded when British Health Minister Dorrell indicated on 20 March
1996 that BSE (bovine spongiform encephalopathy), a fatal neuro-degenerative disease
in cattle, and a new variant of the human Creutzfeld-Jacob disease (vCJD) were directly
linked (van Zwanenberg and Millstone, 2005, p. 199). While BSE was already detected in
the UK in 1986 and several hundreds of thousands of cattle died from the disease in the
early 1990s, the extent of the threat posed by BSE for humans remained a non-issue in the
public debate until early 1996. The low coverage of BSE in the six British, French and
German newspapers under investigation reflects this: every newspaper covered the issue
on average about 4.5 times per month in the two years before the outbreak of the crisis. In
line with the expectation formulated in , this value jumped to 36.5 articles per month be-
tween 1996 and 2002, with peaks in March 1996 (196 articles per newspaper and month)
and January 2001 (188 articles). In other words, public attention to the problem of BSE
increased markedly.

In response to the markedly increased public attention for the problem of BSE, policy
change in the area of food safety and public health, indeed, became a salient issue for na-
tional governments after 20 March 1996. This is mirrored in a high number of intergov-
ernmental meetings on the EU level that dealt with BSE, food safety and public health
policy from March 1996 onwards, particularly between December 1999 and December
2001. Corresponding to part I of the theoretical model, the European Council discussed
these issues in 9 of its 26 officially recorded meetings between March 1996 and

4 The online archives of the newspapers can be found online at: http://www.sspdiz.apa.at (SZ), http://fazarchiv.faz.net
(FAZ), http://www.lexisnexis.com/uk/nexis (LM, LF, TG), and http://find.galegroup.com/ftha (FT) (accessed 1 October
2016).
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December 2001. Amongst other issues such as the Kosovo crisis 1998–99 and the nego-
tiations on the Amsterdam and Nice treaties, the BSE Crisis contributed to the unusually
high meeting frequency of almost 4.5 European Council meetings per year in that period.
In 1994 and 1995, by contrast, European leaders only met twice per year and did not dis-
cuss BSE.5

In their conclusions, chief executives continuously called for the harmonization of leg-
islation in the affected policy area to solve the underlying transboundary problem of BSE
in the EU’s Single Market for foodstuffs and agricultural products more generally. This
marks a shift in the Member States’ approach to food safety regulation. Before the BSE
Crisis, as Ellen Vos (2000, p. 231) notes, the EU ‘had not been designed to deal with risk
regulation’.

Corresponding to hypothesis H2a, national preference formation on the European re-
sponse to the BSE Crisis was mainly driven by the interests of national farmers associ-
ations and large retailers that feared the costs of large-scale reforms aiming at BSE
eradication and prevention for the food production and agriculture sector (FAZ,
2000). Despite the fact that ‘concerns about food security and food quality, particularly
in the context if the [BSE] crisis […] increased the gap between the preoccupations of
farmers and consumers’ (Milzow, 2012, p. 30), the degree of organization of farmers,
the level of proficiency in defending their interest, and their inclusion into the political
process ensured that their preferences were taken up by leading politicians and the gov-
ernment in particular.6

The heterogeneity of national producers’ interests yet hampered the role of European
umbrella organizations like the Comité des organisations professionnelles agricoles
(COPA) between 1996 and 2000. As long as BSE was predominantly perceived as a
problem that could be resolved through an effective export ban on British beef and cattle
products, continental European farmers’ associations opposed most reform proposals that
aimed at reducing the risk of BSE infections across the EU. Instead, they lobbied for the
prevalence of the status quo. Although the mishandling of BSE before 1996 undermined
public trust in the European Commission (Vos, 2000, p. 228), Member State governments
(Beck and Asenova, 2007, p. 8), and the European integration project in general
(Clergeau, 2005, p. 121), the French and German governments tried to avoid an open con-
flict with ‘their’ farmers and the high ratification costs that further integration in EU food
safety policy would correspondingly imply (see also Milzow, 2012, p. 33ff ).

The strong public demand for reforms after 2000 in France and Germany changed the
governmental cost–benefit analyses of the integration proposals on the table (Fischer,
2009, p. 92; Krapohl and Zureck, 2006, p. 11). When the necessity of a joint European
response to the crisis became undeniable in view of the outbreak of BSE in native French
and German cattle (Krapohl and Zureck, 2006, p. 12), the governments of the two largest
continental economies discarded the proposals of the status quo oriented domestic agri-
culture associations, and fostered integration corresponding to proposals put forward by
consumer associations and the European institutions instead. German Chancellor
Schröder correspondingly stated on 11 January 2001 that the positions of agricultural

5 See the European Council conclusions at http://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/european-council/conclusions/1993-2003/.
6 An example for the influence of agriculture associations in Germany can be found at http://www.faz.net/aktuell/politik/
stamm-ruecktritt-das-aus-fuer-die-maechtigste-frau-der-csu-116581.html.
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associations were still taken seriously, but that consumer interests would ‘from now on be
given priority’ (FAZ, 2001).

This shift in the perception of the threat and the perceived costs of countering it is also
mirrored in interstate bargaining on resolving the BSE Crisis. The first phase of negotia-
tions between 1996 and 2000 took place in the context of the tense political conflict on
(the potential lifting of) the worldwide export ban on British beef and cattle products.
Due to the status quo orientation of most EU Member States, national governments did
not adopt important acts of European integration in that time period, with one exception:
in 1997, the Amsterdam treaty enhanced the EU’s formal competencies in the area of pub-
lic health (Art. 152 TEC, today Art. 168 TFEU) (cf. Mayer, 2004, p. 24). This, however,
did not have immediate effect on the governance of food safety across the EU.

By contrast, after the perception change of the BSE threat in 2000, consumer interests
were valued higher than those of farmers’ associations, so that reforms in the affected pol-
icy areas became possible. In line with hypothesis H4a, the European institutions, notably
the European Parliament and the Commission, significantly influenced EU decision-mak-
ing in 2001–02. As Clergeau (2005, p. 122) notes: ‘Parliament and the Commission formed
a real partnership to steer the reform process’. By 1997, the Commission had already taken
up many of the 70 proposals of the European Parliament’s Medina Ortega Report on re-
forms of food safety governance (European Parliament, 1997) in its Green Paper on the
general principles of food law (European Commission, 1997). With its subsequent White
Paper of January 2000, the Commission (2000) prepared the blue prints for the General
Food Law and the European Food Safety Authority (EFSA). These proposals aimed at in-
creasing transparency in the fight against BSE, institutionalizing controls and inspections in
the area of food safety, and ensuring consumer protection and the restoration of the single
market in foodstuffs. The General Food Law and the EFSA were ultimately adopted by the
Council on 29 January 2002 – after a ‘stormy debate’ between the Member States and the
European Parliament (Clergeau, 2005, p. 129). The reforms significantly increased supra-
national discretion over food safety policy and health policy: ‘For the first time, the notion
of foodstuff was defined by Community law and included agricultural products. Unifica-
tion of food legislation thus became irreversible’ (Clergeau, 2005, p. 129).

IV. European Integration in Response to the Euro Crisis 2010–13

After the outbreak of the Greek sovereign debt crisis in late 2009, the European Council
emphasized the European dimension of that crisis for the first time on 11 February 2010
(European Council, 2010a). This marks the starting point of the Euro Crisis, the most se-
vere crisis in the EU’s history (Schimmelfennig, 2017). Rising fears of sovereign default
in Southern Europe were mirrored in the sharp increase of public attention for the issue of
‘sovereign debt’. In the six newspapers under investigation here, the average number of
newspaper articles per month on this issue rose from about 13 articles in the two years
before the outbreak of the Euro Crisis to 57 articles per month per newspaper during
the crisis. In other words, every newspaper covered the issue of sovereign debt on average
on every second working day before the crisis. During the 44months of the Euro Crisis,
however, roughly two articles on sovereign debt appeared on every working day in each
newspaper. This corresponds with scholarly findings and arguments on considerable po-
liticization of European politics during the Euro Crisis (see Rauh and Zürn, 2014).
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As theoretically expected in hypothesis H1, high levels of public attention to the under-
lying problems in the EU’s system of fiscal and economic governance instantaneously set
policy change in the European Economic and Monetary Union (EMU) on the political
agenda. By 25 March 2010, the heads of state and government of the euro area expressed
their willingness to set up an institutional emergency mechanism for euro area members
in need and moreover recognized a need ‘to strengthen and complement the existing [legal]
framework to ensure fiscal sustainability in the euro zone and enhance its capacity to act in
times of crises’ (European Council, 2010b). The fact that the European Council alone
discussed the legislative details of the EU’s crisis response in 20 of its 24 meetings (ten
of them extraordinary or informal) in the 44months between 11 February 2010 and 15
October 2013 underlines the high salience of policy change in times of the Euro Crisis.
As expected, this represents a major change compared to the pre-crisis period: in 2006
and 2007, before the outbreak of the World Financial and Economic Crisis in 2008, the EU
heads of state and government gathered only eight times. In other words, European leaders
met on average every threemonths in pre-crisis times, but every twomonths during the crisis.

In line with hypothesis H2b, integration preferences on EMU-related policies have been
voiced by domestic elites of the respective countries. For instance, after the outbreak of the
Euro Crisis in February 2010, the governments of Germany and the UK initially resisted
the French proposal of a joint European rescue mechanism for Greece (Wasserfallen
et al., 2017) in reaction to pressure by domestic elites (Financial Times, 2014; The Guard-
ian, 2010). During national preference formation on a fiscal emergency mechanism for the
euro area, the later European Stability Mechanism (ESM), the German government took
up proposals by senior Bundesbank staff on improved economic co-ordination and
strengthened fiscal rules and rule enforcement mechanisms (Financial Times, 2014).

Yet, major banks and industrial associations in all three major EUMember States under
investigation also forcefully voiced their proposals for the resolution of the Euro Crisis
during the years between 2010 and 2013. For instance, the reluctant change in the German
government’s position in the subsequent months can be explained by continuous lobbying
efforts from private German banks, which were heavily invested in Greek sovereigns (see
Degner, 2016, p. 27) and consequently faced severe, obvious and direct costs from a po-
tential ‘Grexit’, the unorganized Greek exit from the euro area. German industrial associ-
ations in turn feared a renewed credit crunch and the disturbance of the Single Market in
case of non-action (FAZ, 2010), and consequently lobbied the German government as
well.7 Concerning financial market regulation, both German and French private banks
aimed to achieve harmonious supervision (Howarth and Quaglia, 2016, p. 455f). The
German government, however, tried to avoid conflicts with the local and regional political
patrons of the smaller Sparkassen (savings banks), which were strongly opposed to
supranational control. Consequently, Germany preferred ECB oversight for large banks
only. France, which has a much more centralized banking sector, by contrast supported
fully harmonized banking supervision (Howarth and Quaglia, 2016, p. 455f).

How can the important role of well-organized economic interests in national prefer-
ence formation on the ‘core state powers’ covered by the EMU be explained? Arguably,
the exceptionally high degree of political integration in monetary policy (Leuffen et al.,

7 See the ‘Joint Call for deeper European Integration” of the German BDI, the Italian Confindustria and the French Medef,
available online at: http://www.themenportal.de/politik/gemeinsamer-aufruf-von-bdi-confindustria-und-medef-84090.
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2013, Ch. 6) and the strong integration of European financial markets at the outset of the
crisis (Howarth and Quaglia, 2016) turn the EMU into an area that falls somewhere in
between a classical ‘core state power’ and an internal market-related policy area. When
economic actors are directly affected by integration decisions in the EMU, they have a
strong incentive to approach their governments with proposals for policy change that
maximizes their interests.

Concerning governmental cost–benefit analyses of the various proposals to reform
EMU, Chancellor Merkel (2010) justified her government’s consent to the introduction
of a fiscal emergency mechanism, which de facto circumvented the ‘no-bailout clause’
of the EU treaties (Art. 125.1 TFEU), with the extremely high material costs of any other
political strategy, particularly the introduction of ‘Eurobonds’. In view of strong public
opposition to fiscal aid measures (Bechtel et al., 2014), her government yet tried to reduce
domestic ratification costs by conditioning fiscal aid to the adoption of EMU reforms
aiming at stronger economic co-ordination and effective sanctioning mechanism for Euro
members in breach of fiscal rules (Bulmer, 2014, p. 1,254). The French government in
turn tried to cushion the German demand for fiscal rigidity with their concept of a
‘gouvernement économque’ (Le Figaro, 2010), which was popular among French politi-
cal elites across the political spectrum (Howarth, 2007).

The British government finally tried to reconcile the integration-friendly positions of
their domestic banks and other private economic interests in the City of London (Levitt,
2012, p. 1,275) on the one hand and the integration-sceptical or outright-hostile positions
among the country’s political elites, including large parts of the ruling Conservative party,
by fostering ‘differentiated integration’ (Leuffen et al., 2013) in the sense of further inte-
gration of the euro area without the participation of the UK.

While the Euro Crisis put the sheer existence of the European integration project into
question and stirred the public and academic debate on European disintegration (Vollard,
2014; Webber, 2017), EU and/or euro area Member States ultimately adopted a range of
decisions that predominantly deepened integration in fiscal and economic policy
(Schimmelfennig, 2015b, p. 190ff ), but also concerned financial market and banking reg-
ulation (Howarth and Quaglia, 2016). In order to create a legal base for the newly set up
European Stability Mechanism (ESM), the EU moreover changed its primary law by
adding Art. 136.3 TFEU to the treaties. The adoption of the ‘single supervisory mecha-
nism’ for large banks in the euro erea on 22 October 2013 arguably marks the end point
of the Euro Crisis. Even though the economic situation in Greece and other southern EU
Member States, particularly Italy, remained critical in the following years (Copelovitch
et al., 2016, p. 816), the risk of contagion in the euro area disappeared in the months after
that decision was taken (see Dawson et al., 2015, p. 1).

In line with hypothesis H4b, the ‘Franco-German engine’ (Leuffen et al., 2012) played a
key role during the negotiations on the just mentioned reforms between 2010 and 2013: The
governments of the twomost important euro areaMember States repeatedly issued joint pro-
posals or statements that pre-structured EU level negotiations.8 The famous Deauville
declaration of 18 October 2010,9 which laid out the ‘Grand Design’ for the EU’s crisis

8 See, for example, the Franco-German Communiqué of 7 August 2011, available online at http://www.france-allemagne.fr/
Gemeinsames-deutsch-franzosisches,6215.html, or the Franco-German Letter to the President of the European Council of 8
December 2011, available online at https://franceintheus.org/spip.php?article3029.
9 Available online at: http://www.eu.dk/~/media/files/eu/franco_german_declaration.ashx?la=da.
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response‚ symbolizes the Franco-German dominance in the early phase of crisis resolution
(Financial Times, 2010; Schild, 2013a).

However, despite the ‘Merkozy label’ (Bulmer, 2014, p. 1,255) of many initiatives,
Germany was the predominant partner of the duo. The measures to enhance fiscal pru-
dence and economic co-ordination across the euro area (for example, Six-Pack, Two-
Pack, Fiscal Compact) mirrored in large parts the preferred strategies of the Bundesbank,
the CDU/CSU parliamentary faction in the Bundestag (Degner and Leuffen, 2016), and a
majority in the German political and academic elites (Mussler, 2011, p. 56). The decision
to set up a banking union under the aegis of the ECB was shaped in a way that it did not
concern the German Sparkassen (Howarth and Quaglia, 2014, p. 131). Even if Germany
could not achieve all its policy goals, it still played ‘both a dominant role and a leadership
role’ during the crisis (Bulmer, 2014, p. 1,255).

In line with hypothesis H4b, the success of the German government in interstate nego-
tiations can be attributed to its great economic power (Bulmer, 2014, p. 1,251ff ) and its
large contribution to the fiscal aid measures (about 27.1 per cent of the respective total
sums). Although France – like all other euro area Member States – held a veto position
in most decisions, the economic fallout of the Euro Crisis weakened its bargaining
position (Schild, 2013b, p. 6). Most of its Southern European partners, with Italy being
the only exception, received fiscal aid programmes during the crisis and were therefore
unable to resist the German pressure for stricter fiscal discipline and greater economic
co-ordination. The government of the non-euro member Great Britain meanwhile stood
at the sidelines of the intergovernmental negotiations, and repeatedly found itself isolated
amongst its partners throughout the Euro Crisis (Degner, 2016, p. 31ff ).

While the Commission and the European Parliament, as theoretically expected in
hypothesis H4b, did not play a significant role in EU decision-making during the Euro
Crisis (Hodson, 2013, p. 312; Schimmelfennig, 2012, p. 407f ), the supranational ECB
did. ECB president Mario Draghi’s (2012) famous ‘whatever it takes’ speech and the
central bank’s extraordinary open market activities to restore sustainable interest rates for
southern euro area members underlined the ECB’s willingness to act as a ‘lender of last
resort’ for the euro area (Henning, 2015). Moreover, the ECB’s advocacy for more
centralized banking supervision and resolution from early 2012 onwards was crucial to
‘shift national preferences and European Council politics’ towards Banking Union
(De Rynck, 2016, p. 130). This is clearly at odds with the expectation formulated in
H4b. Yet, once again the high degree of integration in the EU’s monetary policy
(cf. Leuffen et al., 2013, Ch.6) turned the policy areas covered by the EMU away from
the ideal of a ‘core state power’. The EU treaties, in fact, provided the ECB with monetary
policy tools, for example, the power to purchase sovereign bonds at secondary markets,
which it could – and did – use during the Euro Crisis to shape fiscal or macro-economic
policy reforms in line with its preferences.

V. Conclusions: Never Let a Serious Crisis Go to Waste...

This article has investigated how crises cause European integration. The in-depth analysis
of two of the most severe crises in the EU’s history, the BSE Crisis and the Euro Crisis,
supports the idea that a four-part causal mechanism is at work.
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First, crises instantaneously turned previously neglected problems such as the link be-
tween BSE and the human vCJD desease or excessive government indebtedness into
highly salient issues for re-election seeking national governments. In both cases, weak-
nesses of European policies and institutions became obvious, so that legislative reforms
became top priorities on the political agendas of the Member States. This fits with the lib-
eral intergovernmentalist understanding of European integration as a stop-and-go process
that is punctuated by important events, rather than a polity that is incrementally deepening
through continuous, functional spillovers.

Second, high attention indeed opened windows of opportunity for either well-orga-
nized, resource-rich domestic actors or political elites to approach their governments
with policy proposals that tackled the unveiled problems and implied further
integration. While economic interest groups like banks or farmers associations and
consumer protection associations were particularly active when the BSE Crisis affected
internal market policies, political elites like members of parliament or representatives
of domestic institutions like the German Bundesbank dominated preference formation
on the integration of core state powers during the Euro Crisis. Private banks and indus-
trial association also played important roles during the latter crisis, which can be
explained with the high degree of integration in the EU’s financial markets, which
translated into clear and direct costs of (the potential lack of) a European response
to the crisis.

Third, the governments of the EU’s ‘big three’, France, Germany and the United
Kingdom, ultimately considered policy proposals implying further integration as least
costly in terms of both material and ratification costs. The revealed problem yet had to
be perceived as a truly European threat; while it only took a few weeks for European pol-
iticians to realize that ‘if the Euro fails, Europe fails’, Member State governments needed
four years to realize that the threat to their societies posed by BSE could not be contained
by an export ban on British cattle and beef or by the mere inclusion of a European com-
petency for health policy in the Amsterdam treaty. Only when BSE was finally detected in
indigenous German and French cattle in late 2000 and government cost–benefit calcula-
tions changed in favour of harmonizing food safety policy in the EU, did the adoption
of secondary law measures, notably the European Food Law and the set up of the
European Food Safety Authority, became feasible.

Fourth, interstate bargaining on the ultimate legislative EU response to a crisis was
characterized by hard intergovernmental bargaining. Beyond that, and as theoretically ex-
pected, the Commission and the European Parliament significantly shaped the decisions
adopted in response to the BSE Crisis by their numerous, partially far-reaching proposals
for policy change in the affected policy areas related to the internal market. Diverging
from the model’s expectations, however, neither the Commission nor the European Par-
liament, but the European Central Bank played a crucial role in the politics of ‘saving
the euro’. Yet, monetary policy in the euro area has been exclusively governed by the
ECB since 1999, while fiscal and macro-economic policies essentially remained a domain
of the Member States. In that sense, the Euro Crisis exhibits features of a crisis that af-
fected both core state powers and policy areas related to the EU’s internal market. Rather
than undermining the theoretical model, the finding of an exceptionally strong ECB un-
derlines the character of the EMU as an area with traits of both a classical ‘core state
power’ and an internal market-related policy area.
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In sum, the adapted liberal intergovernmentalist model appears well prepared to ex-
plain European integration in response to severe crises. Further research should test the
model on further cases to provide additional evidence that public attention, governmental
power and, in case, supranational activism drive European integration in response to cri-
ses. A particular focus should lie on the varying role of supranational actors across policy
areas. Gaining knowledge in this area is of crucial importance in times when the presence
of multiple crises, unfortunately, seems to have become the ‘new normal’ for the EU
(Haughton, 2016).
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