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Abstract: This paper examines the effects of referendum campaigns on obtaining public
acceptance for multilateral frameworks. Political leaders conduct these campaigns to take
full advantage of electoral consequences of the treaties on offer. The model uses a combination of campaigns, treaty restrictions, and costs of adherence to treaty commitments to
explain a range of referendum outcomes. The analysis shows how bilateral agreements with
referendums can increase voter participation. This is most relevant for areas where the delegation of authority to a multilateral bureaucratic or judicial mechanism is concerned. The
paper concludes that for limited cases, obtaining referendum approval on more compatible
issues should garner public support for treaties where delegation is initially problematic.
The analysis supports Keohane, Macedo and Moravscik’s (2009) assertion that bilateralism
strengthens voter perception of multilateralism, mainly through built-in reciprocity principles, and a strengthening of executive power. By bringing EU treaty referendums into the
fold, this study questions their conclusions on political participation and multilateralism.
Recent years have seen a resurgence of studies on the formulation of multilateral treaties,
and the solutions they provide to international cooperation problems. Fundamental among
them is the need for stronger links among larger groups of states facing global issues, such
as our environmental future, economic coordination on trade and monetary issues, as well
as, peaceful relations among nations. The goals aspired to by multilateralism are unique
in that there are very few issues upon which many states may agree on. Therefore, it is
worthwhile to study cases in which multilateral cooperation has been achieved successfully,
and to learn more through the study of international organizations.2 One of the more
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prominent questions, besides the difficulty of attaining an agreement, are matching treaty
types with international cooperation problems. It has been shown that different cooperation
problems, such as with enforcement and distribution, can be dealt with most effectively
by varying the design of the treaties.3 These studies also focused on the compatibilities
between bilateralism and multilateralism. Most notably, it was asked whether multilateral
organizations gain from complementary bilateral agreements.
There is agreement over the potential for exploitation of bilateral treaties at the expense
of signing a multilateral treaty. If enough members request a set of bilateral ties, it will
mean the end of multilateralism. The logic is, members may end up requesting only special
arrangements. Others find that bilateralisms benefits, could denigrate the level of cooperation in a multilateral scheme. All of these concerns have been argued for in discussions
past.4 This paper makes a different point about the compatibility question. It proposes
that referendum supported bilateral treaties should be seen, as a vehicle of increasing public
support for multilateral treaties.
Earlier theories do not pay much attention to voters. By including voters in the approval
process, the electorate become relevant to the compatibility question. Those complaining
about the loss of sovereignty as a result of delegation to the European Union, also note the
removal of electorates from the decision-making process.5 This loss of sovereignty is a result of
removing many domestic institutional and parliamentary functions from domestic discussion.
In approving a multilateral agreement, members bind themselves to a variable number of
supranational institutions. Relating this to the compatibility issue requires abandoning the
view of bilateral treaties as a way for states to leverage their demands for membership, and
replacing it with the view of bilateralism as a contractual promise for change.6 Membership
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referendums of the European Union sample the effects of bilatereal treaties on the public’s
perception of whole multilateral treaty.
Accordingly, the goals of this paper are really twofold. The first goal is examine the
changing nature of relationships member states have had with the multilateral framework,
via bilateral agreements. The second is to identify and demonstrate the factors most relevant
to the outcomes of referendums on a multilateral treaty, such as the European Union.7
The next section relates these questions to the existing literature. Following the literature
review, the theory section lays out the basic principles of the argument. The theory section
is followed by the stylized game theory model, which provides a more detailed view of actors,
actions and outcomes. The propositions of the game are later supported by case evidence
from past European Union referendums. A categorization of political participation through
referendums and participation data are then provided. The paper ends with suggestions for
future analysis.

Literature Review: The Benefits of Multilateralism and
Political Participation
Keohane, Macedo and Moravscik (2009) point out, international cooperation contributes to
four aspects of constitutional democracy, including ‘control over factions, minority rights,
epistemic quality and participation as compared to existing domestic practices.’8 These
authors are confident about multilateralism’s enhancement of the first three qualities of
democracy, but less so about political participation. They agree that delegation of authority
to multilateral organizations for selected issues hinders voter participation on those issues.
Obstacles to participation ‘include special interest group politics, incentivized transactions costs, and homogeneity of objectives across groups like labor unions’ (Keohane, Macedo
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and Moravscik 2009; Verdier 2008; Mansfield, Milner and Rosendorff 2002).9 It is the case
that with multilateralism, many domestic bureaucratic or juridical functions are delegated.
Keohane, Macedo and Moravscik (2009) ask for evidence to support or negate this effect on
participation. The European Union is an example of a multilateral framework where political participation has dominated discussions about the future of the organization. It also
contains elements that will generate the evidence asked for above. Therefore, it is worthwhile
to take a closer look at the EU for answers.
The last half century has seen Europe coming together through a series of six treaties.
These bilateral treaties together make up the EU’s legal structure, essentially a multilateral
framework made up of a set of bilateral agreements. All members of the EU who ratify the
treaties of the EU are conceptualized as having signed each of the sub-treaties with every
other member of the EU. Furthermore, several EU affiliates have chosen to sign only a few of
these bilateral agreements. The latest EU framework falls under six main headings (treaties)
which comprise it. These include, (1) Economic and Monetary Union (EMU), (2) European
Security and Defense Policy (ESDP), (3) Justice and Home Affairs (JHA), (4) Citizenship
of the EU, (5) European Community (EC), and (6) Common Agricultural Policy (CAP)
(Bache and George 2006).10 What qualities of the multilateral treaty framework have that
makes it a multilateral organization, different from other types of treaty institutions?
Martin (1992) contends that Institutions of Multilateralism (IM) are not as equal in
payoffs as Multilateral Organizations (MO), as some members have to be pursuaded not
to free ride.11 Bilateral agreements can very closely resemble IMs, with the ways they
differ from multilateral treaties. This is because bilateral agreements subject signatories to
9
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benefits which full members do not have to incur. This fact is evident in various associations
the European Union has with its members. Several members, including Great Britain and
Switzerland, have arrangements that may be considered free riding. On the other hand,
it is important to point out the bilateral treaties as institutions of multilateralism tend
to bring added costs. These costs include higher transportation costs, loss of credibility
through separate banking practices, and reduced access to cheaper labor. The years have
since the shown, the benefits to the EU do not stop with any one treaty that is part of the
European Union. The pursuasiveness to join the full framework increases with transactions
costs calculations over time.
The challenge for the EU institutions has been maintaining exclusivity. This momentum
has also forced the bureaucratic and political leadership of the union to tactically monitor
the costs of opting out of various treaties. The EU has managed to create associations
and prevent free riding, through its legal complexities (Milner and Moravscik 2009, Lake
2001).12 For example, several socially conservative members including Spain, Ireland and
Italy have signed onto citizenship treaties which protect freedom of movement, knowing the
consequences for several health procedures banned by religious custom.13 Liberal multilateral
goals, such as German dominance in monetary policy have also been convincing enough to
sign more fiscal control oriented governments, such as Greece and Portugal.14 The EU has
enough economies of scale arguments to guarantee a large number of countries willingness
to join.
This argument is also not a proposal for a multilateral scheme that individually tailors
to member needs. International organizations scholars have shown this to be an impractical
approach, defeating both the purpose and the cost-cutting goals of multilateralism (Simmons
2000a; Von Stein 2005).15 However, this paper does argue that the mobilizing effect on the
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groups who show interest in several bilateral agreements will generate public support for
multilateralism. In fact, given decisive campaigning by political leaders, referendums coupled
with bilateral agreements have generated more voter participation for many members.
How does this work? By generating interest in treaty components, bilateral agreement
referendums reinforce the acts sanctioned by the more complete multilateral scheme. Referendums and the political campaigns preceding a vote, create a platform upon which groups
interested in a treaty can be collectively mobilized (Simmons 2009).16 This makes referendums truly instrumental to a state’s commitment to the multilateral agreement. Therefore,
domestic interest groups and referendum campaigns may actually be influencing other voters
who may not originally have been so enthusiastic.
Simmons (2009) hashes out a theory of increased political participation by signing international treaties. The argument here is an attempt at demonstrating how the EU referendums enhance participation. It theorizes that referendums will enhance voter involvement,
conditional on political leader actions during campaigns.17 The political leader may or may
not want to play an active role during the referendum campaign for treaty ratification. As a
result, bilateralism as it is used in the European Union, can be fortified by the referendum
process.
Part of why these other groups or concerns take over voter participation is that it will be
too costly for the average voter to be involved in politics at the multilateral level. Special
interests may mobilize more effectively than the average citizen. Voters will not always be
aware of what is best for them, in terms of transactions costs, but multilateral organizations
come about as a result of transactions costs. It is perhaps more similar to the discussion in
Verdier (2008) with its acceptance of aggregate multilateralism provision of lower transactions costs relative to bilateralism.18 All of the scholars agree over time the cost-benefit of
International Monetary Affairs.” American Political Science Review Vol. 4 (4): 819-822; Von Stein, Jana.
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bilateralism will be outdone by multilateralism, regionalism is good for both, and discount
factors may vary across time-periods and actors, depending on an actor’s position in the
treaty (Downs, Rocke and Barsoom 1998).19 The ultimate goal of members should be to get
the full multilateral treaty.
The priorities of the organization are to uphold principles of economies of scale and
elimination of transaction costs (Hix 2002).20 What is interesting is that the member publics
will not know what is best for them in terms of transactions costs. In order to guide
them through the process, the multilateral organization needs the political leaders on the
ground. The idea is the leadership can mobilize the public on issues put forth the multilateral
agreement. The leader’s role in this enterprise is to highlight overlaps between domestic issues
of concern and those of the EU.21 .
The paper argues the leader’s decisive campaigning will be reflected in the results of
the referendum. Simmons (2009) finds consistent government reassurance of commitment
to international treaties will affect the levels of success in mobilization of support. This
is most evident in treaty ratification campaigns. She believes it does this by providing a
focal point around which similar domestic interest groups or coalitions may coalesce.22 Most
notable in the book, in terms of its contribution to this theory are the values regimes attach
to mobilizing for a treaty across different regimes, which she codes as the value attached to
succeeding times (x) the probability of success.23
This study uses a similar analysis to show what types of campaigns and bilateral treaty
offers are likely to obtain a successful referendum outcome. As with the European Union,
Regime.” International Organization. Vol. 62: 449.
19
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political participation is enhanced by leader involvement in campaigns leading up to referendums. Some of these referendums concern only a portion of the EU treaties. Mobilization
of voters for referendums, then form the basis for later changes to public perception about
the full multilateral framework. The next section will present details on this theory.

Theory Basics
In the context of the EU, bilateral treaty sets have been beneficial for furthering relationships
among members. This claim is based on three premises. First, bilateral treaty referendums
allow electorates to adjust to the costs of membership. Second, by signing treaties members
bind themselves to the objectives of the organization. Third, new memberships depend
on cost-benefit calculations, of what they will bring to and take away from a multilateral
organization. We will look at all three of these in turn.
As a first premise, political leaders have some control over campaign agendas for treaty
ratification. Once ratification comes around, most have a tendency to shift their own objectives from negotiating the ideal multilateral treaty, to obtaining electoral approval for
the treaty. They are able to do this by adjusting their focus during referendum campaigns.
The electorate do not have enough knowledge, information or organizational power to prevent negotiations.24 The leader’s role is crucial to informational aspects of treaty approval
campaigns. This is a point we will return to later on in the paper.
It is by virtue of the leader’s control, that bilateral agreements act as precursory moves
for further inclusion in the multilateral treaty system.25 This premise supports the claim that
there are stronger links between bilateralism and multilateralism than originally thought. In
this sense bilateralism could be said to supplement multilateralism.26
24
Hobolt (2009) uses Zaller (1992), to theorize that voters form their opinions and votes depending on
information availability. Leaders identify for them, the policy which appeals to their own attitudes. Voters
opinion formation also depends on their political awareness levels. This is recognized by their attention to
the information, and understanding of that information.
25
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The second premise is that by signing treaties, members bind themselves to the objectives
of the organization. Several of these objectives promote norms benefiting the international
community. For the European Union they include economic liberalization, social cooperation and political partnerships. Previous research on multilateralism says acceptable levels
of variance of state commitment vary across multilateral organizations.27 The EU has been
exemplary in its record of commitment and compliance by members, for whom these objectives have successfully overlapped at various points in time.28 An average voter who may
have not been as informed of treaty objectives, will get the chance to learn more about the
process through campaigns on treaty approvals.
Nevertheless, the negative result of several EU Treaty referendums may be indicative of a
larger problem.29 This response by multiple voting publics may have been driven by factors
related to leadership, as well as, confusion about the content of treaties in relation to existing
domestic laws.30 Furthermore, they were a greater source of embarrassment for leaders of
those states in question (namely, in France, the Netherlands and Ireland) than the European
Union at large. Political leaders who repeated referendums were admittedly more apologetic,
than those who supported a negative referendum result. Those disappointed by their own
referendum results, saw them as a setback in the pledged commitment of those members
to European liberalization goals and ideals.31 Coincidentally, it was almost always those
countries where the leader failed to conduct a strong and decisive campaign, who received a
less than positive outcome.
The third premise are transactions costs calculations, which may change over time. In a
multilateral organization, what a member brings to and takes from an organization matters.
27
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The European Union has used membership strategies to make design changes in its multilateral framework in the past. This has more recently been the source of controversy for two
members that have no interest in giving up their privileged partnerships. These members
are Great Britain and Switzerland.32 Bilateral agreements are one way the shadow of the
future on cooperation can be extended, between a member and the rest of the organization
members.
For instance, the United Kingdom has announced that it would prefer to wait until the
value of the Pound (GBP) is more on par with the Euro. Switzerland is not as fond of
citizenship rules, such as the freedom of movement.33 The key element of both of these
member associations are the changing perceptions of the voters over time. Their respective
political leaders have made varying statements to influence the views of their voters on the
European Union, economic conditions permitting. As a result, the voters have come to expect
future referendums on full membership and/or other more extensive arrangements regarding
their integration to the European Union. These developments both point to political leader
presence in referendum campaigns, as well as, some tolerance on the part of the multilateral
organization, known as the European Union.
Conceptualizing this gap as a measure of the costs of adherence, the model gets at
what cases may necessitate choosing a few of the agreements, instead of the full deal.34 For
example, the Danish efforts at approval of the Maastricht Treaty between the referendums of
1992 and 1993, resulted in the Edinburgh Agreement. The Edinburgh Agreement was largely
a compromise signed between the Danish government and the European Union authorities
granting various opt-outs. Those opt-outs include, (or commitments, exclude) the following
32
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treaties: (1) the European Monetary Union (EMU), (2) the European Defense and Social
Policy, (3) Justice and Home Affairs, and (4) Citizenship of the European Union.35
By negotiating exceptions for these four agreements, the Danish government was, in
effect, seeking approval for only two of the six main agreements falling under the Maastricht
Treaty.36 This maneuvering by Prime Minister Paol Schluter brought 56.7% the approval
of the agreement one of his lasting legacies. One other factor that was crucial in Schluter’s
success was the decisiveness with which he stood behind the renegotiated agreement. This
was often not the case in referendums where the leader acts indecisive or the government as
a whole (the cabinet or the president and the prime minister as the two main heads of state)
fail to present a united front on what is put to referendum.37 At no point during the new
campaign did the Danish government make contradictory statements or publicly disagree
on the content of the Edinburgh Agreement. The impact of Schluter on the Danish vote is
undeniable.
The EU is a unique place to study compatibilities between bilateralism and multilateralism, because what we understand from bilateral agreements with regards to the EU
is different from particular issue areas such as international trade. For instance, the World
Trade Organization’s conditional-MFN (Most-Favored Nation) principle has the same effects,
as a series of bilateral agreements between a member and the EU. Awarding MFN status
to another state is technically different than a bilateral agreement, but they conceptually
achieve the same objective. Bilateral agreements afford the same conditional privileges by
a signatory, to all other signatories of that treaty. By noting this similarity, we are blurring
the distinctions between bilateralism and multilateralism to some extent. In this way, both
lateralisms can be made to support international cooperation. This claims is especially true
35
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in the context of the European Union, where membership to multiple bilateral agreements
shows some acceptance for the multilateral framework.38
As the EU example shows, bilateral agreements already exist. Verdier (2008) cites bilateralism as a potential partner alongside multilateralism, although bilateral agreements are
more fitting to certain conditions. There are less sanctions for those left outside of bilateral
agreements, but exclusion brings less benefits.39 Efforts to improve the multilateral framework for the EU, has come with an accompaniment with bilateral arrangements.40 Finding
the right fit for a state may be difficult, for several reasons.41
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Figure 1: EU referendums and respective treaty restrictions (as a fraction of the 6 treaties).

Uncertainty in electoral support (a transactions cost) can mean bilateral adjustments
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may be used to change the way the public perceives of their multilateral counterparts. If
electoral support is a part of the cost of adjustment, then referendums may be used to increase
awareness of issues. Uncertainty in electoral support could be the result of a combination of
factors. It is where this cost is less than the benefits that will be received that bilateralism
makes sense. A reversal of electoral support is also possible. Greece’s latest debt troubles
are an example of a reversal of public support for the single currency system.42 The British
more recent reluctance to join the Euro is another.
The recent referendums in France, the Netherlands and Ireland have highlighted difficulties of referendum use. However, the referendum issues of the treaties of the EU precede
the European Constitution and the Lisbon Treaty. They date back to the first time French
voters were asked, whether they agreed to the initial enlargement of the union. This happened in 1972.43 Since then, there have been close to 40 referendums that deal with domestic
requirements of various states and their interest in joining the union through referendum decisions.44 The leader can hold a referendum, instead of going for legislative approval. Under
such circumstances, the expectations of an unfavorable outcome from the referendums can
serve as a bargaining tool for selective membership in the EU.

A Decisive Campaign: Description of the Game
Political leaders may conduct a decisive or indecisive campaign in the referendum. This
will depend on issue overlap between the multilateral treaties and those issues of concern
to voters. The model characterizes a larger overlap of issues as a restricted treaty offer,
which we can evaluate on a case by case basis. If the treaty is restricted, there must have
been a change from the original set of bilateral treaties down to what is acceptable by the
42
Some mention of this is made in Caporaso, James A. (1993) “International Relations Theory and Multilateralism: The Search for Foundations.” in Multilateralism matters: The Theory and Praxis of an Institutional Form. J. G. Ruggie, ed. New York: Columbia University Press; Martin, Lisa L. (2000) Democratic
Commitments: Legislatures and International Cooperation. Princeton: Princeton University Press.
43
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electorate of that state. In contrast, if the treaty is unrestricted, there must not have been
a renegotiation of the original set of treaties. Although unrestricted treaties will have less
issue overlap.
The actors are G: the political leadership comprising the government, and M O: Multilateral Organization, or the other negotiating party.45 The indecisiveness of the leader also
represents the disagreements in government between president and prime minister, and/or
coalition government in a referendum campaign.46
This is a single round game with two players: the government (G) and the Multilateral
Organization (for example, the European Union) (M O). The game examines ex-post situation where negotiations have resulted in the M O making a judgement to offer a set of
treaties to G. G is to then hold a referendum campaign to obtain referendum approval for
the offer. M O may offer G a restricted set of treaties or the full set, each possibility leading
to a certain level of commitment gap. The treaty offers (c) falls somewhere in the range of
0 to 1. Where c = 0, the offer creates the lowest commitment gap for a restricted bundle
on offer. Almost no state would be able to achieve this c, other than one of the original
six members. The c = 1 is concomitantly the reverse. This is where 1 is the unrestricted
offer and corresponds to the highest commitment gap for the member the offer is made to.
Therefore, c has to equal or fall somewhere in between 0 or 1.
As such, let c be the commitment gap of an offer from M O, c ∈ [0, 1]. The commitment
gap depends both on the number of treaties involved, and the country’s current position in
each treaty. The higher the commitment gap, the less restricted the offer from M O. It is
assumed that the commitment gap is inversely proportional to the success of acceptance by
the electorate in the referendum process. In other words, as c increases the electorate is less
45
If the offer is restricted, then the relationship resembles that of IM as outlined by Martin (1992). This
relationship, although beneficial in terms of costs to smaller states, has disadvantages in terms of maximum
possible payoffs attainable.
46
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willing to vote in favor of the treaty.
The game starts with M O determining the level of c. If the offer is accepted in the
referendum, M O obtains the following utility
uM O = ωc,

(1)

where ω > 0 is the utility M O obtains in case of a full unrestricted treaty (when c = 1).
This utility function reflects the unrestricted treaty as a more attractive option for M O.

uMO=ωc

c
Figure 2: Utility function of M O.

Once the offer has been made by M O, the commitment gap will be revealed and G will
have to decide how to act during the referendum campaign. G can conduct a Decisive (D)
campaign or an Indecisive (ID) one. If D and the treaty offer is passed by the electorate, the
government receives a utility of ac+b, with a > 0 and b ≥ 0. We know that b is a fixed utility
G obtains when the treaty offer passes. Their (G) utility further increases proportional to the
commitment gap (c). While, if G plays D and the electorate rejects, they will be reprimanded
by loss in utility of rD . Similarly, if ID and the treaty offer is approved by the electorate,
the government receives ac + b. However, if the treaty is accepted after an ID campaign,
then the government will lose out on utility of rID .
Once the campaign is concluded the referendum is held. The game posits that Nature
determines a p value, or the probability that the electorate votes in favor of the offer. This
probability is dependent on the commitment gap of the offer given by M O, and the decision
15

uG=ac+b

c
Figure 3: Utility function of G.

of G (whether D or ID). G has the power to inform the electorate regarding the set of
treaty offers from M O. If G plays D, then
pD = 1 − c + ∆ D ,
where pD is the probability after a decisive campaign. Here c is the commitment gap of
treaty, ∆D is the upward shift in the probability of electorate voting in favor of the offer as a
result of the decisive campaign, ∆D ∈ [0, c). Otherwise, if G plays ID, then the probability
of acceptance at the referendum shifts downward by ∆ID and
pID = 1 − c − ∆ID ,
where ∆ID ∈ [0, 1 − c].
If the treaty offer would pass in a referendum vote then the players M O and G receive
the aforementioned utilities, otherwise they receive nothing. This would bring the game to
an end.

Player Decisions
The decisiveness of the government (G) is conditional on the restrictions received from the
M O. The restrictions are determined by how much the M O perceives will be enough to get
the electorate to vote in the affirmative. The government will hold talks with the multilateral
organization and then turn to the domestic referendum campaign. Although it holds talks,
16

the political leadership (G) do not hold much negotiating power over the M O. Once the
offer comes in, the government will have to decide whether to carry out a Decisive (D)
or an Indecisive (ID) campaign. I argue that the decisiveness of the campaign, will have
consequences for the results of the referendum voting on the offer.
After holding talks with the M O, the government will not have much say in the outcome
of the offer. What they can control, however, is how much they are willing to put their
weight behind the existing offer. The assumption is that if the outcome is a ‘No,’ whether
they actively supported the campaign or not will have electoral consequences for the following
elections. Since membership in the European Union is a major issue of political consequence
for many states outside of the Union, the model will only apply to those that are not too
far off from the treaty obligations of the Union. The consequences will vary for those where
referendum approval is not a preferred option at all costs.
Emphasizing the restrictions, what M O provides conditions the decisive or indecisive
behavior of the government during the referendum campaign. The leader’s behavior will
change, depending on the commitment gap, which the model uses to mean the gap in legality
between the set of six European Union treaties (international law) and the domestic laws of
the state. The model assumes, the gap in legality will also compel the approval percentages
of the treaties from among the electorate (modeled here as the probability of acceptance in
the referendum, p).47 The assumption is that the greater the commitment gap, the lower
the approval for the offer on hand.
M O knows of the commitment gap for each state it gives an offer to, as well as, the probability of success, at the referendum stage. This probability is a function of the commitment
gap (c) and the decision of the government through ∆D and ∆ID . While it is inversely proportional to the gap (c), a decisive campaign lifts the support up among the electorate (∆D )
and an indecisive campaign decreases the probability of the treaty being accepted (-∆ID ).48
47

The commitment gap is analogous to the gap in legality from an international relations standpoint, and
the costs of adherence when approached from domestic politics.
48
One can think of President Chirac and Prime Minister Raffarin’s actions in the 2005 French campaign
for the Treaty Establishing a Constitution for Europe referendum. The result was a ‘No’ by 54.67% with a
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M O receives varying utilities from offering (playing) c close to 1 or 0, and the outcome
of the game determines whether the relationship will continue as a bilateral (restricted ) or
a multilateral (unrestricted ) relationship. The payoff of a multilateral treaty is more than
a bilateral one for M O. The government’s utility is proportional to the commitment gap.
The higher the gap, the more payoff G receives in case of a positive referendum outcome.
In addition, there are reputational costs to acting Decisively when the outcome is ‘No,’ and
Indecisively when the outcome is ‘Yes.’ The reputation cost when the government is decisive
is rD and and indecisive is rID .

The Flow of the Game
The sequence of events in the game is depicted in the game tree in Figure 4 with payoff
vectors for the government (G) and the multilateral organization (M O). The game starts
with M O choosing a set of treaties with a commitment gap c as an offer to the single
member it is holding talks with. Next, G decides on whether to be Decisive or Indecisive in
the referendum campaign for the offer. The game is played between M O and G, with M O
moving first. In the last stage, Nature assigns a value to the probability that the electorate
accepts the offer: either approves the treaty with pD (pID ), or disapproves with 1 − pD
(1 − pID ), depending on the type of campaign G holds. Note that E is not a player in the
game, but is represented by the probability with which it accepts or rejects an offer.

Private vs. Public Information
The game used in this paper is an extended form game with symmetric and complete information. Both players know the payoff vectors of each other. Since there is a move by
the Nature, this is a game of uncertainty, but both players know the distribution of how the
Nature assigns a value to p. Note that the distribution used by the Nature depends on the
actions of the players. M O’s action determines the commitment gap (c) and G’s move shifts
69% turnout rate.
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MO

c

G
D

ID

N
pD

N
1-pD

pID

1-pID

E accepts

E rejects

E accepts

E rejects

(ωc,ac+b)

(0,-rD)

(ωc,ac+b-rID)

(0,0)

Figure 4: Game Tree.

the distribution up or down (∆D or ∆ID ), which are the parameters of the probability of
success at the referendum.

Analysis of the Game
The subgame perfect equilibrium of the game is analyzed next using backward induction. I
start at the end of the game tree and work sequentially backward through each decision. As
such, the analysis of each stage is done with the knowledge of players’ anticipated responses
in subsequent decisions.
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G’s Decision
Let uG (D) be the utility G obtains with action D. For a given level of commitment gap c,
the expected utility of G playing D can be derived as follows.
E[uG (D)] =
=
=
=


ac + b Pr{E accepts} − rD Pr{E rejects}

ac + b pD − rD (1 − pD )

ac + b + rD pD − rD


ac + b + rD 1 − c + ∆D − rD .

(2)

Similarly, for a given level of commitment gap c, the expected utility G obtains by action
ID is
E[uG (ID)] =
=
=
=


ac + b − rID Pr{E accepts} + 0 · Pr{E rejects}

ac + b − rID Pr{E accepts}

ac + b − rID pID


ac + b − rID 1 − c − ∆ID ,

(3)

where uG (ID) is the utility G receives with action ID.
Since we now know the expected utilities of available decisions, we can move onto the
actual decision-making by G. The following statement define the relationship between G’s
expected utilities and G’s actions:
if E[uG (D)] ≥ E[uG (ID)] then G plays D
if E[uG (D)] < E[uG (ID)] then G plays ID
I make the assumption that G prefers D over ID if the expected utilities of the actions are
equal for the purpose of reducing clutter in notation when deriving the equilibrium of the
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game. Next, I explicitly derive the condition for G to choose to play D:
E[uG (D)]


ac + b + rD 1 − c + ∆D − rD



ac + b 1 − c + ∆D + rD 1 − c + ∆D − rD



ac + b ∆D + ∆ID + rD 1 − c + ∆D − rD


a ∆D + ∆ID c + b ∆D + ∆ID + rD ∆D − rD

b ∆D + ∆ID + rD ∆D − rD − rID ∆ID

b ∆D + ∆ID + rD ∆D − rID ∆ID + rID


b ∆D + ∆ID + rD ∆D + rID 1 − ∆ID


b ∆D + ∆ID + rD ∆D + rID 1 − ∆ID

rD + rID − a ∆D + ∆ID

≥ E[uG (ID)]
≥
≥
≥
≥
≥
≥
≥



ac + b − rID 1 − c − ∆ID



ac + b 1 − c − ∆ID − rID 1 − c − ∆ID

−rID 1 − c − ∆ID


−rD 1 − c − rID 1 − c + rID ∆ID



−a ∆D + ∆ID c − rD 1 − c − rID 1 − c


rD + rID − a ∆D + ∆ID c


rD + rID − a ∆D + ∆ID c

≥ c

Let cb denote the left hand side of the inequality


b ∆D + ∆ID + rD ∆D + rID 1 − ∆ID

cb =
rD + rID − a ∆D + ∆ID

(4)

and a∗G (c) be the action of G at the equilibrium for a given level of commitment gap c. Then,
a∗G (c)


=

D if c ≤ cb
ID if c > cb .

(5)

There is a threshold for the commitment gap (cb ) above which G chooses to play ID and
below G selects D, see Figure 5. This threshold is determined by the parameters of the
utility function of G (a, b, rD and rID ) and G’s influence on the electorate’s decision (∆D
and ∆ID ).
MO’s Decision
Having determined the action of G at the equilibrium as a response to M O’s decision, we
can now analyze how M O plays. Since the underlying game is a complete and symmetric
information game, M O decides on its response action depending on the expected move of G.
If a∗G (c) = D, then the impact of G’s decision on M O’s move is through the probability of
21

cb

D

ID

0

1

c

Figure 5: G’s action as a function of c.

electorate accepting the treaty, pD . Let uM O (c|j) be the utility M O obtains offering c ∈ [0, 1]
such that the level of c yields G choosing j ∈ {D, ID} in response, i.e., a∗G (c) = j. The
expected utility M O receives by playing c knowing a∗G (c) = D is:
y(c) = E[uM O (c|D)]
= ωcPr{E accepts}
= ωcpD
= ωc 1 − c + ∆D




= −ωc2 + ω 1 + ∆D c.

(6)

Next, let z(c) be the expected utility of M O by playing c knowing G’s response is ID,
i.e.,a∗G (c) = ID. In a similar fashion, z(c) can be derived as follows:
z(c) = E[uM O (c|ID)]
= ωcPr{E accepts}
= ωcpID
= ωc 1 − c − ∆ID




= −ωc2 + ω 1 − ∆ID c.
The results of the following proposition will be used in deriving the equilibrium.
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(7)

Proposition 1 The following statements are true for y(c) and z(c):
D
and y( 1+∆
)=
2

(i) y(c) is a concave function maximized at

1+∆D
,
2

(ii) z(c) is a concave function maximized at

1−∆ID
,
2

(1+∆D )2 ω
;
4

and y( 1−∆2 ID ) =

(1−∆ID )2 ω
;
4

(iii) y(c) ≥ z(c) for all c ∈ [0, 1];
√

(iv) y(c) =

(1−∆ID )2 ω
4

is satisfied at

1+∆D −

(1+∆D )2 −(1−∆ID )2
2

√
and

1+∆D +

(1+∆D )2 −(1−∆ID )2
.
2

Note that the right hand side of the equality in Proposition 1 (iv) is the maximum value
z(c) attains, see (??). Thus,
p
1 + ∆D − (1 + ∆D )2 − (1 − ∆ID )2
2

and

1 + ∆D +

p
(1 + ∆D )2 − (1 − ∆ID )2
2

are the two commitment gap values at which function y(c) attains the maximum value of
z(c). Since the lower point will be important in deriving the equilibrium, define
p
1 + ∆D − (1 + ∆D )2 − (1 − ∆ID )2
.
ce =
2

(8)

The Equilibrium of the Game
The following Theorem gives the actions of the players at the equilibrium. Define c∗ be the
commitment gap of the offer of M O at the equilibrium.
Theorem 1 There exists a subgame perfect equilibrium in which
(i) M O offers c∗ =

1+∆D
2

and G chooses D if

1+∆D
2

(ii) M O offers c∗ = cb and G chooses D if ce < cb <
(iii) M O is indifferent in offering c∗ = ce or c∗ =
G chooses D; otherwise, i.e., M O offers
(iv) M O offers c∗ =

1−∆ID
2

≤ cb ;
1+∆D
;
2

1−∆ID
2

1−∆ID
,
2

then G chooses action ID;

and G chooses ID if cb < ce .

23

if cb = ce ; if M O offers ce then,

The next two propositions present the equilibria of the game for more restricted situations.
These include: (1) the case where G has zero effects on the electorate (Proposition 2: ∆D =
∆ID = 0), and the case where there are no reputation costs for G (Proposition 3: rD =
rID = 0). They provide further insights about G’s behavior and are discussed further in the
implications. Figures 6 and 7 depict the equilibria given in Theorem 1 above.

MO: c*=

1-ΔID

MO: c*=ce

2

G: ID

G: D

cb = ce

cb < ce
MO: c*=

ce< cb <

1-ΔID
2

G: ID

1+∆D
2

1+∆D
≤ cb
2

MO: c*=cb

MO: c*=

G: D

G: D

1+ΔD
2

1+ΔD
2

ce

1

cb

Figure 6: Decisions of the players.

Proposition 2 If ∆D = ∆ID = 0, then c∗ =

1
2

and

(i) G chooses D if rD ≥ rID ;
(ii) G chooses ID if rD < rID .
Interpretation: If the G is known to have no influence on the electorate (∆D = ∆ID =
0), then M O offers a medium level treaty. Depending on the reputation costs (rD and rID ),
G takes a stance.

Proposition 3 If rD + rID < a ∆D + ∆ID , then c∗ =
24

1−∆ID
2

and

c*
1

1+ΔD
2
1
2
1-ΔID
2

ce

0

ce

1
2

1+ΔD
2

1

cb

Figure 7: The offer at the equilibrium as a function of cb .
(i) G chooses ID if c∗ > 0;
(ii) G chooses D if c∗ = 0.
Interpretation: This is an interesting result. It says that unless the reputational costs
are high enough compared to the utility G potentially obtains from mobilizing people, G
acts indecisively, and as a response M O offers a restrictive treaty. Consider the case with
no reputational costs: rD = rID = 0; it is straightforward to verify that the condition is
satisfied:

rD + rID = 0 < a ∆D + ∆ID .
G does not act decisively unless M O offers them a treaty with zero commitment gap. M O
would not offer c∗ = 0 unless it knows that G has a perfect negative influence on the
electorate, i.e., ∆ID = 1. (This is equivalent to saying “G can make sure definitively that
the electorate disapproves the treaty in a referendum if they act indecisively.”) Hence, M O
offers a treaty that has lower gap c∗ =

1−∆ID
2

to compensate for the indecisive referendum

campaign that it expects to see from G.
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Implications: Leadership and Political Participation
The commitment gap (gap in legality) of the offer of M O at the equilibrium depends on
cb , which is the threshold for G’s decisive or indecisive action. In the first region of the
equilibrium, where cb ∈ [0, ce ) (lower values of cb ) M O’s treaty offers are restricted and
constant. However, c∗ > cb implying G acts indecisively.
This equilibrium also contains a point where M O is indifferent about what treaty offer to
give. There are two examples that may illustrate this effect. They include the Norwegian and
the Irish Republic campaigns to join the European Union. The Norwegians are an example
of G acting indecisive (ID) and the Irish repeted referendums are together an example of G
acting D, as an alternative equilibrium to the Norwegian case, when cb = ce .
Political leaders acting indecisively have plagued several European Union referendum
campaigns, and was also a source of controversy with the Norwegian treaty negotiations.
Their debates on the EU became so divisive for the country, leading to splits within the
government coalition. The Norwegian parliament finally decided to put a block on discussions
of the issue, barring EU membership as a precondition for coalition formation. As it is a
proportional representation system, coalitions are a common occurrence in Norway and there
is often disagreement about what positions the coalition government should take with regards
to various international affairs.
Most interestingly, the European Union issue has led to internal fragmentation of the
Labor Party in Norway between 1972 and 1989.49 When such a ban exists, it is not surprising
that the Norwegian referendum results came back negative, both in 1972 and in 1994. The
main objective to the agreement was the EU should not interfere with the Norwegian’s
exploration of natural resources such as oil, as well as, their fishing quotas in the North
Sea. This split within the Norwegian politicians prompted the M O to offer less than half
of the full treaty. This is how the Norwegians were able to obtain domestic acceptance
49

Hobolt, Sara Binzer. (2009) Europe in Question: Referendums on European Integration. NY: Oxford
University Press; speaks to political polarization and resulting electoral responses to referendums.
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for the European Economic Area (EEA) treaties (governing exceptions for Agriculture and
Fisheries), and the Schengen Treaty.
It was the M O offer of c∗ = ce (or the boundary value) that best summarizes this point on
the equilibrium. The Irish renegotiation for the Nice Treaty [also called the Nice II Treaty],
brought on the Seville Declaration.50 The Declaration provided for Dail or Irish parliamentary approval for future cooperative endeavors under the Treaty, and for an exception to be
made in the case of Ireland, with regards to the EU Common Defense Policy.51 The leaders
deemed these guarantees enough for Irish voters approval.
They made it be known to the public, that Ireland’s protests against the voting changes
in the Commission had been duly noted. Ireland had done its part representing smaller
states, and their concerns on new membership expansions.52 In this case especially, the
first referendum of June 2001 was seen as a fault of the political leaders, failing to form a
united front and actively campaigning to maintain EU privileges.53 The second referendum
of October 2002 brought some reassurances that the EU’s changes would not be without
consultation of the Irish public. Ireland is the only state in the European Union which
requires a legislative amendment for every international treaty it ratifies.
D
) (moderate values of cb )
In the second region of the equilibrium, where cb ∈ (ce , 1+∆
2

M O’s treaty offers are such that G acts decisively at the boundary: c∗ = cb . In other words,
M O offers a treaty with a commitment gap that is equal to the maximum gap acceptable
to G in order for him to act decisively. For Great Britain this meant the offer of the
Luxembourg Agreement as an offer to get PM Heath to act decisively. Similarly, the Swiss
offer for bilateral agreements were just enough to get the Swiss political leaders to carry out
a decisive campaign.
50

— “Seville Summit at a Glance.” BBC News. June 21, 2002; — “Blair Rejects Referendum Call.” BBC
News. October 17, 2003.
51
Marsh, Michael, Cees van der Eijk and John Garry. “Why the Voters Said No.” The Sunday Business
Post. June 22, 2008: 9-10.
52
Bache, Ian and Stephen George. (2006) Politics in the European Union. NY: Oxford University Press:
538-539.
53
Garry, John, Michael Marsh and Richard Sinnott. (2005) “Second Order versus Issue-voting Effects in
EU Referendums: Evidence from the Irish Nice Referendums.” European Union Politics. Vol. 6 (2): 201-221.
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British Prime Minister Edward Heath negotiated his own success by positioning himself during the campaign for the Luxembourg Agreement.54 The Luxembourg agreement
brought concessions from the EU to Great Britain’s leadership on a variety of issues that
was causing discord in the British public arena. These include (1) exceptions to the British
Commonwealth on the Common External Tariff, (2) Common Agricultural Policy dues, as
well as, (3) budgetary questions and monetary goals of the Economic Union. The British
public was not in favor of the intra-union transfers that required a percentage of the budget
of each member state. They thought this placed an unrequited burden on the wealthier
states.
Moreover, they have had to abandon the currency peg of the Union at the first attempts
during their financial crises of 1971-1972. As an opposition leader for the Labour Party,
Edward Heath had successfully criticized the Conservative Prime Minister Harold Wilson’s
handling of the EU application. He was so convinced of this, that when he took over as
Prime Minister, he made it an objective of the campaign to maintain ‘elite consensus’ on the
topic.55 If not for his firm approach, the public may have rejected the bilateral compromise.56
A similar example has been made of the Swiss interest in tax rates and banking regulation. This is because committing to the multilateral treaty would require delegation of this
mechanism to the European Union institutions. The voting public have also changed their
views on other treaties of the EU. This is partially as a result of the changing economic
costs of opting out. The rejection of full membership in the EU since the winter of 1992
set the rules of interaction between Switzerland and the multilateral framework. Since then,
the country has maintained special status vis-a-vis the EU, and only recently acceded to the
Freedom of Movement principle.
Through their membership in the Schengen area and the Dublin Treaty, the Swiss gave
54
Daddow, Oliver J. (2003) Harold Wilson and European Integration: Britain’s Second Application to Join.
Institute of Contemporary British History. Routledge: 57-70.
55
Ibid., 70-76.
56
— “The UK and the Euro Referendum.” Dec 1, 1998. BBC Business News; “Blair Wins Referendum
Fight.” May 25, 2003. BBC Business News; Monaghan, Angela. “Pound will fall to parity with Euro.” 18
September 2009. The Telegraph.
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up on maintaining special status. In 1999 the electorate made a move to the right in selecting
the SVP. This led to the 2001 rejection for full membership. However, in 2005 the country did
approve a series of bilateral agreements via Schengen aiming for deeper economic cooperation
with the European Union. The SVP leaders remained influential until 2008.57
D
The third and last region of the equilibirum, where cb ∈ [ 1+∆
, 1] (higher values of cb )
2

M O’s treaty offers are unrestricted (or as close as can be to the full treaty) and constant.
Therefore, G acts decisively in response to c∗ ≤ cb . There are various examples encapsulated in Figures 8 and 9 where the decisive leadership during referendum campaigns were
concerned. We see that the offers were mostly restricted where the leader is decisive. Several
cases are well-known cases of this, including most 2003 referendums on the European Union
membership denoted (EU).
Breaking the referendum campaigns down in this manner matches individual members
and their public perception of restricted versus unrestricted treaties. Figure 8 presents
campaign conduct for referendums where the multilateral organization offered the full treaty
to the political leader for approval by referendum. Figure 9 presents campaign conduct for
referendums where the multilateral organization offered less than the full treaty (restricted)
to the political leader for approval by referendum. The model says the restrictions on the
full treaty framework can be important for the multilateral organization, especially since it
will affect whether the political leader will play decisive or indecisive during the campaign.58

57

UNHCR. (2010) Freedom In the World Report (2009) for Switzerland. Freedom House Inc.; Foulkes
Imogen, “Vote Takes Switzerland Closer to EU.” 5 June 2005. BBC News.
58
EC: European Community Membership, SEA: Single European Act, MEP: Members of European Parliament, MT: Maastricht Treaty, EU: European Union Membership, AT: Amsterdam Treaty, C: Constitution
for Europe, L: Lisbon Treaty, NT: Nice Treaty, EC-EFTA: European Community/European Free Trade Association, EEA: European Economic Area, FM: Freedom of Movement (Schengen Treaty), Move: Immigration
Quota, EMU: European Monetary Union.
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Figure 8: Leader decisiveness in referendum campaigns for unrestricted offers.
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Figure 9: Leader decisiveness in referendum campaigns for restricted offers.

Discussion: Restricted Treaties and the Multilateral Framework
The next table provides empirical evidence for the factors that are outlined in the game
above. The range of referendum outcomes outlined by the model include combinations of
Decisive x Restricted, Decisive x Unrestricted, Indecisive x Restricted, and Indecisive x
Restricted. This categorization shows Indecisive campaigns were relatively fewer, but they
do coincide with cases wher the political leadership was not supportive of treaty commitments
of the European Union. Some of the referendums were repeated a year later and achieved
a different result, 1992-1993 Denmark and 2008-2009 Ireland referendums are examples of
changes in decisiveness or restricted nature of offers made to that membership.
Table 1: Referendum Votes, Leader Decisiveness and Restricted Treaties

Restricted

Unrestricted

Decisive
1972 - Switzerland, 1975 - GreatBritain, 1986 - Denmark, 1992 - Liechtenstein, 1993 - Denmark, 1994 - Finland,
1995 - Liechtenstein, 1986 - Denmark,
1998 - Denmark, 2000 - Denmark, 2000
- Switzerland, 2002 - Ireland, 2003 Sweden, 2009 - Ireland
1972 - France, 1972 - Denmark, 1972
- Ireland, 1987 - Ireland, 1989 - Italy,
1992 - Ireland, 1994 - Norway, 1994 Austria, 1994 - Sweden, 1998 - Ireland,
2003 - Latvia, 2003 - Lithuania, 2003 Estonia, 2003 - Slovenia, 2005 - Slovenia, 2005 - Switzerland, 2005 - Luxembourg, 2006 - Ireland

Indecisive
1972 - Norway, 1992
- Switzerland, 2000 Switzerland,
2001
Ireland, 2003 - Spain

1992 - France, 1992 - Denmark, 2001 - Ireland, 2003
- Poland, 2003 - Czech
Republic, 2003 - Slovakia,
2003 - Hungary, 2005 France, 2005 - Netherlands, 2008 - Ireland

When looked at through this framework, the case evidence supports two assertions and
contradicts the one concern Keohane, Moravscik and Macedo (2009) have had. Firstly, the
presentation of evidence for turnout rates with four category referendum outcomes on the
European Union support reciprocity of and resulting stronger executives (political leaders) of
multilateralism. Secondly, we realize that Keohane, Macedo and Moravscik’s (2009) views on
political participation can be remedied. Referendums on limited sets of bilateral treaties can
31

garner enough voter support for the multilateral treaty. In addition, for bundles of treaties
that are comparable over time, turnout rates of referendums may have demonstrated changes
in public support for these same treaties.
Keohane, Macedo and Moravscik (2009) are concerned with the negative impact multilateralism may have on political participation. One way of demonstrating whether treaties
affect political participation are to examine whether the public votes in large numbers. One
reliable indicator of political participation are turnout rates for EU referendums. It is possible to compare turnout percentages across various European Union treaty referendums, to
capture variations in political participation across treaty approvals.
Turnout rates are not highly correlated with the members participation activities that
are delegated to multilateral organizations.59 Nonetheless, turnout rates do express voter
approval of the delegation, and the importance of political leaders in this type of referendum
campaign. The graphic comparison of turnout rates (as percent) across EU referendums
suggests, both treaty issues and leader’s information reveleation in the campaign matter.
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Figure 10: Turnout (in percent) of a Restricted Treaty Offer and Decisive Campaign.

59

They include such activities as lobbying for various policies.
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Figure 11: Turnout (in percent) of a Restricted Treaty Offer and Indecisive Campaign.
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Figure 12: Turnout (in percent) of a Unrestricted Treaty Offer and Decisive Campaign.
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Figure 13: Turnout (in percent) of a Unrestricted Treaty Offer and Indecisive Campaign.
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The most obvious indication that treaty issues matter is that referendums on restricted offers
increase political participation rates. Restricted offers, for the purposes of this argument,
refers to any bilateral treaty arrangements made between a member state and the multilateral organization that is the European Union. Bilateralism contributes to strengthening
the multilateral framework. It measures the enthusiasm of a public and the reduction in
transactions costs as full membership is achieved.
Figures 10, 11, 12 and 13 show that the highest mean turnout rates (in percent) are
referendums in the Unrestricted x Decisive and Restricted x Decisive categories. These are
followed by Restriced x Indecisive and Unrestricted x Indecisive boxes. The mean turnout
rates (in percent) for the former two referendums are R,D: 76.55% and R,ID 67.69%, while for
the latter two they are UR,D: 61.13% and UR,ID: 57.70%. There are differences in political
participation rates of a decisive referendum campaign and restrictions to treaty offers. In
delegating sovereignty on certain issues to the multilateral framework, voters follow their
political leaders and the ideals put forth by multilateral frameworks such as the EU.

Conclusions
This study of the effects in leadership and treaty offers for successful referendums, has also
revealed insights into compatibility questions of bilateralism agreements with multilateralism. Assuming that the objective of holding the referendum is to gain approval for inclusion
in the multilateral agreement, the approval whole or in part, of pieces of the agreement can
be seen as a success.60 The objective of obtaining a ‘Yes’ for EU Treaties has at various
times surpassed the goal of approval for full treaties. The rationale for some non-founding
six states of the EU with moderate gap in legality, has been to get the electorate to approve
a respectable deal from the European Union. This has been the case for instance, with both
Denmark on the Treaty of European Union, and Ireland with the Lisbon Treaty.61
60

See also the White Paper on the outcomes of the renegotiation of the initial conditions for the UK’s
accession to the EEC (March 1975) Report on Renegotiation (March 1975).
61
Others with an examination of these deals include Hug, Simon and Thomas Knig, “Divided Government
and the Ratification of the Amsterdam Treaty,” in Robert Pahre, ed., Democratic Foreign Policy Making
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Several factors contribute to the force of the political leader in determining the outcome
of bilateral referendums in the EU. The argument presents links between restrictions to
treaties and referendum campaigns.62 Various referendums including the French, Dutch and
Irish referendums on the Lisbon Treaty, in addition to failed ones can be explained in this
way.63
The main question for the paper was whether bilateral referendums could increase political participation in multilateral frameworks, under certain conditions. Decisive leadership
conduct in referendum campaigns increases turnout. I argue that to the extent there is a
gap in legality, even restricted referendum campaigns will generate mobilization of interest
for full multilateral treaties. For the European Union, the multilateral organization has had
much to gain from referendums campaigns. The game summarizes these results for low,
moderate and high values of the commitment threshold (cb ).
According to these scenarios, the political leader will play an important role in providing
his voters with information on the content of treaties. In response, the Multilateral Organization will offer appropriate treaties. As such, the referendums contribute towards proving
bilateralisms compatibility with multilateralism. Although delegation of authority to the
multilateral framework may lead to reduction in everyday political participation, when combined with leader campaigns, bilateral treaties will enhance public perception of the benefits
of multilateralism.
In going back to the earlier understanding of voters as a transactions cost, the EU referendums have done much to reduce costs to joining that multilateral organization. A
decisive campaign is equivalent to mobilization on issues praised by the multilateral agreeProblems of Divided Government and International Cooperation, NY: Palgrave and Macmillan, 2008; and
Hobolt, Sara Binzer, and Robert Klemmensen. (2008)“Government Responsiveness and Political Competition in a Comparative Perspective.” Comparative Political Studies. Vol. 41: 379-402.
62
Gable, Matthew, and Simon Hix. (2005) “Understanding Public Support for British Membership of the
Single Currency.” Political Studies. Vol. 53: 69 and 72-75.
63
The referendums which did not succeed include the Swiss, Danish, Swedish and Norwegian votes in
1992/2000, 1992/2000, 2003 and 1972/1994 referendums, respectively; more specifically, they include the
Swiss vote on the European Economic Area, Resuming Accession Talks with the EU; Denmark’s vote on the
Maastricht Treaty and the European Monetary Union; as well, the Swedish vote on the European Monetary
Union; and Norwegian for European Community Membership and European Union Membership.
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ment. These currently include improvements to rules governing citizenship rights, regulatory
enforcements, and health policy practices. Through the use of restricted treaties, multilateral organizations may strengthen the power of executives. The power of existing treaties
can then secure change in public perceptions, and voter awareness will reinforce multilateral
goals.
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