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Abstract
This thesis attempts to explore why the British electorate voted to leave the European Union despite
Prime Minister Cameron’s strategy to renegotiate the UK’s membership terms with the EU in February
2016, which resulted in a deal called ‘’the new settlement’’. Drawing from Robert Putnam’s (1988)
Two-Level Game metaphor, the empirical focus of this study is based on the UK electorate’s ‘’win-set’’,
which includes all possible deals that the UK voters (Level II) would ratify during the referendum. It is
assumed that Cameron has misinterpreted the win-set which led him to believe the deal would be
ratified at the referendum. The question raised is ‘’how can the different interpretation and formation
of the Level II win-set by Cameron, media and Level II constituencies explain the involuntary defection
of the new settlement on 23 June 2016?‘’ Qualitative content analysis of Cameron’s demands, the new
settlement, media articles and Facebook comments reveals that different determinants of the win-set
mattered to Cameron, the media and the Facebook users. Cameron based his win-set mainly on
negotiable issues that found common ground with the EU. However, the media and the Facebook users
attached more importance to their general opinion on the EU and Cameron. This study aims to
theoretically develop and test Putnam’s Two- Level Game approach. Furthermore, it places emphasis
on historical events that have influenced the rather difficult relationship of the UK and the EU.

Key words: UK, EU, Brexit, Two-Level Game, Putnam, deal, new settlement, involuntary defection,
referendum, win-set, Guardian, Telegraph, Facebook, Cameron, Conservative Party, eurosceptic
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1. Introduction
1.1 Problem statement
On 23 June 2016, a majority of 51.9% of the United Kingdom’s electorate, voted to leave the European
Union (EU) in a binding in/out referendum. This result came in somehow as a surprise and sent
shockwaves throughout the world (Bonacchi, Altaweel, & Krzyzanska, 2018; Hobolt, 2016; Matti &
Zhou, 2017). Directly, the UK found itself in a rather unstable position: Prime Minister (PM) Cameron
resigned, the pound sterling plummeted to a 31-year low. Labour leader Jeremy Corbyn faced pressure
to resign as well when Labour MPs criticized his inability of communicating a compelling case for why
the UK should stay an EU member (Goodwin & Heath, 2016). First Minister of Scotland Nicola Sturgeon
argued this vote could break up the Union, as a majority of Scots had voted to stay in (Goodwin and
Heath, 2016; Hobolt, 2016).
The Brexit-vote went against the attempts of British PM Cameron to convince the UK public to
vote Remain, in the year prior to the referendum. Decades of the Conservative’s internal division about
the EU, together with the rise of the United Kingdom Independence Party (UKIP), resulted in a pledge
for a binding in/out referendum in the 2015 Conservative Party manifesto (Daddow, 2015; Hobolt,
2016). After the Conservative Party had won the 2015 General Election, Cameron set out a strategy to
negotiate a ‘’new settlement’’ for the UK in the EU (Daddow, 2015; Hobolt, 2016). In November 2015
he sent a letter to the President of the European Council, Donald Tusk, in which he presented his
demands. He sought for reforms regarding economic governance, competitiveness, sovereignty, and
immigration, believing that ‘’reform in these areas would address the UK’s concerns and provide a fresh
and lasting settlement for our membership of the European Union.’’(Cameron, 2015, p. 5). Negotiations
with the other 27 EU leaders were finalized during a summit on 18 and 19 February 2016, after which
Cameron set the date for the referendum. The ‘’new settlement’’ included among others an opt-out
from the ‘ever-closer union’ and an ‘’emergency lever’’ non-euro members could use to oppose to
eurozone legislation (European Council, 2016). Cameron told the public this deal assured a special
status of the UK in a reformed European Union. Consequentially, this would keep Britain safer, stronger
and better off (Gov.uk, 2016). However, despite Cameron’s long-term strategy and his efforts to
convince the British public of the benefits of staying in the EU, the public decided to withdraw from EU
membership.

1.2 Scope of the research
Drawing from Robert Putnam’s (1988) Two-Level Game (TLG) metaphor, the empirical focus of this
study is based on the UK electorate’s ‘’win-set’’. A win-set includes all the possible deals closed at the
9

international level (the new settlement) that would be ratified by the necessary majority of domestic
constituencies (UK electorate eligible to vote at the in/out referendum). Putnam (1988) assumes that
when such win-set is miscalculated by the negotiator at the international level (Cameron) the risk for
involuntary defection increases, meaning that the domestic constituencies do not ratify the proposed
deal. Following Putnam, it is assumed that Cameron has misinterpreted the win-set which led him to
believe the deal would be ratified at the referendum. Cameron’s win-set and the deal are examined.
Subsequently, the study examines how the media formulated the win-set and evaluated the deal.
Lastly, Facebook comments are analysed to assess how constituencies formulate their win-set and to
what extent that differs from Cameron’s and the media’s. Attention is given to historical events that
have influenced the relationship between the UK and the EU over the years.
Qualitative content analysis reveals that different determinants of the win-set (Putnam, 1988)
mattered to Cameron, the media and the Facebook users. Cameron based his win-set mainly on
negotiable issues that found common ground with the EU. However, the media and the Facebook users
attached more importance to their stances on the EU and Cameron as a negotiator and leader. The
research shows how constituencies’ opinion, sentiment and interpretation has been misinterpreted.
It is important to examine to what extent these play a role in an event such as the Brexit referendum.
The public opinion is easily influenced by (social) media which often lack sufficient overview on the
information that is spread.

1.3 Aims of the research
This research aims to theoretically contribute to Putnam’s TLG framework. The study explores how
ratification by a referendum, instead of a parliamentary vote, fits in Putnam’s arguments on
involuntary defection of an international deal. Furthermore, since Putnam’s publishing, the power of
media has changed significantly. It is, hence, crucial to assess the role of (social) media in influencing
political outcomes, and whether this can be explained by the TLG framework. Lastly, this study aims to
contribute to the existing knowledge on the Brexit vote. It will enhance further understanding of the
how the success of the European project depends on people’s perceptions and understandings of it.

1.4 State of the art
Many scholars have examined why the UK electorate voted to withdraw from EU membership. A
significant amount of research concentrates on aggregate analysis of demographics. These studies
have revealed that voting behaviour differed among age levels, geographical location and education
levels; on average, it were mainly older and lower educated people from rural and more remote areas.
Also, it was a majority of England and Wales that voted to leave the EU, while a majority in Northern-
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Ireland and Scotland voted to remain in the EU (e.g. Arnorsson & Zoega, 2016; Goodwin & Heath, 2016;
Hobolt, 2016; Swales, 2016). Other studies have uncovered the specific reasons for why people voted
to leave the EU, resulting in widespread consensus that the Leave vote was mostly a vote against
immigration, the political establishment, globalisation and a non-democratic EU (e.g. Crescenzi, Di
Cataldo, & Faggian, 2018; Goodwin & Heath, 2016; Mckenzie, 2017).
Another stand of literature helpful in understanding the Brexit vote focusses specifically on
voting behaviour in EU referendums. Atikcan (2018) finds that in EU referendums, such as the Brexit
referendum, the side that goes against the status quo (the Leave camp) has an asymmetrical political
advantage in campaigns, especially in multi issue referendums. This side is then able to attack the
proposal from a variety of angles without needing very coherent arguments. ‘’Brexiteers’’ campaigned
against the costs of the EU, the in their views non-democratic system, their power over UK borders
etc. The Remain camp mainly based its position on economic arguments. Garry (2014) relates voting
behaviour to emotions, reasoning that the no-camp (the camp going against the status quo, hence
leaving the EU) mostly attracts people who are angry about the status quo. Therefore, they are willing
to take more risks to deviate from the status quo and they are less concerned with the costs of
deviating from the status quo. These voters relate to so called ‘’second-order voting’’, a concept
discussed by many authors in the field of (European) politics (Garry, 2014; Lelieveldt & Princen, 2015)
and which refers to voter’s rating of other issues (such as satisfaction about national politics or trust
in politicians) rather than the actual issue posed at the referendum. The other side supports the status
quo out of fear of the consequences. These voters associate with ‘’issue-voting’’, implying they weigh
off different options (Garry, 2014). Additionally, Lelieveldt and Princen (2015) argue that voters take
cues from the political parties they support. Many citizens do not make a great effort to get informed
on EU matters, so they rely on cues from politicians (as well as media) to determine their point of view
on certain issues.
There is widespread consensus that the UK press and social media have played an important
role in the referendum (Hobolt, 2016; Owen & Walter, 2017; Smith, 2016; Swales, 2016). As mentioned
earlier, the majority of the UK press has been historically anti-EU. There was little surprise that most
tabloids and papers reported negatively about EU affairs ahead of the referendum. The involvement
of social media in political campaigning, however, is a fairly new development which is likely to have
been underestimated prior to the referendum. Seaton (2016) relates this development to political
populism. By logarithms, social media give us more of what we like and less of what we dislike, steering
us into online communities that share similar views to ours. Consequentially, our understanding of
reality becomes rather black-and-white and complex issues turn into questions of yes/no or we versus
them. Because of this dual structure, social media seems the ideal platform for referendum campaigns
that involve a binary question (Seaton, 2016).
11

1.5 Research framework
Following the literature and the assumption that Cameron has misinterpreted the win-set three
objectives are formulated. The study aims to examine how exactly Cameron has interpreted the winset and to what extent the negotiated deal fell in that win-set after all. After all, Cameron announced
the referendum after closing the deal in the expectation that this deal was enough for ratification. The
second objective aims to explore the UK newspaper’s view on this deal and related issues. Lastly, public
opinion expressed on Facebook is analysed in the hope these expressions explain why and why not the
deal was not ratified. The research question posed is: ‘’How can the different interpretation and
formation of the Level II win-set by Cameron, media and Level II constituencies explain the involuntary
defection of the new settlement on 23 June 2016?‘’ The sub-questions are formulated as follows:
1. How has Cameron interpreted the Level II win-set and to what extent did the new settlement fall in
this win-set?
2. How have media interpreted the Level II win-set and to what extent did this differ from Cameron’s
win-set and the deal?
3. How have Level II constituencies formulated their Level II win-set and to what extent did this differ
from Cameron’s win-set and the deal? Did the Level II constituencies base their win-set on the media’s
reporting?
Cameron’s letter to Tusk and the new settlement are the main sources which help answering
the first sub-question. In order to answer the last sub-questions a news article of the Telegraph and
the Guardian are selected. These articles have been published on their Facebook pages. The Facebook
comments posted in a reaction to these articles are used to measure public opinion and to discover
the potential influence of the media on the Facebook user’s comments. The qualitative content
analysis is based on Taylor-Powell and Renner’s (2003) five-step approach.

1.6 Structure of the thesis
This thesis proceeds as follows. Chapter 2 presents the Two-Level Game metaphor of Putnam (1988),
its main concepts and the relevance of the TLG framework for this study. Chapter 3 includes a brief
overview of the history of the UK-EU relation and shows how eurosceptic sentiment has not been a
new phenomenon. In Chapter 4 the methodology and the methods are discussed. Chapter 5 presents
Cameron’s demands and the deal and explores what Cameron has gotten. Chapter 6 and 7 discusses
the findings of the media and Facebook analysis. Finally, Chapter 8 concludes and discusses.
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2. Theoretical framework
2.1 The Two-Level Game metaphor
In 1988, Robert Putnam published a highly influential article in International Relations scholarship, ‘’
Diplomacy and Domestic Politics: The Logic of Two-Level Games.’’ Putnam’s ‘’Two-Level Game
metaphor’’ was a response to the existing knowledge on the entanglement between domestic and
international affairs. Despite his acknowledgement of the ‘’theoretical sophistication on the
international-to-domestic causal connection’’, he criticized the absence in the existing literature of
‘’reciprocal causation’’ in domestic-international relations (p.433). An example given is the work of
Ernst Haas (1958, in Putnam, 1988, p. 431) on European integration. Haas recognizes the impact of
domestic parties and interest groups on European integration, as well as ‘’feedback loops’’ between
domestic and international developments. However, a specific explanation for how both integration
process as domestic policies are influenced by one another, misses.
According to Putnam, state- centric paradigms had further hampered the theoretical progress
towards a reciprocal relationship of domestic and international politics. Works of Peter Katzenstein
and Stephen Krasner have highlighted ‘’that central decision-makers (‘’the state’’) must be concerned
simultaneously with domestic and international pressures’’ (Putnam, 1988, p.431) as to make domestic
policies compatible to foreign policies and situations (Katzenstein, 1978 in Putnam, 1988, p. 431).
Putnam applauded the progress made so far yet argued that the interpretation of state strength as
‘’the opposite of governmental fragmentation’’ (p. 431, 432) precludes an adequate understanding of
the domestic determinants of foreign policy and international relations. Such determinants do not
solely imply the state as the central decision-maker. According to Putnam, domestic determinants of
foreign policy were much more diverse and included: ‘’parties, social classes, interest groups (both
economic and noneconomic), legislators, and even public opinion and elections, not simply executive
officials and institutional arrangements.’’ (Putnam, 1988, p. 432). In short, the state is not a unitary
actor. Putnam stressed that when studying the entanglement of international and domestic politics
the domestic arena should not be narrowed down to the state only. This theoretical underpinning has
become crucial in Putnam’s framework.
It can be seen from the above discussion that Putnam’s goal was to seek theories that integrate
both the domestic and the international level in order to account for the specific areas of entanglement
between them (p.433). The Two-Level Game metaphor served to do so. It conceives international
negotiations as a two-level game, where agreements between national leaders are closed at the
international level ‘’level I’’. The national level, ‘’Level II’’, represents the game of domestic groups
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pursuing their interests by means of pressuring the government. The national leader/ representative/
‘’level I negotiator’’, plays at both game boards, where he not only has to find an agreement that is
acceptable at the domestic level, but also has to ensure that the other level I negotiators support the
deal (p.434). A two-level game, hence, poses political risks to the players at the negotiation table: ‘’Any
key player at the international table who is dissatisfied with the outcome may upset the game board,
and conversely, any leader who fails to satisfy his fellow players at the domestic table risks being
evicted from his seat’’ (Putnam, 1988, p.434). Simultaneously, these political risks stress the close links
between the domestic and international game boards.

2.2 Concepts
This section discusses the main concepts of the TLG metaphor that have been of major relevance for
this thesis. Therefore, they merit some attention.
The first concept is ‘ratification’, which is ‘’ any decision-process at Level II that is required to
endorse or implement a level I agreement, whether formally or informally.‘’ (p. 436). Noting that
ratification can be any kind of decision-process at Level II, Putnam stresses this could also entail public
opinion. A referendum vote as a means to ratification is, hence, acknowledged (indirectly) by Putnam.
However, Putnam applies most of his arguments to international trade negotiations such as the 1978
Bonn Summit, which give us little clue on his thoughts on referendum votes. On the other hand, other
have used the TLG framework to examine referendum outcomes, often in a European context. For
instance, König (2018) assesses how national partyism and intergovernmentalism affect ratification
through popular referendums in the post-Maastricht era.
A second concept is the ‘’win-set’’ which includes all the possible level I tentative agreements
that would be ratified by the necessary majority among the Level II constituents (p.437). In case there
are no overlapping win-sets, the tentative agreement is rejected on Level II (p.437). Putnam concludes
the following: involuntary defection results because of a Level I negotiator’s uncertainty on the
contours of the Level II win-sets. If the level I negotiator were certain on the win-set, he would never
propose to ratify an agreement that would be rejected (p. 438).
The contours of the win-set matter as a bigger win-set can make a level I agreement more
likely, ceteris paribus (p.437). In this case, a larger win-set would be likely to have a larger overlap with
the other parties Level II, hence shared preferences. In his letter, Cameron argued that agreement in
the four proposed areas would also be ‘’in the wider interests of the European Union as a whole.’’
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(Cameron, 2016, p.5). Hence, Cameron argued that his proposed reforms would also enlarge the winset of the EU. A larger win-set of the EU would also mean a larger overlap with Cameron’s win-set.1
A second reason for why the contours of the win-set matter is that the ‘’larger the perceived
win-set of a negotiator, the more he can be ‘’pushed around’’ by the other level I negotiators. (p. 440).
This implies that the more is acceptable at your own Level II, the more others expect you to give in, as
a compromise on your win-set will still leave you with enough other possible agreements. Therefore it
is a well-known strategy to say you cannot compromise too much, as this will not be accepted by your
Level II constituencies (p. 440). This is also used by Cameron who argues that only when his demanded
reforms are reached, he is convinced the UK public will vote to stay in the EU.
Figure 1 includes Putnam’s visual representation of the win-sets of two negotiating parties,
party X and party Y. XM-X1 represents all the possible agreements acceptable to the Level II
constituencies of X, Xm connoting the maximum outcomes for party X. Y1-YM represents all the
possible agreements acceptable to the Level II constituencies of party Y, with Ym the maximum number
of outcomes wanted by Y. Because the win-sets overlap (Y1-X1) a deal can be made that will (probably)
be ratified by both Level II constituencies (p. 441). The deal would entail a range of desired outcomes
within Y1-X1. When the win-set of the Y constituencies decreases to Y2, overlap between X and Y
decreases. Now, the chance of ratification of the deal at both levels diminishes to Y2-X1. When Y’s winset decreases even further to Y3, there is no longer any overlap with X’s win-sets. In this case, no deal
can be closed at level I that will be ratified by both Level II’s. Figure 2 shows a simplistic version of the
win-sets of the UK and the EU and what it looks like when the UK’s win-set decreases.

Figure 1 - Win-sets and the effects of reducing the win-set (Putnam, 1988, p.441)

1

The win-set of the EU is not discussed as the EU level II constituencies were not required to ratify the level I
agreement. It could be interesting to look into the EU’s win-set, however, this falls outside the scope of this
thesis.:
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Figure 2 - Win-sets of the UK (UKm-UK1) and the EU (EU1-EUm)

Putnam described three determinants of the win-set that affect the size of the win-set. In other
words, these determinants decide the contours of the win (for instance where you place UK1 in the
above figure). The first determinant is the Level II preferences and coalitions. The distribution of power,
interests and possible coalitions among the Level II constituencies (for instance businesses, citizens,
lobby groups or non-governmental organizations) affect the size of the win-set (p. 442). Second, Level
II political institutions can shape the contours of the win-set. These imply for instance ratification
procedures like the threshold required for the referendum vote (p.448). Lastly, Putnam argued that
the Level I negotiator’s strategies mattered as well. Popularity, bargaining tactics and the negotiator’s
own beliefs and opinions determine how the win-set will look like.
This study analyses how different actors (Cameron, media and Facebook users) define and
form the win-set. Different determinants will play a role in each of their interpretation. The chapters
that discuss the results will elaborate more specifically which ones were most important in shaping the
win-set sizes.

2.3 Why the Two-Level Game?
The Two-Level Game metaphor helps to better understand why Cameron’s deal was not enough to
convince the British electorate to stay in the EU. Firstly, Putnam’s decomposition of the two-level game
into a negotiation stage and a ratification stage is analytically very convenient for this study. The
negotiation stage takes place at level I where the level I negotiators bargain in an attempt to reach an
agreement (p.436). This stage is represented by the EU summit between Cameron and the 27 other
EU leaders in Brussels, 18 and 19 February 2016. Owen and Walter (2017): Cameron has
underestimated the difficulty of finding a deal with 27 other states (p.187). This could also explain why
16

this deal is so meagre. However, this remains a point of speculation in this thesis, as no attention is
given to the EU’s win set and all individual 27 win-sets. The ratification stage takes place at Level II
where constituents discuss and decide whether they will ratify the level I deal. In this study, this stage
is represented by the UK press and Facebook users who discuss the deal and other things that, to them,
matter in regarding ratification (the referendum on 23 June 2016).2
Second, the level I negotiator plays a crucial role in balancing the interests at level I and Level
II, a role that Cameron had to fulfil as well. At the domestic game board, he had to convince eurosceptic
constituencies plus his own eurosceptic backbenchers and overcome the predominantly anti-EU press
(Daddow, 2015) while, at the Level I game board, he had to reach agreement with the 27 other EU
members who also needed to back the interests of their own Level II games. Furthermore, the level I
negotiator’s popularity can be decisive to finding an agreement among level I negotiators: ‘’each level
I negotiator has a strong interest in the popularity of his opposite number, since Party A’s popularity
increases the size of his win-set, and thus increases both the odds of success and the relative bargaining
leverage of Party B.’’ (p. 451). However, it is not the perceived popularity of the level I negotiator by
the other negotiators that seems to be crucial for ratification of the new settlement. This study
suggests that it is not the other level I negotiators but the Level II constituencies who judge the
popularity of the level I negotiator. Consequentially, Cameron’s popularity (or the lack of it) motivates
many constituencies to judge the deal to be weak and irrelevant.
Another reason why the TLG framework is suitable for this study, linked to the Level I
negotiator’s role, is that Cameron used these negotiations in order to find support for EU membership.
The new settlement had to convince the Level II constituencies that staying in the EU was the best
choice. Hence, Cameron hoped the negotiations would increase his win-set.
Furthermore, the TLG metaphor allows for a close examination of how domestic preferences,
circumstances and coalitions affect the acceptance of the level I agreement (p. 442). It is mainly these
domestic preferences and interests, expressed in the media and on Facebook, that are explored in this
study. Literature has shown how UK constituencies‘ concerns over for instance sovereignty, money
and migration have affected the Brexit vote (e.g. Goodwin and Heath, 2016; Crescenzi et al., 2017;
McKenzie, 2017), findings that are in line with the results of this study. Additionally, this study suggests
that satisfaction of domestic politics and the political coalition in place influence the acceptance of
level I politics and the other level I parties. For instance, many Remain voters who were dissatisfied
with the Conservative Party’s restrictions on workers’ rights perceived EU membership as a counter
force to these restrictions.
2

Putnam argues that this decomposition of the game mainly serves analytical purposes as two-level games are
often iterative; the stages do not take place in a sequential way (p.436). However, for this study, this
decomposition is rather helpful.
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Additionally, events that are considered external to the domestic level (such as the European
refugee crisis and the financial crisis) as well as the general level of trust in the EU, have moved many
voters towards a leave vote. Obviously, these are not fully external to the UK domestic level as the UK
also had to deal with/ take responsibility for each of these events. Yet, it shows how constituencies
often perceive of something as being ‘’not-UK’’ or ‘’European’’ while actually, they are just as much
part of it. This (often) vague overlap between what is domestic and what is not, perfectly reflects the
idea of the two-level game and the entanglement between domestic and international levels. In short,
the TLG allows for a close examination of how domestic opinions on both domestic and international
affairs affect their decision to ratify an international deal. Similarly, (opinions on) ‘’external’’ events
and other level I players play a role in this as well. The reciprocal relationship between level I and II is
further clarified in Chapter 3 which presents a historical overview of the relationship between the UK
and the EU. It will become clear that the different interests and opinions prevailing among different
groups in society, politicians and media are also very time-dependent. A clear example is the first
in/out referendum when a majority voted to stay in the European Community. It had only been two
years after the UK joined the EC which meant that as a new member it was less embedded in the
community than in 2016. A vote to leave would have meant ‘’a return to a known alternative, the
status quo ante 1973.’’ (Smith, 2016, p.3).
Lastly, Putnam discusses how ratification procedures are crucial to the ratification of a level I
agreement as these determined the contours of the win-set (p. 448). The decision that a simple
majority was needed to ratify the new settlement falls under this argument. It is further discussed in
chapter 3.
It is important to note that Putnam’s Two- Level Game metaphor is not a solid theory that
predicts the outcomes of international negotiations. It is rather a framework that decomposes an
international game into a negotiation and a ratification stage and then looks at the different elements
that affect the ‘’coming-into-being’’ (in the negotiation stage) and the acceptance (in the ratification
stage) of a level I deal. The negotiation stage is central in chapter 5 which discusses what Cameron
wanted and what he actually got. It elaborates on the ‘’coming- into-being’’ of the new settlement as
the level I agreement. The ratification stage is central in chapter 6 and 7 which discuss how media and
Facebook users discussed and interpreted the level I agreement. These chapters provide insights in the
Level II preferences and interests, as well as their opinion on the level I negotiator, Cameron, and the
level I party, the EU. Hence, the TLG metaphor is a lens to look at Cameron’s deal with the EU and why
this deal has not convinced the UK constituencies to vote Remain.
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3. History of the UK-EU relationship
Over history, opinions one the relationship between the UK and the EU have always been one of the
most critical compared to the other EU countries (Curtice, 2017; Oliver, 2015). Support and opposition
of European cooperation and membership has changed over time, due to different reasons and among
different groups within the UK. It is not necessarily the UK as a state that has been Eurosceptic, but as
Putnam (1988) would say, an ensemble of different constituencies such as the press, politicians and
social classes. As is often said, the present is the product of the past, hence, the Eurosceptic sentiment
that fuelled the Brexit vote was the result of past events, stories and information on the EU (and the
European Community). This chapter aims to clarify the Eurosceptic sentiment by briefly touching upon
past events and decisions made regarding the UK- EU relationship. It will show that the strong anti-EU
sentiments expressed by many Brexiteers have not come out of the blue.

3.1 Building up post-war Europe
Literature on the referendum outcome has found that identity played a role in voting for Brexit. Many
Leave voters felt less European than British. Furthermore, they felt that the EU was not needed and
that the great Great Britain could achieve enough great things without the EU (Curtice, 2017;
Henderson et al., 2016). Even Cameron said it in his speech after closing the deal with the other
members: ‘’We are Great Britain - we can achieve great things.’’ (Gov.uk, 2016). On the opposite, many
Remain voters argued European cooperation was needed to deal with challenges like terrorism and
climate change, and to prevent the horrors of a war that dominated Europe less than a century ago.
The stances towards European cooperation and the identity question can indeed be linked to
the years after World War II (WWII). In order to prevent a world war from happening again, a few
European countries set up the European Coal and Steel Community to oversee and regulate trading in
these ‘’warfare sources’’. In 1951, the European Coals and Steel Community was created (Barendse,
2001; Lelieveldt & Princen, 2015). UK PM Winston Churchill had been reluctant in joining the
community; he envisioned a ‘United States of Europe’, but with the UK acting outside of it, as Churchill
did not feel much for handing over the country’s sovereignty (Barendse, 2001; Lelieveldt & Princen,
2015; van Meurs et al., 2013). Churchill argued the Brits did not need such community as the UK was
already the centre of three great ‘’communes’’: the Commonwealth, the Atlantic community with the
United States and, Europe (Barendse, 2001; May, 2013). Not to mention, the experiences from the war
that had steered the creation of the European Coal and Steel Community, were not the same for most
of the UK. The damage done to many of the continental countries could not be compared to most of
the UK. Therefore, the continental countries logically felt more urged to create a strong community
that worked together instead of fighting.
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3.2 Comparing the referendums of 1975 and 2016
The in/out referendum held in 2016 was not the first referendum on EU membership. In 1975, two
years after the UK had joined, what was then called, the European Community (EC), PM Wilson
promised the British a referendum. Back then, the vote was in favour of staying in the EU with a
majority of 60% (Smith, 2016), a different outcome than the one of 2016. This can partly be explained
by the fact that the international relations and the division of power at the world stage by the UK was
different. The outcome of the referendum simply had different consequences for the domestic level
than it had in 2016.
Similar to Cameron’s motivations, the 1975 referendum was organized by PM Harold Wilson
after renegotiations on membership terms for the EC. Instead of the Conservative Party, it was the
Labour Party that was divided on membership of the EC (Smith, 2016). ‘’Both leaders were willing to
eschew constitutional conventions by turning to direct democracy to overcome an issue dividing their
parties.’’ (Smith, 2016, p.3). Hence, Cameron’s attempt to settle the internal party divide on the EU
had been preceded by Wilson a few decades earlier. The difference was Wilson achieved a majority in
favour of staying in, Cameron did not.
One of the reasons why it was easier in 1975 to get a majority vote in favour of staying in the
EC was that the institutionalisation of the EC was at a lower stage than the EU in 2016. In 1975, the UK
had only been a member for two years, which meant it was not greatly embedded in the community.
A vote to leave would have meant ‘’a return to a known alternative, the status quo ante 1973.’’ (Smith,
2016, p.3). In 2016, the EC had been developed into the EU which now also encompassed a political
union. EU regulations such as the free movement of persons and capital had created strong
interdependent ties between the EU and the UK. Thus, a leave vote in 2016 meant leaving a highly
developed institution that was embedded in many facets of work, life and politics. A return to the
status quo ante 2016, would, hence, not be a return to a known alternative.
Furthermore, international (power) relations have changed (Smith, 2016). For instance, ties
with the Commonwealth nations and the ‘special relationship’ with the US have been a factor in
weighing off the added value of European cooperation (Barendse, 2001). Furthermore, it is the broader
international context in which a country finds itself that can determine how its constituencies vote
regarding the international institution. In the years prior to the 2016 referendum, two major crises had
to be overcome: the financial crisis and the refugee crisis, which had not been fully solved the moment
of the referendum. These events have certainly had an effect on people’s satisfaction and their belief
in the European project. These events were not present in 1975 (Smith, 2016). The evaluation of the
EU on the domestic level based on such events reflects the entanglement of domestic and international
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levels (Putnam, 1988).

3.3 Budgetary dispute
Many voters in favour of a Brexit found the EU too costly and felt that they were sending more money
than receiving money. This issue was also put high on the agenda in the late seventies when the UK
was risking to become the largest net contributor to the EC (George, 1994). The British government
proposed, against the principle of financial solidarity, the principle of ‘just retour’: every member state
should be able to directly and equally benefit from the money it gives to the EC. Imbalances should be
compensated by a ‘rebate’ (van Meurs et al., 2013). Thatcher demanded a £1 billion rebate, much
more than the £350 million, together with increased expenditures that the Commission proposed
(George, 1994) and said: ‘’We are simply asking to have our own money back.’’ (van Meurs et al., 2013).
The budgetary dispute was not solved while the EC was still struggling with the recovery from the 1979
rice in oil prices. To overcome the crisis, more enthusiasm was found among members to develop
further integration of the EC. A draft treaty for a European Union was written, motivated by the
argument that economic issues can be better dealt with when Europe is politically unified (George,
1994).
The British government at that time disagreed on that view but found itself in a difficult
position: the budgetary dispute had not been resolved and the UK was still marginalized (in their
views). The six founding fathers were feared to dominate the discussion on the future of the EC. The
UK had to stay in in order to influence the debate (George, 1994). This conflict of interest made the
resolution of the budgetary question urgent for
both parties which finally became resolved at the
Fontainebleau meeting of the European Council in
1984. The British net contribution got a yearly
reduction. (George, 1994; van Meurs et al., 2013).
.

3.4 Treaty of Maastricht
Ahead of the Maastricht Treaty in 1993, Europe
negotiated on further integration: the idea was to
move towards a political union and to set up a
monetary union. The UK opposed and demanded
a voluntary instead of a mandatory transition to
the euro. Jaques Delors, the French chair of the
Figure 3 - The Sun headline 1 November 1990

European Commission, was in favour of a federal

21

government, embodied by the European Commission (van Meurs et al., 2013). At this point, the Sun,
one of the most euro-critical tabloids of the UK, made Delors ‘’target number one’’ (van Meurs et al.,
2013) and urged its readers to tell Delors ‘’where to stuff his ECU’’(Figure 3) (Sunheadlines, 2008).

3.5 Towards the 2016 referendum
It was the 2013 Bloomberg Speech in which Cameron first announced his plans to reform the EU,
renegotiate the UK’s membership terms and then hold an in/out referendum for the public to have
the final say. All of this could be realized when Conservative Party would win the 2015 general election
(Smith, 2016). The election promise did not come in as a big surprise as the party had been internally
divided over the relationship with the EU for decades. Additionally, there was a fear that Eurosceptic
Conservative voters would vote on UKIP. A referendum seemed the perfect strategy to avoid a loss of
voters and to silence some of the eurosceptic Conservatives. (Hobolt, 2016).
When the Conservative Party won the elections Cameron could start preparing for the
negotiations. On 10 November 2015, he sent a letter with his demands to Donald Tusk and asked for
nineteen demands, organized in four ‘’baskets’’: economic governance, competitiveness, sovereignty
and immigration (Daddow, 2015; Hobolt, 2016). These baskets were to a large extent based on
extensive multi-stakeholder research of politicians, researchers, businesses and civil society
organizations, the ‘’Review of the Balance of Competences’’. This report had explored all the benefits
and disadvantages of EU membership for society, politics, culture and businesses of the UK (Daddow,
2015). In December, the European Council gave its consent to negotiate on the demands Cameron had
laid out in his letter to Tusk (European Council, 2015). Negotiations with the other 27 EU leaders were
finalized during a summit on 18 and 19 February 2016 (European Council, 2016), after which Cameron
set the date for the referendum.
Specific requirements for the referendum vote have been contested by many constituencies.
After Cameron had announced that a majority of 50% was needed in order to ratify the deal, over four
million people signed a petition in demand for a second referendum when a leave or remain vote
would be less than 60%, based on a turnout of 75%. Parliament did not approve of it (Petitions, n.d.).
Hence, a 50-50 outcome would not have changed anything, while a 51.9% majority changed everything
(Donaldson, Donaldson, & Yang, 2016).
Another case of conflict regarded British citizens that lived in other EU states. When they had
been living abroad for over fifteen years they were not eligible to vote. The UK was sued by expatriates
based on the argument that the referendum vote would directly impact their lives. However, the court
argued that he influence of non-resident citizens needed to be limited since the vote would primarily
affect UK citizens (Tatham, 2016).
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4. Methodology and methods
4.1 Data collection and selection
4.1.a Cameron’s demands and the deal
To examine Cameron’s strategy it was deemed necessary to closely look into Cameron’s demands
regarding new membership terms. These were laid out in a six-page letter written on 10 November
2015 to the president of the European Council Donald Tusk. The letter was retrieved from the website
of the government. This letter was argued to be the closest ‘proxy’ for the Level I negotiator’s strategy
as Cameron’s demands form the basis of the negotiations with the other EU members, as is stated in
the deal published by the European Council: ‘’Desiring to settle (...) certain issues raised by the United
Kingdom in its letter of 10 November 2015.’’ (European Council, 2016, p.8).
The final deal on a ‘new settlement for the United Kingdom within the European Union’ is
retrieved from the website of the European Council. More specifically, this document entailed the final
conclusions of the February meeting of the European Council, published directly at the end of the
meeting on February 19. More specifically, it is a 32-page document that includes the ‘Decision of the
heads of state or government’ regarding the new settlement plus six additional annexes. The annexes
further specify the Decision and include a statement on Section A of the Decision, declarations of the
European Council and declarations of the European Commission Additionally, the Dutch translation of
the deal was downloaded to verify a correct translation of the deal.

4.1.b The news articles and the Facebook comments
The selection of news articles and Facebook comments has undergone a stringent systematic selection
approach. This was deemed a priority in the selection process in order to minimize any bias of the
researcher in selecting data. Below an extensive overview of the selection process is presented.
First, the search term ‘’deal cameron eu’’ was inserted in Facebook which resulted in over a
hundred publications from news sites, political parties, MPs, referendum campaigns and individual
Facebook users. Subsequently, all publications dating from February 2016 were filtered. The following
criteria were set up to select the final newspaper articles:
1. The title of the article that is visible on Facebook had to address the deal or Cameron’s
negotiations to make sure that Facebook readers immediately understood the main focus of
the article. It was expected that these articles would receive more comments directed to the
deal as well.
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2. The publication date of the news articles had to be 20 February 2016, the day after the Summit
in Brussels. On this date, the deal was definitely a ‘’hot topic’’ in the press, which was assumed
to result in articles that extensively discussed the deal. Furthermore, it was expected that on
this date the amount of articles suitable to this research would be highest.
3. The article had to have at least a 100 comments on Facebook. Taking into account comments
that are in the meanwhile deleted (because of deleted/ non- active Facebook accounts) and,
that a certain amount will not be suitable to the analysis (due to e.g. foreign Facebook accounts
or languages, comments that have nothing to do with the research focus) such sample would
allow for enough comments left for analysis. Last, more comments implied that more people
were likely to have partially read the article and the other comments.
4. The news article had to be shared on Facebook by the media channels who wrote the articles.
This meant all articles shared by for instance, MPs, political parties and campaign groups were
excluded as they wrote their own comments and titles above the article, which was directly
visible on Facebook. It was deemed likely that Facebook users would comment on the
intermediate party’s title or comment and not on the article.
5. The article had to have a blue check mark which identifies the page as an authentic source
verified by Facebook. Including ‘’real’’ accounts of media channels would be the only way to
compare newspaper specific findings to the existing literature on these newspapers and their
views on the EU and Brexit.

Applying these criteria resulted in four suitable articles for analysis, two of them from the
Guardian, one from the Telegraph and one from the Express. In order to explore whether pro-Leave
and pro-Remain media and their corresponding Facebook comments would form different win-sets it
was deemed necessary to select two articles of media channels that had opposing views. This was the
final criterion for the selection of the news articles. An extensive media study of the Reuters Institute
of the Study of Journalism, University of Oxford (Levy, Aslan, & Bironzo, 2016) served as the main
source to base the final selection on. The study asked how British press covered stories on the EU
referendum and which were the main stories and issues deployed on the Leave and the Remain side.
Based on a sample of 2,378 articles of four broadsheets (The Times, Guardian, Financial Times and
Daily Telegraph) and five of the largest tabloids and mid-market papers (the Sun, Daily Mail, Daily Star,
Daily Express, and Daily Mirror) the authors conduct an article-level and message-level analysis. As a
result they have concluded the position of each newspaper on Brexit (Figure 1). Based on these
findings, the two Guardian articles were classified as having a more pro-EU stance, and the Telegraph
and the Express as having a more anti-EU position. Finally, the selected articles for analysis were
chosen because they were judged to discuss the deal in more detailed than the other articles.
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Figure 4 - Article position on the referendum by newspaper (Levy et al., 2016)

The anti-EU news article chosen for analysis was an article from the Telegraph Group, entitled
‘’EU deal: How David Cameron took on the eurozone and won.’’ The article consists of two parts. The
first part is the main text and describes certain aspects of the deal and the negotiations which leads
the author to conclude that David Cameron has won his eurozone reforms. The last part of the article
is a concise overview of the deal, which compares Cameron’s demands to what he got. All text has
been analysed; the photographs, cartoons and hyperlinks have been excluded from the analysis as
these were not suitable for textual analysis.
In total, the article received 166 comments on Facebook. 117 comments were suitable for
analysis. The unexamined comments were not of use due to foreign languages, irrelevant content,
incomprehensible language and replies from users who were not from the UK, hence, who did not
represent the Level II constituencies. Furthermore, comments were no longer visible because of
deleted Facebook accounts. Likes and shares have also been excluded from analysis, because it is
unclear how these exactly contribute to finding an answer to the questions raised in this study.
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The Guardian article entails a panel discussion, entitled ‘’Panel response: will David Cameron’s
deal keep Britain in the EU?’’ Four MPs and two representatives of organizations discuss Cameron’s
deal and their voting preferences for the referendum. All text has been analysed. In total, the article
received 284 Facebook comments of which 149 were suitable for analysis. This difference is larger than
the Telegraph’s which is most likely due to the fact that the Guardian is followed by many foreigners.
These were all excluded. Similar to the Telegraph’s comments, likes and shares have not been included
in the analysis.

4.1.c Literature
Literature on the Brexit, Two-Level Games and the historical relationship between the UK and the EU
was consulted in many stages of the research process. The literature served to better understand the
problem in the first stage, write the historical chapter and lastly confirmed and discussed the results
found in this study. Most articles were found through the online library of Wageningen University,
Scopus and Google Scholar. Additionally, grey literature such as documents from the UK government
and the European Council were red, as well as websites of news channels, the EU and the UK
government for additional information.

4.2 Data analysis
The analysis of the data is considered a qualitative content analysis, suitable for the analysis and
interpretation of texts (Taylor-Powell & Renner, 2003). Texts include all data consisting of words that
are collected without a researcher’s intervention. Textual data allow for a close examination of
subtleties that are hidden in texts. Such analysis matters because texts influence how people see and
understand the world (Silverman, 2015).
The analysis process is based on Taylor-Powell’s and Renner’s (2003) five-step approach to
qualitative data analysis. This approach was chosen because it offers an easy-to-follow guideline for
the analysis. The steps allow to dive into the data, step by step, while also acknowledging that moving
back and forth between the steps is often crucial in these kinds of analysis (Taylor-Powell’s and Renner,
2003). Below, these steps are briefly discussed.

4.2.a Step 1- Getting to know the data
The first step implies simply getting to know your data and reading and rereading all of it. This was
done for all the data; Cameron’s letter, the official deal, both news articles and all Facebook comments.
All data was printed so that handmade nots could be added. First impressions were written down and
additional information was looked up. This mainly involved EU legal terms and names and functions of
politicians that were often mentioned in the media and in the Facebook comments. All notes and
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impressions served to focus the analysis of step 2.

4.2.b Step 2 - Focus the analysis
When the data was familiar enough, the focus was of the analysis was formulated. The purpose of this
step was to identify key questions that the analysis had to answer. For instance, when analysing the
new settlement, the following questions were answered:
1) what is included in the new settlement?
2) what is included in Cameron’s letter?
3) Which demands of Cameron are fully reached?
4) Which demands of Cameron are not reached?
5) Which demands of Cameron are partly reached?
6) Which elements of the deal are added that were not in Cameron’s letter?

4.2.c Step 3 Categorizing the information
The questions raised in the previous step guided the codes that were made to categorize all the data
into different themes and concepts. First, pre-set codes were made. These codes were mainly concepts
of Putnam’s TLG theory in order to stay in line with the theoretical framework and the research
questions. For instance, for the analysis of the news articles the pre-set codes were: evaluation of the
deal, expressing Level II constituencies’ preferences, writing on EU, writing on domestic politics and
ratification of the deal (referendum vote). All data was coded and themes/ topics/ wordings that did
not adhere to an existing code were written down. After the first round of coding, these were turned
into new codes and sub-codes. This way, the analysis became more nuanced. All data was coded on
hardcopy, except for the deal, which was coded in Mendeley.

4.2.d Step 4 - Identification of patterns and connections within and between categories
When all coding was finished an overview was made of all the existing codes and sub-codes in
Microsoft Word. This involved counting which codes recurred most and which were, hence, more
present throughout the data and deserved more attention. It involved ‘’within category’’ analysis to
explore the nuance and details within each code and sub-code. Data of the news articles and the
Facebook comments were also inserted in a ‘’word cloud’’ to get an overview of the most mentioned
words. This served as an extra check to make sure that the most important issues were included in the
results. Finally, attention was given to relationships between different codes. For instance, the
Telegraph article suggested a relationship between the ‘’EU code’’ and the ‘’domestic politics code’’ as
these often co-existed in the text.
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4.2.e Step 5 - Interpretation
Final interpretation and meaning of the occurring patterns and relationships were done step
5. Questions raised, for instance, were, what does it mean that this code occurs most, why would this
be more important etc. Looking at historical events, the TLG and other literature helped answering
these questions.
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5. Results – From strategy to deal
This chapter presents the findings of the new settlement and to what extent Cameron has gotten what
he wanted. It is organized along the same structure of Cameron’s letter and the new settlement, the
four areas of reform: ‘’economic governance’’, ‘’competitiveness’’, ‘’sovereignty’’ and, ‘’immigration’’.
What was Cameron’s estimated Level II win-set (Figure 4) and did Cameron get everything he included
in that win-set? The findings will form an answer to the first sub-question ‘’How has Cameron
interpreted the Level II win-set and to what extent did the new settlement fall in this win-set? ‘’

5.1 Economic governance
Cameron’s concerns regarding economic governance were predominantly based on the divide of euro
members and non- euro members. The decisions made among euro countries do not involve the noneuro countries, while it ‘’matters to all of us that the Eurozone succeeds’’ (Cameron, 2016, p.2)
Therefore, decisions of the Eurozone should, according to Cameron, respect the integrity of the Single
Market and the ‘’legitimate interests’’ of the non-Euro members. Cameron thus proposes seven
legally-binding principles that should recognize that the EU is a multi-issue currency and that the
decisions and actions of euro countries should not discriminate or impose their decisions on the noneuro states.
The new settlement includes seven principles and a draft Council Decision that ensure ‘’mutual
respect and sincere cooperation between Member States participating or not in the operation of the
euro area’’ (European Council, 2016, p. 12). The most specific part of the deal involves the Draft Council
Decision on the effective management of the banking union and the consequences of further
integration of the euro area. This Decision allows for non-euro members to oppose to legislation
regarding the banking union which forces the President of the Council and its members to find a
‘’satisfactory solution’’ to ‘’facilitate a wider basis of agreement.’’ (European Council, 2016, p.12).
Cameron seems to have gotten everything he asked for. However, the plenty of ‘’ifs’’ and
‘’buts’’ in the new settlement leave room for interpretation by all parties involved. An example is the
fifth principle that Cameron (2016, p .2) asked:

‘’Taxpayers in non-Euro countries should never be financially liable for operations to support the
Eurozone as a currency.’’

The deal includes the following (p. 14):
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‘’Emergency and crisis measures designed to safeguard the financial stability of the euro area will not
entail budgetary responsibility for Member States whose currency is not the euro, or, as the case may
be, for those not participating in the banking union.’’

‘’Appropriate mechanisms to ensure full reimbursement will be established where the general budget
of the Union supports costs, other than administrative costs, that derive from the emergency and crisis
measures referred to in the first subparagraph.’’

Indeed, non-euro countries will not have any budgetary responsibility regarding the euro area.
However, Cameron asked for non-liability which simply means he never wants to support the
eurozone; not in case of a crisis, not in any other cases.
The Facebook comments of Leave voters and constituencies tending to vote to Leave, often
criticized the amount of money the EU costed. This also included references to Greece who had to be
bailed out by the EU to prevent bankruptcy.

5.2 Competitiveness
The second basket is focused on growth and jobs for all, stressed by both Cameron and the other EU
members. Cameron argues that regulatory burden on business is too high which limits the
competitiveness and productivity of the European Union. He therefore wants to ‘’cut the total burden
on business’’ and wants the EU to do more to fulfil its commitment to the free flow of capital, goods
and services. Cameron, in his letter, specifically asks for more commitment to the flow of capital, goods
and services, not the flow of persons. It will be no surprise that this is not accepted by the other
member states. The deal agrees on Cameron’s concerns regarding red tape and acknowledges the Eu
‘’must enhance competitiveness’’ (p.15). However, the deal will not exclude the free movement of
persons:

‘’The European Council highlights the enormous value of the internal market as an area without
frontiers within which goods, persons, services and capital move unhindered.’’ (European Council,
2016, p.29).

The Treaty of Rome states that the common market allows for four freedoms, the movement of
persons, the movement of goods, the movement of capital and the movement of services (Eur-Lex,
2017). It is not an option to choose which movements you allow or not. This conflict over free
movement is a perfect example of one of the main issues between the UK and the EU which, historically
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as well, is one of the most difficult issues to solve. This does not only go for the negotiations on the
new settlement and its ratification; it is also a major issue during the 2018 Brexit negotiations.

5.3 Sovereignty
‘’Questions of sovereignty have been central to the debate about the European Union in Britain for
many years‘’ (Cameron, 2016, p.3). To solve this, Cameron reasons that the UK will have a permanent
opt-out from the ‘’ever closer union, which will be formal, legally-binding and irreversible. Cameron’s
demand is included in the deal, which is cited below. It is one of the few passages of the deal that
literally gives Cameron what he wants. This one is considered a win.

‘’ It is recognised that the United Kingdom, in the light of the specific situation it has under the
Treaties, is not committed to further political integration into the European Union. The substance of
this will be incorporated into the Treaties at the time of their next revision in accordance with the
relevant provisions of the Treaties and the respective constitutional requirements of the Member
States, so as to make clear that the references to ever closer union do not apply to the United Kingdom.
(...)’’ (European Council, 2016, p.16).

5.4 Immigration/ social benefits and free movement
Cameron’s last basket is expected the most difficult to negotiate (p. 5). Indeed, it is this very last
section where he has clearly lost things. It is also the section that involves matters that have played a
crucial role in the Brexit debate: EU migrants and their workers’ rights. One thing that is immediately
noticeable when comparing the demands and the deal, is the difference in the name of this last section.
Cameron argues that the pressures of free movement on the UK’s public services are too great. To
‘’restore a sense of fairness’’ to the immigration system he wants four things. First, an agreement that
allows free movement of new EU members only when their economies have converged to a level
similar of the other members’ economies. This is the only demand that is entirely absent in the deal,
most likely because it goes against the principle of free movement. It is a clear loss for Cameron.
Secondly, he wants to limit in-work benefits and social housing for EU migrants who have worked in
the UK for less than four years. Furthermore, he wants to end the practice of sending child benefit
overseas. The last demand of Cameron is pointed towards the abuse of free movement, which needs
to be ‘’cracked down’’, a sentiment shared by many Brexiteers, which is also expressed in the Facebook
comments (see Chapter 6 and Chapter 7). This is realized in a declaration of the European Commission,
which allows member states to ‘’effectively fight against [the] abuse of rights and fraud (European
Council, 2016, p.21). In addition, the European Commission further specifies that:
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‘’Member States may take into account past conduct of an individual in the determination of whether
a Union citizen's conduct poses a "present" threat to public policy or security. They may act on grounds
of public policy or public security even in the absence of a previous criminal conviction on preventative
grounds but specific to the individual concerned. The Commission will also clarify the notions of "serious
grounds of public policy or public security" and "imperative grounds of public security". Moreover, on
the occasion of a future revision of Directive 2004/38 on free movement of Union citizens, the
Commission will examine the thresholds to which these notions are connected.
These clarifications will be developed in a Communication providing guidelines on the application of
Union law on the free movement of Union citizens.’’ (p.36)

5.5 The legal nature of the deal
Why does the legal nature of the new settlement matter? Because Cameron has asked for an
agreement that needs to be ‘’legally-binding and irreversible - and where necessary have force in the
Treaties.’’ (Cameron, 2016, p.5)
Cameron has received most of what he wanted. However, the legality he states to have
achieved, is questionable. It is a major point of discussion among legal scientists, professionals and EU
officials (Eleftheriadis, 2016). First of all, what is it not? It is clear that the new settlement is not a
Treaty (Eleftheriadis, 2016). Treaties are the foundation of the EU, democratically agreed upon by all
members, which ‘’lay down the objectives of the EU, the rules for EU institutions, how decisions are
made and the relationship between the EU and its member countries’’(European Union, 2018a).
Hence, treaties are legally-binding and have to be agreed upon by all member states.
As is explained before, the new settlement is a ‘’decision of the heads of state or government,
meeting within the European Council’’. This term is a little bit misleading. The European Council does
not have law-making powers; therefore, it is not entitled to write legal documents on the relationship
between the UK and the EU (Eleftheriadis, 2016). Donald Tusk therefore proposed to reach a
‘’Decision’’ between all the heads of state and governments in their capacity as representatives of
states and governments in international law. The deal is, thus, an intergovernmental agreement and
not one reached in the collective identity of the European Council (Eleftheriadis, 2016). EU Decisions
are derived from the principles and objectives laid down in the treaties. They are binding but do not
have to be transposed into national law (European Union, 2018b)
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So, what is it then and how binding is it? There seem to be two options3: 1) the application of
public international law. When countries close a deal based on public international law they follow a
contract. It is possible to break that contract, after which the rules of the contract are no longer to be
followed. If this would apply to the new settlement, the deal would be a contract between 28 states
under public international law. However, public international law is not enforced by a court, therefore
its enforcement is weak and therefore not very binding.
2) The application of supranational law. which means that sovereign independent states assign
some power to an institution, such as the EU. In that case, tasks are arranged by this institution and no
longer by the national states. An example is European food law. However, the downside of such law is
that it can go against the national interests. This kind of law, generally, does not allow for exceptions
among its members. However, the settlement is one big exception, as it implies a special status of the
UK in the EU. Some of the elements included in the deal go against the treaties, which are considered
primary law and are voted upon by all members. What follows is the risk that the European Court of
Justice (ECJ) rules the new settlement to be discriminatory.
In short, the deal in legal terms is weak. Cameron has not gotten a legally binding irreversible
agreement. One could carefully say that the deal is mainly a symbolic political gesture.

5.6 Conclusion
This chapter has discussed David Cameron’s letter and the new settlement and explored to what extent
Cameron has gotten what he wanted. Below an answer is given to the question ‘’which of Cameron’s
demands are included in the deal and how does this differ from his original assumed Level II win-set?’’
Cameron has achieved most of what he wanted and presented this deal as a win. To a large
extent this is true; by comparing Cameron’s letter and the new settlement it can be concluded that he
has achieved many of his demands. Also, it is sure that Cameron did not get demand number 16 which
fell under the section of migration. Cameron wanted new member states’ economies to converge with
the economies of existing members before they were allowed free movement. Figure 54 represents
these findings. Number 16 falls outside the EU win-set as this is not allowed by the EU. ‘’A6’’ and ‘’A7’’
are passages of the deal that are an addition to Cameron’s demands. Therefore, they are added in
Cameron’s win-set. The deal is represented by the area EU1 and UK1, the overlap between the two
parties. How much overlap the deal has with Cameron’s demands finally depends on how much weight

3

I am very grateful to Kai Purnhagen for his explanation on public international law and transnational law and
their implications for the legal nature of the new settlement.
4
The order in which Cameron’s demands are visualized is random. This means that when one would interpret
the overlap between the deal and Cameron’s demands to be laying in between EU1 and UK2, this does not
necessarily have to include demand one till eleven. Any order can exist.
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one places on the ‘’ifs and buts’’ and how one interprets the specific elements of the deal. For instance,
if one argues that the ifs and buts do not deviate from Cameron’s initial demands, one would argue
that Cameron’s demands fully overlap with the deal, hence EU1- UK1. However, when one is more
critical about these issues and one interprets the deal in such way that it is different than what
Cameron wanted, the overlap between the deal and Cameron’s demands decreases to for instance
UK2. The overlap between the win-sets of the UK and the EU decreases from EU1-UK1 to EU1- UK2.
Involuntary defection of the deal (hence, the referendum vote) is unlikely to have been the
result of tits ambiguity. Such ambiguity normally aims to facilitate a wider basis of support among all
the other level I negotiators, based on their assumed Level II win-sets. Rather, it is the credibility and
deliverability of the new settlement in its entirety that should be questioned. When a level I negotiator
is able to strike a deal, he makes a deal ‘’credible’’ (Putnam, 1988, p. 439). It is assumed the negotiator
only strikes a deal when this falls in the estimated win-set of his Level II constituencies. Therefore, the
deal is credible, as this deal is believed to be ratified by the Level II constituencies. What this means is
that Cameron has been uncertain about the Level II win-set, ‘’for if the win-sets were known with
certainty, the negotiators would never propose for ratification an agreement that would be rejected.’’
(Putnam, 1988, p.439). In conclusion, the credibility of the deal was based on wrongly interpreted winsets.
Putnam argues that the credibility is enhanced by the negotiator’s ability to deliver what he
has promised at Level II (p.439). If deliverability is high, it could, thus, positively contribute to the
credibility of the deal. However, deliverability of the new settlement was weak. It was not so much the
negotiator himself that could not ‘’deliver at Level II’’, but the legal nature of the deal that prevented
him to deliver. The legal implications caused uncertainty on actual enforcement. Non-enforcement of
the deal, or worse, an ECJ ruling that the deal is discriminatory, would mean non-deliverability. In that
case, Cameron could not, despite his wins, give the UK what he promised: a legally-binding and
irreversible deal. In short, the new settlement was based on a wrongly interpreted Level II win-set on
Cameron’s side and lacked a legal status that could guarantee for implementation and enforcement.
Additionally, it is not only Cameron who has been uncertain about his win-set and who has
ignored the legal implications. The other EU level I negotiators have misinterpreted the UK’s Level II
win-set as well, for if they had known the UK’s win-set with certainty, they would have argued the deal
was not credible. Hence, knowing what was at stake when the deal would be involuntary defected by
the UK electorate (Brexit), this would have diminished the chance of the other negotiators signing
signed the deal. Concluding, all parties believed the deal was credible and could be ratified, which
shows the uncertainty, lack of knowledge and misinterpretation of the UK’s Level II win-set by all
parties. The next chapter will discuss the Level II win-sets formed by media and Facebook users and
will reveal to which extent these win-sets then differ from the win-set of Cameron.
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Figure 5 - Cameron's estimation of the Level II win-set

Figure 6 - Cameron's win-set in relation to the deal
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6. Results – the Telegraph
This chapter discusses the main results of the content analysis of the Telegraph news article and the
corresponding Facebook comments. The chapter is structured along the main themes that were
present in the article and among the Facebook comments. Also. findings of the article and the
comments are compared in order to answer sub-questions two and three: ‘’How have media
interpreted the Level II win-set and to what extent did this differ from Cameron’s win-set and the
deal?’’ ‘’How have Level II constituencies formulated their Level II win-set and to what extent did this
differ from Cameron’s win-set and the deal? Did the Level II constituencies base their win-set on the
media’s reporting?’’ The final section will discuss the findings and give an answer to the questions
complemented by Putnam’s TLG framework.
The article of the Telegraph dedicates the first pages to describing a few of Cameron’s
positions during the negotiations and some struggles and debates between the UK and the other EU
members during the negotiations. This part is entirely dedicated to the eurozone reforms (Section A
on economic governance of the new settlement). The last pages of the article contain an eight-point
overview of the things Cameron got and the things he asked for. Cameron’s demands are based on
different sources: The Conservative Party Manifesto, the 2013 Bloomberg Speech, an interview of
George Osborne by BBC Newsnight in January 2016, and one demand misses a source. This
inconsistency of sources makes the Telegraph’s understanding of Cameron’s win-set difficult to
analyse.

6.1 The new settlement
The Telegraph presents the deal as a win for Cameron. This conclusion is mainly based on Cameron’s
eurozone reforms, hence, Section A on economic governance. The Telegraph argues that the
emergency lever for non-euro countries and the level playing field regarding regulation have delivered
Cameron his victory (Figure 7).

Figure 7 - The Telegraph on Cameron's deal

In the second section on what Cameron asked for and what he got, the author argues that
Cameron has also achieved his demands regarding the restriction on in-work benefits, only wonders
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how exactly these restrictions will work out. The author also judges that Cameron has won his demand
on the opt-out of the ‘ever-closer union’ despite the fact that the deal does not allow for a ‘more
flexible ‘live and let live’ Europe’, according to the author, something Cameron called for. The final win
is given to Cameron’s demands on security (included in Section D on social benefits and free
movement). The paper highlights the UK’s ability ‘’to take ‘’necessary restrictive measures’’ against
individuals’’ deemed to represent a genuine’’ threat to public safety, ‘’even if they do not pose an
imminent threat to security.’’
In short, the Telegraph judges the deal to be a win, based on a very limited representation of
the deal and an inconsistent understanding of Cameron’s demands. However, the main message
remains that the deal is considered a positive achievement of Cameron. This conclusion is mainly
enforced by the title of the article ‘’EU deal: How David Cameron took on the eurozone and won’’,
which also appears on Facebook.

Over 60% of the Facebook disagrees with this conclusion. In a reaction to the title a majority
wonders what exactly Cameron has won (Figure 8). Explanations for why users think he did not win
remain absent; most comments look like the ones in Figure 8.

Figure 8 - Facebook users in reaction to Telegraph article who do not think Cameron has won
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Other users show their disagreement by directly criticizing the Telegraph for false reporting
and insulting the British people (Figure 9). It is impossible to test whether the Facebook users have
based their criticism on the arguments laid out in the article or simply the title. The large majority that
argues that Cameron has
not won is most likely to
react on the title. However,
the main message of the
users remains the same:
Cameron has not won.
Figure 9 - One of the reactions that criticizes the Telegraph's article

6.2 Cameron
The article is mostly positive about Cameron, in a sense that most passages do not contain negative
tones or judgements. There is a little degree of sarcasm that sometimes seems to question the positive
judgement on Cameron. An example is given in Figure 10, where the first sentence of the article
immediately seems to question the ability of Cameron to achieve his reforms, by saying he is an
‘’unlikely champion’’. However, as the title is overwhelmingly positive (this title is shown on Facebook
as well), the overall judgement remains that that Cameron did a good job.

Figure 10 - Example of a sarcastic tone in the Telegraph's writing

Like the deal, the positive judgement of Cameron is contradicted by the Facebook users. Over 50%
mentions him and except for three users, all comments include criticism on Cameron. Most comments
are a reply to the article’s title and are linked to the deal as well: they say that he did not win, he did
not achieve anything, he has not delivered what he has promised, he has lost the public and he was
played by the EU. There is little clarification for why the users say this, which seems to imply that they
simply dislike Cameron regardless of his achievements.
A few Facebook users refer more specifically to the promises Cameron has made. An example
is included in Figure 11 which is directed to Cameron’s election promise in regard to limiting the inflow
of migration. This Facebook user argues that the deal does not restrict the millions of migrants coming
in. Therefore, Cameron has won nothing. Figure 12 includes another comment that specifies the user’s
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argument for disliking Cameron’s achievements. This user wants to evict all foreign criminals which
according to him is not in the deal. However, the final section of the deal is largely dedicated to evicting
criminals. In summary, those few users who describe in more detail why they think Cameron has failed
or the deal is bad, base this on their own interpretation of what is right or wrong.

Figure 11 - Negative evaluation of Cameron based on his promise regarding migration

Figure 12 - Negative evaluation of Cameron based on personal wishes of the user

6.3 EU
The article’s other main focus is on the EU. Passages on the EU contain mainly informative and
describing phrases; a minority is negative. The main topics discussed relate to EU legislation and
decisions that (in)directly relate to the negotiations between Cameron and the EU. What stands out
most is the presence of sarcasm and framing throughout the text that suggests a rather sceptical stance
towards the EU. An example is shown in Figure 13, where the wordings ‘’Brussels’ pipe dreams’ are
judged to be a sarcastic
and

sceptical

description of some of
the objectives the EU
Figure 13 - An example of how the Telegraph reveals a sceptical stance
towards the EU
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envisions.

A second issue that caught attention is the relationship between the EU and the UK that is described
throughout the article. Whenever the EU is discussed, whether in terms of legislation or things said
during the negotiations by EU members, a passage on the UK often follows. This appearance of the EU
and the UK in the text is mostly in a negative conflicting context. The emphasis is placed on EU laws or
decisions are going against British interests or laws. For instance: ‘’ But core eurozone member states
such as France, Germany and Belgium, protest the UK has always stood on the fringes of its
integrationist projects and should not be allowed to stand in the way of their attempts to protect
themselves against another financial crisis.’’

Hence, the Telegraph emphasizes a contrast between the EU and the UK. Obviously, it
depends on one’s own position on the EU whether one regards it a positive or a negative thing.
However, what should be retained is that the EU and the UK are placed opposite of each other.

The stance of the EU is the only ‘’topic’’ on which the Facebook users seem to agree, contrary
to the new settlement and Cameron. They even adopt a much more critical and negative stance
towards the EU. Similar to the comments directed at Cameron, these comments reveal little arguments
for why exactly they oppose or dislike the EU. This suggests a general opposition against the EU and
being a member of the EU. The comments that do include more elaborate arguments are mostly
related to money and migration, issues that are not necessarily based on facts but feelings. For
instance, Figure 14 shows how one Facebook users thinks that the EU is in charge of their lives. There
is no clarification of why he/she thinks that; it is simply a feeling that the EU has an influence over the
UK that should not be happening.

Figure 14 - Example of how someone expresses the feeling of the EU having too much power

Other comments reveal a fear of the deal being vetoed as it contains discriminatory elements
which go against the principles of the freedom of free movement. The legal aspects make them judge
that the deal is bad or insufficient (Figure 15).

Figure 15 - Facebook user expressing its opinion on the legal implications of the deal
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6.4 The referendum vote
In general, all Facebook comments are very negative about the deal, the EU and Cameron. Additionally,
35 people explicitly mention that they will be voting out at the referendum. Hence, the Facebook
comments placed under the Telegraph article reveal an almost full majority of a vote for Leave.

6.5 Conclusion
Analysis of the Telegraph news article and the Facebook comments have revealed a number of issues
that can be further explained by Putnam’s (1988) concepts, which will answer the questions raised.
Figure 16 visualizes the win-set of the Telegraph Facebook users based on the findings. First, there
seems to be a general opposition towards the EU and EU membership. This is mainly concluded from
the Telegraph’s sceptical stance towards the EU as well as the high numbers of Facebook comments
that express a strong discontent about the EU and the new settlement. A win-set can be affected by
the distribution of preferences among Level II constituencies which also entails the relative size of
isolationists and internationalists at the domestic level (Putnam, 1988, p.443). Isolationists generally
oppose to international cooperation while internationalists offer ‘’all-purpose’’ support for
international agreements and cooperation (p.443). When the number of isolationist constituencies is
higher than the number of internationalists, this will decrease the Level II win-set and, thus, decrease
the probability of ratification. In short, regardless of Cameron’s achievements at Level I, regardless of
the content of the new settlement, regardless of the amount of reforms the EU would have accepted,
these constituencies would never have been convinced to vote to remain in the EU.
Cameron had hoped that entering negotiations with the EU would convince the UK voters to
stay in the EU. According to Putnam, these negotiations were a Level I negotiator’s strategy to increase
his win-set (1988, p. 442). However, the Facebook comments show that the opposite has happened.
Facebook users simply do not believe that these negotiations and the new settlement matter and that
the EU has reformed (sufficiently). Instead of expanding the UK’s Level II win-set by a positive
reverberation of the international negotiations, the negotiations have negatively reverberated and
resulted in a smaller win-set. According to Putnam, negative reverberation is more likely when the
international negotiating partner (hence, the EU) is generally viewed as an adversary than an ally by
the Level II constituencies (1988, p. 456). Thus, the overall dislike of the EU (which is explained in the
previous paragraph by the concept of isolationists) among the Facebook users explains why the
negotiations and the deal do not matter.
Subsequently, it has not only been the EU who is viewed as an adversary, Cameron as well.
The negative comments on Cameron as a person and his achievements regarding the deal, reveal that
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his popularity is low. If a Level I negotiator’s political standing is low it becomes more difficult to win
ratification (Putnam, 1988, p. 451).
As Putnam explains, ratification procedures define a win-set to the extent that they determine
the specific requirements needed for ratification (1988, p. 448). Hence, the simple majority required
for ratification has been surpassed by the predominant support for a Leave-vote. The win-set has
therefore been decreased to a size that did not include the settlement5.
The Level II constituencies attach meaning and importance to other issues than Cameron has
done. A ‘’multi-issue’’ negotiation often results in a group with the greatest interest in a specific issue
to hold the most extreme position (Putnam, 1988, p. 446). The negotiations activate these people.
‘’The composition of the active Level II constituency (and hence the character of the win-set) also varies
with the politicization of the issue. Politicization often activates groups who are less worried about the
costs of no- agreement, thus reducing the effective win-set.’’ (Putnam, 1988, p.445)
In conclusion, the Telegraph has presented a rather limited version of the deal that lacks a
level of credibility as there is little coherence in the sources used. However, the overall tone and
conclusions suggest that the deal is a good thing. Cameron’s win-set and the deal might be limited,
they are not much criticized. Therefore, it seems unlikely that the article would steer towards a Leave
vote. In contrast, the Facebook comments reveal a very negative opinion on the deal, Cameron and
the EU. These comments suggest another win-set than Cameron estimated, based on different
elements. The general opposition towards the EU, which in turn has negatively reverberated
Cameron’s attempts to increase support at Level II, and the low popularity of Cameron have resulted
in a win-set that is different and smaller than Cameron’s win-set. This win-set does not seem to be
influenced by the Telegraph’s news article as the majority of Facebook users fiercely contradicts the
conclusions drawn by the Telegraph.

5

The visualization of the new settlement in Figure 16 serves to support the argument that the Telegraph
Facebook users would not have ratified the deal. The position of the new settlement and the sizes of all the
determinants of the win-set reveal relative importance of the issues.
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Figure 16 - The win-set formulated by the Facebook users of the Telegraph
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7.Results – the Guardian
This chapter discusses the main results of the content analysis of the Guardian news article and the
corresponding Facebook comments. The chapter is structured along the main themes that were
present in the article and among the Facebook comments, which is slightly different than the structure
used in Chapter 6 on the Telegraph. Similar, however, is the comparison made between the article and
the comments to reveal possible influence of the news article on the opinions expressed on Facebook.
This chapter aims to find an answer to sub-questions two and three as well: ‘’How have media
interpreted the Level II win-set and to what extent did this differ from Cameron’s win-set and the
deal?’’ ‘’ How have Level II constituencies formulated their Level II win-set and to what extent did this
differ from Cameron’s win-set and the deal? Did the Level II constituencies base their win-set on the
media’s reporting?’’ The chapter ends with a conclusion based on Putnam’s TLG metaphor and a short
overview of the similarities and differences between the Guardian and the Telegraph analysis.
The Guardian news article is a panel review of six people giving their views on the deal and
whether or not they think this deal will keep the UK in the EU (this question is the title of the article as
well. The panel members are Sarah Wollaston (Conservative MP, votes Leave) 6, Caroline Lucas (Green
MP, votes Remain), John Redwood (Conservative MP, votes Leave), Frances O’Grady (general secretary
of the Trades Union Congress, votes Remain), Gisela Stuart (Labour MP, votes Leave) and Carolyn
Fairbarin (director-general of the Confederation of British Industry, votes Remain). As can be seen, the
article includes a certain balance as three panel members will vote Leave and three of them will vote
Remain.

7.1 The new settlement and Cameron
The deal and Cameron are discussed simultaneously as they did not gain the most attention, especially
among the Facebook comments. Also, they are often mentioned together as the deal is inextricably
linked to Cameron and vice versa. Therefore, it makes more sense to elaborate on them at the same
time.
Five out of six panel members describe the deal as insufficient or bad. Most arguments are
based on the content of the deal, such as the parts on migration or in-work benefits of EU migrants.
For the Leave voters this deal shows the EU is unable to reform. It confirms their scepticism towards
the EU; they will vote out. For the Remain voters it is definitely not the reason they want to stay. Both
Leave and Remain voters do not applaud Cameron’s achievements, not even his own party members.
6

Sarah Wollastan switched to the Remain camp later on in the campaigning period (Levy et al., 2016). This,
however, has no influence on the results and conclusions drawn in this study.
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The critique is pointed at the fact he has not gotten enough and has not asked for enough. Green MP,
Caroline Lucas, that this deal is actually a step backward. However, even so, there is still plenty of
reason to believe that EU membership is a good thing (Figure 17).

Figure 17 – Caroline Lucas (Green MP) argues the deal is bad but that this does not mean she will
vote to leave the EU

The deal does not receive much attention from the Facebook users. Those comments that are
directed to the deal reveal a similar sentiment as the panel members: the deal irrelevant, insufficient
or weak. People want to leave the EU anyways or stay in despite of the deal. Some people also criticize
the fact that there is a referendum on EU membership because they feel that this is actually the result
of the Conservative’s party politics (Figure 18). Figure 19 presents a user’s criticism on Cameron who
gives the final say to the public after renegotiating membership terms, which could then lead to a
rejection of those terms.

Figure 18 - User finds the negotiations a distraction of what actually matters: The Conservative Party

Figure 19 - User expresses fear over Brexit vote
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7.2 EU
The EU gets more attention than the deal and is discussed by all panel members. There is a fair balance
between negative and positive remarks, the positive ones coming from the Remain voters and the
negative ones coming from the Leave voters. Positive remarks emphasize the benefits of EU
membership for the UK in terms of cooperation, worker’s rights and economic prosperity. Negative
remarks are pointed at economic affairs, like the disadvantages of the Eurozone to the UK. Gisela
Stuart, Labour MP, who will vote leave, argues that fundamental reforms would have been achieved
with ‘’institutional treaty structures which give non-euro countries a place as of right, not a special
status.’’ Obviously, this has not been included in the deal and therefore she will no longer ‘’endorse a
relationship that is unable to reform (Figure 20).

Figure 20 - Gisela Stuart will vote Leave as she will no longer support a relationship that is unable to
reform

The EU receives approximately one third of all mentions among Facebook comments. Three obvious
trends are present. Many people criticize the EU (Figure 21). These comments come from people who
are in general negative about the EU. Most common arguments are related to the fact that the EU is
corrupt, non-democratic and too costly. Others defend the EU and its benefits to the UK. They make
their own case for why they are voting to stay in the EU. Their arguments are based mainly on economic
arguments and the EU that safeguard certain rights like worker’s rights (Figure 22). Lastly, there are
many Facebook users that, in a reply to other comments, explain why they think these comments are
wrong. These people try to explain to EU-critics why the EU is a good thing.

Figure 21 - Facebook users argues EU is impossible to reform
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Figure 22 - Part of a comment in which user makes his case for staying in the EU

7.3 Domestic politics
A third theme that occurs often on Facebook (over one third of all comments) but not in the news
article, is domestic politics. The domestic political situation plays a role in the Facebook users’ vote.
Many discuss the Conservative Party and its members (Cameron excluded). Except for 3 neutral
statements all of these comments are negative. As politicians like Gove and Johnson have declared
their support for the Leave campaign, the people wonder whether they want to leave the EU in order
to get more power at home (Figure 23). There is a fear that leaving the EU will limit the restrictions on
the Conservative Party’s power and policies. Some of these comments are linked to the EU human
rights and workers’ rights laws that are opposed by the Conservatives. Leaving the EU will then free
the Conservative Party from EU regulation. Other simply show a general distrust of the party and/or
politicians like Boris Johnson or Ian Duncan Smith (Figure 24).

Figure 23 - The distrust of Conservative politicians makes this Facebook user want to vote differently

Figure 24 - This user expresses a general dislike of the Conservative Party

Another occurring topic is the Union itself, mainly Scotland’s role in it. It is expected that a
majority of the United Kingdom will vote to leave while Scotland will probably want to stay in.
Therefore, people fear that this will lead to a crisis within the UK. However, many Scottish Facebook

47

users also see an opportunity to break up with the UK; some argue that they secretly hope for a leave
vote in order to get a second independence referendum in Scotland (Figure 25).

Figure 25 - Scot argues that Scotland will benefit from the mess, which refers to the huge divide
within the UK on EU membership

7.4 Conclusion
In this final section, a conclusion of the analysis of the Guardian news article and the Facebook
comments will be drawn in order to answer the questions raised in this study. Figure 267 visually
represents the findings.
The analysis has shown that there is more balance between anti-EU and pro-EU sentiments
and Leave and Remain votes. Regarding the deal, the consensus is clear: the deal does not matter
greatly to both the panel members as the Facebook users. However, the rejection of the deal is not
entirely explained by an isolationist public. Many Facebook users and panel members will vote to stay
in the EU. However, it is simply not the deal that has convinced them to stay in the EU. For these voters
there are other issues at stake or they simply adopt a more internationalist stance regarding the EU.
Cameron does not get many mentions in the analysis, but a lot can be said in relation to how
Cameron strategized his role. First, the analysis shows that Cameron lacks popularity. It is not his
political standing at the domestic level that convinces the people to vote the way Cameron wants.
Furthermore, people wonder why a referendum is necessary and whether it is not due to the
Conservative Party’s internal politics. Cameron’s role as chief negotiator is questioned here. Putnam
argues that negotiators try to enhance their standing at the domestic level by delivering a successful
international agreement (1988, p.457). Cameron hoped he could settle the divide between Eurosceptic
and pro-EU Conservatives and that the referendum would back him up. However, these motivations
are questioned by the public. Lastly, the goal of increasing the win-set by entering the negotiations has
resulted in a domestic backlash. Cameron had hoped that entering negotiations with the EU would
convince the UK voters to stay in the EU. Hence, the negotiations have negatively reverberated
(Putnam, 1988, p. 442).
7

The visualization of the new settlement in Figure 26 serves to support the argument that the Guardian
Facebook users would not have ratified the deal. The position of the new settlement and the sizes of all the
determinants of the win-set reveal relative importance of the issues. Furthermore, compared to Figure 5 on
Cameron’s win-set it seems as if the Guardian’s Facebook user’s win-set is much larger. This is not true. The
size of the win-set is larger here simply to visualize the slight overlap between the win-set and the new
settlement.
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The EU is a large topic of debate among the Facebook users as well as the panel members.
Again, there is more balance between positions and arguments compared to the Telegraph’s Facebook
comments. The number of Leave voters and Eurosceptics reveal a dislike of the EU, based on issues
like money or migration. Also, there is an isolationist stance present. As has been said in the conclusion
of Chapter 6, the win-set is affected by the relative size of isolationists and internationalists at the
domestic level (Putnam, 1988, p.443). It seems that there is a balance of isolationist and
internationalist forces within the panel and among the Facebook users. Therefore, the Level II win-set
is decreased, but to a less extent than for the Telegraph’s users’ win-set.
A finding that has been absent at the Telegraph’s analysis is that there is a connection of
domestic politics and the EU. Many Remain voters have expressed their concerns about the power of
the Conservatives that will increase after withdrawal of EU membership. Also, people fear that a Leavevote will lead to a break of Scotland with the rest of the UK. For many Remain voters these connections
are decisive in their vote to stay in the EU. Those Facebook users who want to leave the EU do not
mention these topics or do not acknowledge of leaving the EU on the domestic level.
Finally, as Putnam explains, ratification procedures (for instance the simple majority required
for ratification) affect the win-set as well (1988, p. 448). Because of the balance of Leave and Remain
voters, the diverse stances regarding the EU and different issues, it is estimated that at least a 50%
majority in favour of staying in the EU is obtained. Therefore, the new settlement is included in the
win-set. The Guardian’s win-set is larger than the win-set of the Telegraph.
The answers to the sub-questions are discussed now. The Guardian news article was a panel
discussion of six Level II constituencies, that in total presented a diverse and balanced opinion on the
EU, EU membership and the referendum vote. The same balance was found among Facebook users.
The multi-issue nature of the UK-EU relationship, the presence of both internationalist, isolationist
forces as well as Leave and Remain voters has resulted in a more diverse win-set compared to the
Telegraph. Again, it is a very different win-set than the one Cameron estimated. However, the win-set
seems to be large enough to include the new settlement, even if the new settlement did not matter to
the constituencies. No significant influence of the news article on the Facebook users’ opinion has
been found.
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Figure 26 - The win-set formulated by the Facebook users of the Guardian
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8. Conclusion and discussion
8.1 Conclusion
This study has explored the different determinants that Cameron, media and Level II constituencies on
Facebook have used to form the Level II win-set. Chapter 5 has extensively discussed what Cameron
wanted and what he finally got. It has shown that despite his achievements, the deal lacked credibility
and deliverability, mainly based on the legal implications of the deal. However, Cameron believed the
deal was sufficient to keep the UK in the EU. Chapter 6 and 7 discussed the findings of the analysis on
media articles and Facebook comments and revealed that the Level II win-sets were based on different
issues and factors than Cameron had done. The deal simply did not capture many of these issues. What
seems crucial is that the Eurosceptic sentiment that is so deeply-rooted could never have been
negotiated with the EU.
The question posed in this thesis was: ‘’How can a different formulation of the Level II win-set
by Cameron, the media and Level II constituencies explain the involuntary defection of the new
settlement on 23 June 2016?’’ Cameron has based the Level II win-set mainly on his four areas of
reform. Obviously, he had to enter the negotiations with clear demands; one cannot negotiate on
sentiment. Cameron’s Level II win-set was formed mostly by his idea of the Level II preferences, one
of Putnam’s determinants of the win-set. Analysis of the media articles and Facebook comments
suggests that the win-set of the domestic level is to a larger extent based on other issues than Cameron
negotiated. They did absolutely care about the economy and migration, like Cameron, but they
attached different meanings and expectations. For some it was not enough what Cameron achieved,
for others it would never have been enough. The things that seemed to matter most to the
constituencies could never have been negotiated by Cameron and the EU. Also, constituencies
attached weight to the role of Cameron himself. The lack of popularity at the domestic level has not
positively affected the ratification of the deal. The relative size of issues, internationalist-isolationist
forces and opinions on Cameron resulted in a small win-set of the Telegraph users that would not have
ratified the deal. The Guardian’s Facebook users had cared for a more diverse range of issues and
facets that determined their opinion on Cameron and the EU. Therefore, the win-set was just large
enough to allow for ratification of the deal. In short, the win-set Cameron had estimated did not match
with the win-set of the Level II constituencies which in the end resulted in the vote for Brexit.
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8.2 Discussion
8.2.a Research limitations

This section will discuss some of the limitations of the research and the data. First, the examined news
articles and the following Facebook comments date from 20 February 2016. The referendum was only
held a few months after, on 23 June, which means that there is a time gap not taken into account when
answering the research questions.
Second, due to time restrictions and the labour-intensity of qualitative data analysis, a limited
amount of news articles and therewith corresponding Facebook comments was examined. This limits
a generalization of the findings. However, a few extra articles would not have increased chances for
ratification either. However, it was argued that four or five extra articles and their corresponding
Facebook comments would still not be generalizable. Furthermore, generalization was not the main
objective of this study. As Taylor-Powell & Renner (2003, p. 9) argue: ‘’Narrative data provide for
clarification, understanding and explanation - not for generalizing.’’ The objective was to get in-depth
insights on the way news articles presented the international deal and what the opinion of individual
Facebook users was. Analysis of these data have given very insightful and rich explanations for why
Cameron’s win-set was different than the final win-set that did not include the deal and led to
involuntary defection.
Furthermore, the stringent selection criteria to decrease the researcher’s bias in selecting
news articles has overlooked an important aspect: the ‘nature’ of the article. One of the study’s
objectives was to explore the direct influence of the media on public opinion in order to show that
more anti-EU media would receive anti-EU comments as well. The Guardian article that was selected
for this study was a panel discussion, which therefore, not necessarily represented the position of the
Guardian on the deal and on Brexit. In the end, a direct influence of the articles on the Facebook
comments has not been found (not in the Telegraph nor in the Guardian analysis), which diminishes
the likelihood that the panel discussion was a cause for the absence of this link.
Because there no was no direct influence of the media articles on the Facebook comments it
is important to wonder why such link can be researched in further research. It seems that most people
do not read the (entire) article when this appears on Facebook. The only link found was that people
directly commented on the title of the article. This resulted in criticism towards the Telegraph of many
Facebook users. It is known that Facebook allows users to quickly scroll down through the piles of
articles, pictures, videos, it is likely people filter out certain things. The relevance of a title then
becomes very important.
Related to this, one should be critical about the comments given on Facebook as well and ask
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to which extent it is the right interpretation of public opinion. On the one hand it is, as people often
feel free to say whatever they want to say because there is no face-to face confrontation. Therefore,
Facebook comments as a data source potentially diminish the risk of politically correct answers, which
is an often-heard limitation of interviews. However, on the other hand, the absence of face-to-face
confrontations allows people to exaggerate their statements as well, which can lead to extreme
aggressive, discriminatory and bold writing.

8.2.b Theoretical discussion
This research has extensively used Putnam’s (1988) TLG approach. Putnam adopted it mainly to
international trade negotiations and how these required parliamentary or congressional ratification,
while stressing that many different actors at the domestic level (in)directly influences the ratification
process. The framework, despite being a dated one, has been of great help in analysing the win-sets
of Cameron, the media and Facebook users. The aim of testing and using the TLG framework in this
framework has been achieved. This study thus adds an empirical case to the framework. Furthermore,
the visualizations in this thesis have been added to the framework to further develop the TLG
approach.
Unfortunately, Putnam’s TLG metaphor has not clarified all the results of this study. As is
known, no significant influence of the media on the public opinion on Facebook has been found. A
suggestion for this problem is to define media as a domestic institution. Based on all the research done
on the British press over the years one could classify the newspapers and tabloids as more or less antiEU. The different positions attached to each medium could then affect the size of the win-set.
Furthermore, this study has shown that Cameron has misinterpreted the Level II win-set.
Looking back at the Eurosceptic sentiment that was present in the UK, enforced by for instance many
UK tabloids and UKIP, one can still wonder why Cameron has underestimated this. Could this be the
reason he set a simple majority of 50% as a requirement for ratification? In that way, he only needed
50% to support his deal, which obviously turned out the other way. A more elaborated understanding
of Cameron’s strategy could give answers to all these questions. Such understanding could be
facilitated by looking into the following documents: 1) Review of Balances: This document was created
after two years of extensive research on all the benefits and disadvantages of EU membership for the
UK. Input came from businesses, civil society and politics. This served as input for Cameron’s strategy
(Daddow, 2015). It would have been interesting to explore how this input was translated into
Cameron’s letter? Was the letter a good representation of it? This information could complement the
research on the level I negotiator’s strategy and explore in greater detail why Cameron believed the
win-set mainly consisted out of the four demands.
2) The Conservative Party Manifesto for the 2015 general elections. This study has shown that
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many constituencies evaluate Cameron’s demands based on what he promised before the elections.
These differ from the letter Cameron sent to Donald Tusk. Also, studying the Conservative Manifesto
would give insights in the stance of the party towards the EU as well as domestic affairs. This could
explain what many Facebook users criticized on Facebook regarding the Conservative’s policies.
3) The Bloomberg speech of 2013. This speech was also held by Cameron and is often cited in
the Brexit literature. It is for many the start of the EU referendum debate as Cameron announced that
a referendum would be on the agenda when the Conservative Party would be re-elected in 2015.

8.2.c Future recommendations
This study has attempted to capture the process of interpretation between closing a deal, writing
about this deal in the press, and the interpretation of the deal by individuals on Facebook. Given the
size of the dataset and the timeframe used, findings of this study cannot be generalized. However, the
research design of this study has shown to be effective and insightful. It is recommended that future
research includes more varied data: news articles, Facebook comments but also a larger dataset for
Cameron’s strategy. Furthermore, it would be interesting to define media as institutions that have
become embedded in politics and social life. Lastly, a larger timeframe that covers the entire campaign
period is suggested.
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