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1 Summary 
 

Motivation 

The growing level of international social and economic interdependencies (aka “globalization”) 

has led to an increase in international institutions, treaties and agreements (aka 

“internationalization”). Despite the growing number of non-governmental organizations, nation 

states and their governments remain important actors in global governance. Against this 

background, political scientists and observers have asked whether there is “a democratic deficit 

in world politics” (Moravscik 2004: 1). In this context parliamentary scrutiny has been discussed 

as one prominent approach to increase the democratic legitimacy of international politics by 

reducing the level of governmental discretion. Yet, what resources and which institutional design 

are necessary for an effective parliamentary scrutiny of international politics?  

 

Research Gap 

At the regional level internationalization has been referred to as Europeanization. The 

comparative literature on parliamentary scrutiny of EU politics is extensive (for a recent overview 

see Finke and Dannwolf 2012). This literature has been triggered by a continuous empowerment 

of national parliaments since the late-90s both at the domestic and at the EU-level. As a 

consequence, many of the scrutiny procedures established for EU politics differ from those used 

for the scrutiny of foreign affairs. Yet, compared to European affairs our knowledge of 

parliamentary scrutiny of foreign affairs is surprisingly limited. Although the influence of national 

parliaments on foreign policy making has been subject of country studies since the early 1970s 

(e.g. Schlesinger 1972), there is not a single up-to-date study comparing the scrutiny of foreign 

affairs across Western democracies. Exceptions may be two studies in the field of comparative 

constitutional law (Joo 2003; Riesenfeldt and Abbott 2013).  

This research gap is surprising for at least two reasons. First, the increased internationalization 

has let many researchers to question the democratic legitimacy of international politics. Second, 

there is no lack of theoretical approaches which could explain the effectiveness of competing 

scrutiny procedures against the background of the political system. Specifically, parliamentary 

scrutiny has been prominently discussed in the comparative politics (Martin and Vanberg 2004, 

2011; Saalfeld 2010). By contrast, international relations scholars were primarily interested in the 

influence parliaments can exert as a ratification constraint (Pahre 1992; Hug and König 2000; 

Slapin 2004). Only recently, Finke and Dannwolf (2012) combined both perspectives in order to 

explain parliamentary scrutiny of EU law proposals. 
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Approach 

The proposed research project constitutes an important attempt to closing this gap. The 

research design starts from the insight that MP’s incentives to engage in time-consuming 

scrutiny activities depend on domestic factors (i.e. political institutions, majorities and scrutiny 

provisions) as well as on the strategic logic of international negotiations. As a consequence, we 

consider it necessary to combine the theoretical insights developed in international relations 

theory with those from comparative politics. Furthermore, this perspective demands a multi-level 

research design which accounts for differences across national parliaments, across time as well 

as for characteristics of single treaty proposals.  

To accommodate these challenges we propose to study the scrutiny of all international treaties 

signed between 1994 and 2013 in the national parliaments of Denmark, Germany, France and 

Finland. More specifically, we propose to compile a data set which indicates for each of the six 

chambers whether or not it has scrutinized a specific international treaty proposal. During our 

period of observation the number of signed treaties and agreements varies from over 4000 in 

Germany to approximately 300 in Denmark. By scrutiny activities we mean Committee 

deliberations, hearing, questioning of the government and resolutions. Furthermore, to test our 

theoretical arguments as to why MP’s engage in scrutiny we propose to collect detailed 

information on each treaty: signatories, policy area/ issue, ratification requirements, ratification 

progress, dates of conclusion, ratification and effect, saliency, language, length and complexity 

of the text. In addition, we will gather information on the formal and informal rules governing the 

scrutiny procedures in all six chambers. 

In combination with selected case studies the analysis of this unique data set will enable us to 

gain important insights into the parliamentary oversight of foreign affairs. For example: Can the 

effectiveness of scrutiny be improved by allocating additional resources to national parliaments? 

Do parliaments need better information on international negotiations provided by the government 

earlier in the process? Which role does the partisan composition of Committees play? Does 

effective parliamentary scrutiny imply a more efficient ratification process? Would oversight be 

more effective if all countries implement a mandating system which numerous countries use for 

scrutinizing EU law proposals? 

 

 

 

 


