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Course Outline 
 

This course draws insights into those who are at the heart of democracy – the citizens. The seminar is 

designed to explore what dimensions of political attitudes exist, how they are distributed over citizens 

and countries, and how they are connected to the political system. It will set a special focus on the role 

of political attitudes in the multilevel system of the European Union. Thereafter, it focuses on the 

relationship between the EU, as a political system, and its citizens.  

 

Its main purpose is to help students understand the mechanisms through which the EU relates to its 

citizens and to expose them to debates about EU’s (lack of) legitimacy. It starts, therefore, by outlying 

the institutional structure of the EU and the public and/or scholarly opinions about these institutions. 

Following this, the course focuses on two related phenomena: the determinants of citizens’ attitudes to 

the EU and towards European integration more broadly; and electoral behaviour in the EU, including 

European Parliament elections and referendums on EU issues. The final part of the syllabus has been 

tailored specifically to the research of the course instructor and to most recent academic debate: the 

polarisation of citizens’ attitudes thesis versus the ambivalent and indifferent reactions. In the heart of 

this debate is the question of the politicisation of European integration process as a possible medicine 

to the legitimacy crisis of the EU and more precisely its alleged democratic deficit.  

 

The course aims to develop students’ critical appreciation of public opinion and elections in the EU. 

Students will become familiar with the range of theoretical interpretations of how European citizens 

politically think and politically behave in the EU political process. Upon completion of the course 

students should understand the role of economics, identity, and party/elite cues in determining whether 

individual citizens are Euro-sceptical, Euro-enthusiastic or Euro-indifferent. They should be able to 

understand how the determinants of citizens’ attitudes vary across political and economic context. 

Finally, students should also be able to assess the arguments in favour of and against using direct 

democracy in order to compensate the alleged democratic deficit of the EU and be familiar with main 

predictors of political behaviour in referendums. 

 

Course organization 
 

There is no textbook required for this course. The material used consists in peer-review journal 

articles. For each session, the reading of two articles will be compulsory. Other readings will be 

suggested for those who feel inclined to have some further readings. The reading for each week must 

be completed before the class meets. As you read, try to think of questions about the topic that you can 

answer in your reading. The success of this course depends upon your active participation in class. 

Therefore, having read all the material before each class and having thought about the readings is 

crucial to having a meaningful conversation. Readings will be made available to students from Course 

2 on. The syllabus may be slightly modified to take into account specific demands of the students.  
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Assessment 
 
The course will be assessed through: 

 

a) Readings and participation. From Course 2 on, two readings (typically a published paper or 

book chapter) are proposed for every session and must be done. Participation is encouraged. 

Participation, particularly in the discussion of the texts, will count for 20% of the final grade. 

b) A written essay (5000 to 7000 words, ie 8 to 12 pages). The essay topic must be validated by 

the instructor. The paper is typically related to issues of the course sessions and will be 

encouraged to use empirical data, either analysed by the student or coming from published 

papers. The uses of surveys like Euro barometers, European Social Survey, European Values 

Surveys is most welcomed as is the (re-)analysis of qualitative data. This written essay will 

represent 80% of the final grade. 

 

Evaluation criteria 

 

The essay should be quite synthetic, with no more than 10-12 pages for the body of text. Sequence: 

title page / summary / introduction / body /conclusion / bibliography / appendixes (if any). For the 

structure of your text, you can rely on the articles presented in the course (they will be made 

available to you through the plateform).   
 

NB: introduction, body and conclusion must be written in continuous text (no bullet points). If you 

want to be more synthetic, use summary tables, graphs, timelines etc.  

 

Item Criteria 
Grading 

(total: 20) 

Introduction 

Ø Framing + research question 

2 
Ø Hypothesis / hypotheses 

Ø Announcing text’s structure 

Structure 

Ø Coherence 

2 Ø Rigour  

Ø Balance (size of respective sections) 

Body 

Ø Theoretical depth 

Ø Quality of demonstration (A to Z) 

10 
Ø Use of relevant empirical examples 

Ø Continuity (transitions between 

sections) 

 

Conclusion 

Ø Reminder of research question and 

hypotheses 

2 
Ø Synthesis of core results and ‘added 

value’ of report 

Ø Openings, next steps, limitations etc 

 

 

Format 

Ø Style, vocabulary, layout, written 

English etc. 

Ø Quality of bibliography 

Ø Precision of bibliographical citations in 

text 

Ø Interest/originality of appendixes 
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(+ overall “bonus” for originality: testing some particularly original hypotheses, linking up different 

theories, exploiting original data, gathering extra evidence (e.g. primary sources, interview) …). 

 

Course topics  
 

Course 1: Wednesday 22nd January 2013, 13h30 – 15h30 
 

Introduction: Part I – Does European public opinion exists? Do attitudes matter?  

 

Politicians care about public opinion and to this respect the European Commission makes no exception 

quite to the contrary. Surveys provide political headlines and are increasingly used in political 

strategizing and campaigning; but how do they work and what are their limitations? How do citizens 

acquire information and convert it into opinions? How can we define and measure public support 

towards the EU? And from there how can we explain variation in support?  

 

 
Course 2: Friday 14th February 2013, 14h00 – 16h00 
 

Introduction: Part II – The origins of the Eurobarometer: a brief overview 

 

The idea of European public opinion is closely linked to one instrument: the Eurobarometer. As the 

only tool to measure public opinion regularly, it has become something of a European institution that 

has made its contribution to research. Until recently, the Eurobarometer had no competition and this 

has had important implications on research as such. Indeed, the evolution of research on the mass 

public and European integration has been driven by a number of important factors, of which the most 

important is the corpus of publicly available data. This session will present the Eurobarometer both in 

terms of strength and weakness.  

 

 

Course 3: Tuesday 4th March 2014, 9h00 – 13h00 
 

Part I: The individual determinants of citizens’ attitudes to EU integration: Economics or 

Identity?  

 

The purpose of this session is to understand why some European citizens are broadly in favour of the 

EU and the integration process and why other citizens are opposed to it. The session teases out the 

extent to which Euro-scepticism and Euro-enthusiasm are driven by citizens’ economic situation or by 

citizens’ sense of national identity. This is indeed a classical question when studying the individual 

determinants of citizens’ attitudes to EU integration.  

 

Part II: The contextual determinants of citizens’ attitudes to EU integration: When the context 

matters 

 
The factors causing citizens’ views on EU integration may vary across citizens depending on the 

economic context of the citizen (e.g. whether the citizen lives in a rich country or a poor country). But 

the economical differences are far the only one that needs to be considered in order to understand the 

national differences in terms of support or resistance towards European integration. This session 

explores the influence that context can have on citizens’ EU views. 
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Course 4 – Friday, 28th March 2014, 13h00 – 17h00 

 

Part I: (Not-) turning out to vote in European Parliament elections  

 

Is voting in EP elections similar to voting in national general elections? Do voters rely on the same 

types of issues? Do voters use EP elections to pass judgement on their domestic incumbent 

government? To what extent are EP elections actually about the EU and associated issues of European 

integration? Here, we assess whether EU political concerns influence citizens decision making. 

 

Part II: Referendums  

 

Does direct democracy encourage quality deliberation by citizens on key EU matters or do citizens 

merely use EU referendums as a device to punish unpopular domestic governments? This session aims 

to assess the evidence relating to how citizens make up their minds how to vote in EU referendums. 

 

Course 5 – Thursday, 3rd April 2014, 9h00 – 13h00 
 
Part I: Where are we now? The politicization of European integration and the question of (non-) 

polarisation of citizens’ attitudes 

 

Have European citizens become increasingly Eurosceptic over the last two decades, turning their 

backs on European integration? Though many journalists, politicians and academics argue that they 

have, this session suggests that reactions to European integration cannot be reduced uniquely to a rise 

in Euroscepticism, but that indifference and ambivalence need also to be brought into the picture when 

studying EU legitimacy and its politicisation.  

 

Part II: Summary and Conclusion – Presentation and validation of topics  

 

Readings  

Course 3 

 

Gabel, M. (1998). Public Support for European Integration: An Empirical Test of Five Theories. 

Journal of Politics, 60(2), 333-354.  

* Hooghe, L., & Marks, G. (2004). Does Identity or Economic Rationality Drive Public Opinion on 

European Integration. Political Science and Politics, 37(3), 415-420.  

Hooghe, L., & Marks, G. (2005). Calculation, Community and Cues: Public Opinion on European 

Integration. European Union Politics, 6(4), 419-443. 

Course 4 

Anderson, C. J. (1998). When in Doubt, Use Proxies: Attitudes toward Domestic Politics and Support 

for European Integration. Comparative Political Studies, 31(5), 569-601.  

Duchesne, S., & Frognier, A.-P. (2008). National and European Identifications: A Dual Relationship. 

Comparative European Politics, 6, 143-168.  

 

Course 5 

Hurrelmann, A., Gora, A., & Wagner, A. (2013). The Politicization of European Integration: More 

than a Elite Affair ? Political Studies. 
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Liesbet Hooghe,
University of North Carolina, 
Chapel Hill
Gary Marks,
University of North Carolina, 
Chapel Hill

Does Identity or Economic Rationality 
Drive Public Opinion on European 
Integration?

How do citizens respond to the reallocation 
of authority across levels of government? 

This article investigates the relative importance 
of economic versus identity bases of citizen 
support for the most far-reaching example of 
authority migration—European integration.           
     Most scholars have explained preferences 
over European integration in terms of its 
economic consequences. We have precise 
expectations concerning how individual 
attributes (e.g., education, occupation, factor 
mobility, and sectoral location) affect support 
for international regimes. The search for 
plausible economic sources of preferences has 
widened to include economic perceptions (as 
well as objective conditions), group (as well 
as individual) utility, and national economic 
institutions that mediate individual interests. 
     But there is a new—or, rather, old—kid 
on the block. Its hard core is the assumption 
that citizen preferences are driven by group 
attachments, by the loyalties, values, and norms 

that defi ne who a person 
is. This line of analysis 
is as old as the study of 
European integration 
(Deutsch 1957; Haas 
1958; Inglehart 1970), but 
while the pioneers were 
chiefl y concerned with how 
regional integration affects 
identity, recent research 
fl ips the causal arrow.1      
     One would expect 

European integration to convey home fi eld 
advantage to both research programs. The 
European Union (EU) is a regional trade regime 
with sizeable distributional effects. It is also 
a system of multi-level governance in which 
national authority is pooled and limited. So we 
are conducting what Arend Lijphart describes as 
a crucial experiment, a case in which “all of the 
variables which the researcher tries to relate to 
each other are present” (1979, 444).2    
     There need be no suspense concerning 
our conclusion. Citizens do indeed take 
into account the economic consequences of 
European integration, but conceptions of group 
membership appear to be more powerful. 
     We proceed in two steps. First, we set up 
an economic explanation of public opinion 
on European integration. We identify six 
lines of theorizing. We cannot sacrifi ce 
comprehensiveness to parsimony because our 
analysis will be convincing only to the extent 
that we bring the main economic contenders into 
the ring—and there are many. 

     Second, we theorize identity as a source 
of public opinion on European integration. 
What would one expect if group identity drove 
preferences? The answer is not obvious. Citizens 
who attest strong national identity are more, not 
less, likely to identify with Europe. We argue 
that the way a citizen conceives her national 
identity is decisive. Does a citizen conceive her 
national identity in exclusive or inclusive terms? 
Is that citizen positively or negatively oriented 
to multiculturalism? 

Theorizing Support for European 
Integration

Political Economy 
The main thrust of European integration has 
been to sweep away barriers to economic 
exchange, facilitate mobility of capital and 
labor, and create a single European monetary 
authority. So it is not surprising that 
explanations of public opinion on European 
integration have focused on economic factors. 
     The simplest expectation is that reducing 
trade barriers favors citizens with relatively 
high income, education, and occupational 
skills (Gabel 1998; Inglehart 1970). There are 
several reasons for this. International economic 
openness rewards those with high levels of 
human capital. It increases the international 
substitutability of labor as fi rms are more able 
to shift production across borders, and this 
intensifi es job insecurity, particularly for less 
skilled workers. Finally, international economic 
openness puts pressure on welfare systems 
and shifts the burden of taxation from mobile 
factors of production (e.g., fi nancial capital) to 
immobile factors (e.g., labor).
     Economic internationalization also affects 
relative scarcity of assets. According to the 
Stolper-Samuelson theorem, trade benefi ts 
individuals who own factors with which the 
national economy is relatively well endowed 
and hurts individuals who own factors that are 
relatively scarce (Mayda and Rodrik 2002; 
O’Rourke and Sinnott 2001). Hence, in the 
wealthiest, most capital-rich member states 
we expect unskilled workers to be Euroskeptic 
and managers and professionals to be Euro-
supportive, while in the poorest, most labor-rich 
member states we expect the reverse.3

     Citizens may be sensitive to their collective 

economic circumstances, as well as to those 
that affect them individually (Anderson 1998). 
It seems reasonable to expect that residents in 
countries that are net recipients of European 
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Union spending will be inclined to support European integration, 
while those in donor countries will tend to oppose (Brinegar et 
al. 2004). The same logic is often at work in regional or federal 
states, where poorer regions champion centralization to increase 
the scope for redistribution while prosperous regions favor 
decentralization. 
     Subjective economic evaluations can be expected to infl uence 
public opinion on European integration alongside objective 
factors (Rohrschneider 2002; Eichenberg and Dalton 1993). 
European integration is perceived by most citizens to shape their 
economic welfare in a general sense. Citizens who feel confi dent 
about the economic future—personally and for their country—are 
likely to regard European integration in a positive light, while 
those who are fearful will lean towards Euroskepticism. 
     Finally, preferences may be infl uenced by institutions. The 
European Union encompasses countries with contrasting degrees 
of labor and business coordination, each of which is costly to 
change (Hall and Soskice 2001). We assume that the further a 
country is from the EU median (low labor coordination, relatively 
high business coordination), the greater the costs imposed on its 
citizens by EU legislation.
     Political-economic institutions may interact with support or 
opposition to redistribution (Brinegar et al. 2004; Marks 2004; 
Ray 2004). If European integration converges on a mixed-market 
model, citizens in social democratic Scandinavian economies 
can expect to see their welfare systems diluted, while citizens 
in liberal market economies, such as Britain, can expect more 
redistribution. Hence in social democratic systems, the left will be 
opposed to European integration and the right will be supportive. 
In liberal market systems, the left will support integration and the 
right will be opposed. 
     Economic theories of preference formation work best when 
economic consequences are perceived with some accuracy, are 
large enough to matter, and when the choice a person makes 
actually affects the outcome. To the extent that these conditions 
are not present, group identities are likely to be decisive (Chong 
2002; Elster 1990; Sears and Funk 1991; Young et al. 1991). 
What would one expect to fi nd if public opinion were shaped by 
group identity? 

National Identity
     Humans and their ancestors evolved an emotional capacity 
for intense group loyalty long before the development of rational 
faculties, and such loyalties can be extremely powerful in shaping 
views toward political objects (Citrin et al. 1990; Massey 2002; 
Sears 1993). The strongest territorial identities are national, and 
we suspect that such identities constrain preferences on European 
integration.4 
     To understand the effect of national identity one must come 
to grips with a paradox. On the one hand, individuals often 
identify with several territorial communities simultaneously 
(Citrin and Sides forthcoming; Klandermans et al. 2003). It is 
not at all unusual for citizens to have multiple identities—to 
feel, for example, strongly Catalan, Spanish, and European—at 
one and the same time (Diez Medrano 2003; Marks 1999). 
Haesly (2001) fi nds positive, rather than negative, associations 
between Welsh and European identities and between Scottish 
and European identities. Klandermans and his co-authors (2003) 
detect a cumulative pattern of identities, in which farmers who 
identify with Europe tend also to identify with their nation. Risse 
(2003) conceptualizes the relationship as akin to a marble cake 
in which multiple identities are meshed together. Van Kersbergen 
(2000) conceives of European allegiance as embedded in national 
allegiance. Citrin and Sides fi nd that “even in an era in which 
perceptions of the European Union as successful seemed to 
decline, the tendency to identify with both nation and Europe 

increased” (forthcoming, 8; also Hermann, Brewer, and Risse 
forthcoming). 
     But it is also true that opposition to European integration 
is often couched as defense of the nation against control from 
Brussels. Radical right-wing political parties in France, Denmark, 
Italy, and Austria tap nationalism to reject further integration, 
and since 1996 such parties have formed the largest reservoir of 
Euroskepticism in the EU as a whole (Hooghe et al. 2002; Taggart 
1998). Christin and Trechsel (2002) fi nd that the stronger the 
national attachment and national pride of Swiss citizens, the less 
likely they are to support membership in the European Union. 
Carey (2002) shows that national attachment combined with 
national pride have a signifi cant negative effect on support for 
European integration.
     To resolve these confl icting expectations, we need to theorize 
how national identity can both reinforce and undermine support 
for European integration. Diez Medrano argues that national 
histories are crucial. Constructing patterns of discourse in the UK, 
Spain, and Germany, Medrano fi nds that English Euroskepticism 
is rooted in Britain’s special history of empire, that West German 
pro-Europeanism refl ects World War II guilt, and that the Spanish 
tend to support European integration as proxy for modernization 
and democratization (Diez Medrano 2003). A research team 
led by Stråth and Triandafyllidou links party programs, public 
opinion, educational curricula, and media within nine EU and 
prospective EU countries. Such studies reveal the stickiness of 
national identity within unique national contexts. 
     Can one generalize about the connection between national 
identity and public opinion? We begin with the basic distinction 
between exclusive and inclusive national identity, and we 
hypothesize that citizens who conceive of their national identity 
as exclusive of other territorial identities are likely to be 
considerably more Euroskeptical than those who conceive of 
their national identity in inclusive terms. We know, for example, 

Table 1
Explaining Support for European Integration -
A Multi-Level Analysis

Multilevel estimates

understandardized

coeffi cients

standard 

errors

Constant 

  National Attachment
  Exclusive National Identity
  Multiculturalism

71.96*** (2.185)

National Identity

   1.712***
-12.740***
   4.163***

(0.415)
(0.559)
(0.309)

  Education
  Professional/Manager*Gross  
    National Income
  Manual Worker*Gross National
    Income
  Fiscal Transfer
  Type of Capitalism
  Personal Economic Prospects
  National Economic Prospects

Political Economy

 0.932**
 0.072*

-0.033

 3.973***
 5.370**
 2.292***
 3.074***

(0.338)
(0.044)

(0.028)

(0.970)
(1.796)
(0.615)
(0.445)

  Country-Level
  Party-Level
  Individual-Level

Variance Components

   27.316**
     4.599**
 453.831***

(11.024)
  (1.838)
  (7.382)

-2 x Log Likelihood 68833

Note:  * = p<.10, ** = p <.01, *** = p<.001
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that individuals who identify themselves exclusively as Belgian 
or exclusively as Flemish oppose multi-level governance, while 
those who identify themselves as both Belgian and Flemish 
support it (Maddens et al. 1996). We expect to fi nd something 
similar at the supranational level.
     Under what circumstances will citizens perceive their 
national identity as exclusive or inclusive? While national 
identities are normally formed before adolescence (Druckman 
1994), we hypothesize that their consequences for particular 
political objects, such as European integration, are continuously 
constructed through socialization and political confl ict (Stråth 
and Triandafyllidou 2003; Diez Medrano 2003). But who does 
the framing? Literature on American public opinion suggests 
that public opinion may be cued by political elites (Zaller 1992, 
97–117). The sharper the divisions among national elites on the 
issue of European integration, the greater the scope for national 
identity to be mobilized, and the more we expect exclusive 
national identity to bite. One sign of such division is the existence 
of a radical right political party. Parties like the Vlaams Blok 
in Belgium and the French Front National make a fetish of 
exclusive national identity with slogans such as “Boss in Our 
Own Country” and “We give them our factories; they give us their 
immigrants. One solution: The Nation.” Such sentiments reinforce 
Euroskepticism.5 In countries where the elite is squarely behind 
the European project, we expect national identity to lay dormant 
or to be positively associated with support for integration. In 
countries where the political elite is divided on the issue, national 
identity is likely to rear its head. 

Analysis
To measure support for European integration we combine three 
complementary elements of support: the principle of membership, 
the desired speed of integration, and the desired direction of 
future integration. The results reported below are robust across 
these component measures. This and other variables in our 
analysis are detailed in the appendix.6 We use multilevel analysis 
to probe variation at the individual, party, and country level.7 

Table 1 presents unstandardized coeffi cients and standard errors 
for variables of interest.8 
     Figure 1 illustrates the relative effect of the most powerful 
variables. The solid boxes encompass the inter-quartile range 
and the whiskers indicate the 5th to the 95th percentiles, holding 
all other independent and control variables at their means. For 
example, an individual at the 5th percentile on Multiculturalism 

has a score of 65.9 on Support for European Integration on a 
0–100 scale, and an individual at the 95th percentile scores 74.3. 
The variables towards the left of Figure 1 have the largest effect 
across their inter-quartile range.
    Citizens do appear to take economic circumstances into 
account. The EU redistributes money from rich to poor countries, 
and this gives rise to a predictable pattern of opposition and 
support. Fiscal Transfer is the most powerful economic infl uence 
that we fi nd. A citizen of Greece, the country with the highest 
per capita net receipts from the EU, will be 15% more supportive 
of European integration than a citizen from Germany, the 
country with the highest net contribution, controlling for all 
other variables in our analysis. The differing length of the 95% 
whiskers in Figure 1 for this variable indicates that its association 
with support for European integration is not linear. Fiscal 
Transfer sharply delineates four countries (Greece, Portugal, 
Spain, and Ireland) that receive the bulk of cohesion funding and 
which tend to be pro-EU. 
     We also confi rm the effect of Type of Capitalism. Support 
for European integration is higher in countries whose economic 
institutions are less likely to be challenged by EU legislation 
because they are close to the EU median.9 
     Together, seven variables that tap individual and group 
economic interest (listed in the appendix) account for 15% of total 
variance in public opinion, which is in line with previous studies. 
The surprise is that these economic infl uences are overshadowed 
by identity. 
     Three variables that tap identity—Exclusive National Identity, 
Multiculturalism, and National Attachment—together explain 
20.8 % of the variance in Support for European Integration. 
These variables also account for more than two-thirds of the 
variance across countries. 
     The paradox that we identifi ed earlier is apparent: national 
identity both contributes to and diminishes support for European 
integration. Attachment to one’s country is positively correlated 
with Support for European Integration in bivariate analysis.10 
But national identity is Janus-faced: under some circumstances it 
collides with European integration. 
     The extent to which national identity is exclusive or inclusive 
is decisive. A Eurobarometer question compels respondents to 
place either European or national identity above the other, and 
separates those who say they think of themselves as “only British 
(or French, etc.)” from those who say they have some form of 
multiple identity. Estimates for Exclusive National Identity are 

negative, substantively large, and signifi cant in the presence 
of any and all controls we are able to exert.11

     On average, an individual in our sample who claims an 
exclusive national identity scores 53.3 on our thermometer 
scale for support for European integration, compared to 
72.8 for a person who does not. The difference, 19.5%, is 
the baseline in Figure 2.12 In some countries, citizens who 
have exclusive national identity are only slightly more 
Euroskeptical than those with multiple identities. In others, 
exclusive national identity is powerfully associated with 
Euroskepticism. In Portugal, exclusive national identity 
depresses a citizen’s support by just 9.5%. In the UK, at the 
other extreme, the difference is 29.5%.
     How can one explain this variation? Our hunch, derived 
from what we know about American public opinion, seems 
to be on the right track. The more divided a country’s elite, 
and the more elements within it mobilize against European 
integration, the stronger the causal power of exclusive 
national identity. Political parties are decisive in cueing the 
public, and the wider their disagreement, the more exclusive 
identity is mobilized against European integration. 
Divisions within political parties are positively correlated 
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with the causal power of exclusive national 
identity, as is the electoral strength of radical 
right parties. These two variables account for an 
estimated 57% of the country variance illustrated 
in Figure 2. 
     We have argued that there is no necessary 
connection between national identity and support 
or opposition to European integration. The 
dots have to be fi lled in, and we fi nd that the 
connection is stronger when elites, particularly 
those leading political parties, are polarized on the 
issue.13 

Conclusion
     It is fruitless to seek general validity in either 
economic or identity theories of preferences. We 
need to inquire into their relative causal power. In 
this article, we do this for a single object: public 
opinion on European integration. Most scholars 
have conceptualized European integration as an 
economic phenomenon, and the bulk of research 
has therefore theorized public opinion as a 
function of the distributional consequences of 
market liberalization. But the European Union 
is also a supranational polity with extensive 
authority over those living in its territory. It is 
therefore plausible to believe that European 
integration engages group, and above all, national 
identities.
     Both theories bite. A multi-level model that 
combines both sources of preference can explain 
around a third or more of the variance across 
individual citizens in the EU, and the bulk of 
variation across countries. However, we fi nd 
that identity appears to be the more powerful 
infl uence. To understand how the public views 
European integration, one needs to consider 
how individuals frame their national identity. Do 
citizens consider national identity as something 
that can go hand in hand with European 
integration, or do they believe that European integration limits or 
threatens their national identity? There is nothing mechanistic or 
inevitable about one or the other position. 
     Identity is simple and complex. Citizens can answer the 
question “What is your nationality” with much greater ease and 
validity than they can tell you for which party or candidate they 
voted in the previous election. Like some in-group/out-group 
identities, national identities are formed early in life. Children as 
young as six know full well whether they are British, German, or 
Swedish. Yet the political implications of national identity emerge 
from debate and confl ict. Whether a person is Belgian or British 
is (usually) a simple fact, but what does this national identity 
imply for the political choices one makes? 

     To understand the political implications of identity one 
therefore has to probe how identity is constructed and mobilized. 
Political elites and parties appear to be key. Exclusive national 
identity is mobilized against European integration in countries 
where the elite is polarized on European integration, where 
political parties are divided, and where radical right parties are 
strong. Data over time would help scholars probe further. 
     In terms of deductive sophistication, identity theory cannot 
compete with economic theory—yet. But this is like comparing a 
gasoline engine, honed over decades, with a hydrogen engine. If 
group identities are decisive for preferences over a wide range of 
political objects, as recent research suggests, then we can safely 
predict that the theories of group identity will become more 
sophisticated and more powerful.
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Notes

     * For comments and advice we are grateful to Stefano 
Bartolini, Tanja Börzel, Christophe Crombez, Gerda 
Falkner, Rusanna Gaber, Peter Hall, Elizabeth Gerber, 
Adrienne Héritier, Ken Kollman, David Lake, Christiane 
Lemke, Ivan Llamazares, Jane Mansfi eld, Thomas Risse, 
Edeltraud Roller, Dieter Rucht, Alexander Trechsel, Anna 
Triandafyllidou, Bernhard Wessels, and to the Steiner 
political science discussion group at the University of North 
Carolina, Chapel Hill. Earlier versions were presented at 
the European University Institute, Florence; the Center 
for European Studies at Harvard University; Humboldt 
University, Berlin; the University of Michigan, Ann Arbor; 
the Institute for Advanced Studies, Vienna; The Social 
Science Research Center, Berlin; and the 2003 APSA 
Meeting, Philadelphia. We received institutional support 
from the Center for European Studies at the University of 
North Carolina, the Alexander von Humboldt Foundation, 
and the Social Science Research Center, Berlin. We alone 
are responsible for errors.
     1. Research on public opinion on trade liberalization has 
come up with an interesting and unexplained fact. Citizens 
who attest high levels of national attachment tend to oppose 
trade liberalization both in the United States and across 
OECD countries. National attachment appears to be a more 
powerful infl uence than conventional economic factors, 
a fi nding that is all the more “disturbing” because it has 
emerged in two independent tests of economic, not identity, 
theories (O’Rourke and Sinnott 2001; Mayda and Rodrik 
2002). 
     2. An additional virtue is that data on public support for 
European integration are more comprehensive than for any 
other international body.
     3. Eurobarometer data do not allow us to test a 
Heckscher-Ohlin model, which hypothesizes that support 
for economic internationalization varies across export-
competing and import-competing sectors. However, analysis 
of public opinion on trade protectionism suggests that the 
substantive effect of sectoral location is small (Mayda and 
Rodrik 2002).
     4. Recent work emphasizes how a clash of identities on 
issues such as immigration, multiculturalism, and European 
integration structures politics (Kriesi and Lachat 2004).
     5. Our hypothesis would be tautological if elites follow 
citizens, or if citizens vote for radical right parties because 
they are Euroskeptic. Neither concern has empirical validity. 
     6. Data are from Eurobarometer 54.1 (fi eldwork in 
the fall of 2000). The dataset was made available by the 
Mannheim Zentrum für Umfragen, Methoden und Analysen 
(ZUMA). 
     7. Multi-level analysis is preferable to standard OLS 
regression when cases are clustered in groups (Steenbergen 
and Jones 2002). Our full multilevel model explains about 
38% of the total variance among 7,641 respondents across 
the EU minus Luxembourg (http://www.unc.edu/~hooghe). 
We weight countries equally in all results reported here.
     8. We control for gender, age, occupation, opinion 
leadership, knowledge of European politics, partisanship, 
left-right self-identifi cation, and attachment to Europe (see 
www.unc.edu/~hooghe for details). 
     9. Some observers argue that there is convergence on 
liberal market capitalism. This hypothesis fares worse in our 
empirical test than the one specifi ed here.
     10. The association between National Attachment and 
Support for European Integration is usually insignifi cant 
under controls, and becomes negative when we control for 
European Attachment.
     11. To ensure that our measure of Exclusive National 

Identity does not tap absence of European identity, 
we control for European Attachment. This imposes 
conservatism in estimating the effect of our identity 
variables.
     12. The bars in Figure 2 are empirical Bayes estimates 
derived from a random coeffi cients multi-level model using 

Appendix: Variable Descriptions

An index of three items: (1) Principle of membership – “Generally 
speaking, do you think that [our country’s] membership of the 
European Union is (a bad thing, neither good nor bad, a good 
thing)?” (2) Desired speed – (1=integration should be brought 
to a “standstill”; 7= integration should run “as fast as possible”), 
and (3) Desired direction – “In fi ve years’ time, would you like 
the European Union to play (a less important role, same role, a 
more important role) in your daily life?” The correlation is 0.409 
between (1) and (2), 0.448 between (1) and (3), and 0.473 
between (2) and (3). Standardized item  = 0.706. The index 
is recoded as a 0-100 thermometer scale, with higher scores 
indicating greater support. 

Support for 
European 

Integration

Measured by the age of respondents when they stopped full-time 
education (D.8) and recoded on a 4-point scale. 

Education

Interaction term of (1) a dichotomous variable Professional Man-
ager that takes a value of 1 when respondent is professional (self-
employed or employed), general manager, or business proprietor 
(D.15), and (2) gross national income per capita for respondent’s 
country of residence (in US dollars at exchange rate prices for 
2001, divided by 1000). Values range from zero to 30.6 for 
Denmark. Source: World Development Indicators Database 
(Worldbank, April 2003.) 

Professional/
Manager*

Gross National
Income

Interaction term of (1) a dichotomous variable Manual Worker 
that takes a value of 1 when respondent is skilled or unskilled 
manual worker, or non-desk employee (e.g., salesman, driver) 
(D.15), and (2) gross national income per capita for respondent’s 
country of residence (in US dollars at exchange rate prices for 
2001). Values range from 0 to 30.6 for Denmark. Source: World 
Development Indicators Database (Worldbank, April 2003.)

Manual Worker*
Gross National

Income

An index of three items measuring respondents’ expectations 
(worse, same, better) concerning their future life, the fi nancial situ-
ation in their household, and their job situation (Q.501, Q503, 
Q505). Standardized item  = 0.763. Values range from 1 to 3.

Personal
Economic 
Prospects

National
Economic

Perspectives

An index of two items measuring respondents’ expectations 
(worse, same, better) concerning the economic situation and the 
employment situation in their country (Q.502, Q504.) Values 
range from 1 to 3.

Fiscal
Transfer

Categorization based on type of national production system 
(liberal market vs. mixed vs. coordinated) and extent of welfare 
redistribution (limited, medium, extensive—measured by Gini 
index). Country scores refl ect distance from the median (mixed 
system, medium redistribution) whereby the median category is 
2, adjacent cells are 1, and two cells removed are 0. Source: 
Gourevitch and Hawes (2001.)

Type of 
Capitalism

National
Attachment

A dichotomous variable that takes the value of 1 for respondents 
with exclusive national identity ([nationality] only). Recoded from: 
“In the near future, do you see yourself as (1) [nationality] only, 
(2) [nationality] and European, (3) European and [nationality], or 
(4) European only?” (Q.23.)

Exclusive
National
Identity

“Thinking about the enlargement of the European Union to 
include new countries, do you tend to agree or tend to disagree 
with the following statement …’With more member countries, 
Europe will be culturally richer’ (tend to disagree, don’t know, 
tend to agree).’” (Q.399.) This is a 3-point scale.

Multiculturalism

Net fi scal transfers per country as percentage of GDP as an an-
nual average over the period of 1995-2000. Values range from 
-0.56 for Germany to 3.88 for Greece. Source: Commission of 
the European Union (2001.)

Question Q. 803: “People may feel different degrees of attach-
ment to their town or village, to their region, to their country, or 
to Europe. Please tell me how attached you feel to … (3) [our 
country]: very attached, fairly attached, not very attached, not at 
all attached, don’t know.” This is a 4-point scale.

Note: Q and D notations refer to questions in the Eurobarometer codebook (Hartung 
2002).
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MLwiN.
     13. See http:\\www.unc.edu/~marks for details. Data on party divisions 
and the radical-right vote are from an expert survey conducted by Marks and 
Steenbergen in 1999. Our data do not allow us to evaluate the direction of 

infl uence between voters and political parties. Here we make the contestable 
claim that parties cue the implications of exclusive national identity for 
citizens (Carrubba 2001).
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A B S T R A C T

This article summarizes and extends the main lines of theo-

rizing on public opinion on European integration. We test

theories of economic calculus and communal identity in a

multi-level analysis of Eurobarometer data. Both economic

calculus and communal identity are influential, but the latter

is stronger than the former. We theorize how the political

consequences of identity are contested and shaped – that is

to say, politically cued – in national contexts. The more

national elites are divided, the more citizens are cued to

oppose European integration, and this effect is particularly

pronounced among citizens who see themselves as exclus-

ively national. A model that synthesizes economic, identity,

and cue theory explains around one-quarter of variation at

the individual level and the bulk of variation at the national

and party levels.
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What drives citizens to support or oppose European integration? The

question is as old as the European Union, and it has been the subject of some

one hundred articles, yet there is no scholarly consensus on the answer. There

are three main families of explanation. Most research on the topic builds on

trade theory to conceptualize a calculus of economic costs and benefits. The

presumption is that citizens evaluate the economic consequences of European

integration for themselves and for the groups of which they are part, and that

such consequences motivate their attitudes. An alternative line of explanation

draws on the psychology of group membership to examine how social iden-

tities, including, above all, national identities, constrain support for European

integration. These two families of theorizing have often been pitted against

one another as mutually exclusive conceptualizations. But a new line of

research, drawing on cognitive and social psychology, challenges this

either/or thinking by examining how political cues – grounded in ideology

or in elite communication – mediate the effect of economic calculation and

community membership.

These approaches conceive the European Union in contrasting ways.

Economic theories view the EU as a regime that facilitates economic exchange,

with profound distributional consequences for individuals arising from

differences in asset mobility and for countries arising from varieties of capi-

talism. Social identity theory conceives of the European Union as a polity

overarching established territorial communities, and considers how public

opinion is constrained by citizens’ conceptions of their identities. Cue theory

regards the European Union as an extension of domestic politics, and infers

that public attitudes are therefore guided by domestic ideology and domestic

political organizations.

This article has three purposes. First, we take stock of the field to convey

the current state of knowledge and, hence, our point of departure. The study

of public opinion on European integration is fast-moving, and it is useful to

compare the explanations that are now on the table. Our second purpose is

to evaluate the relative causal power of the two most compelling explanations

– economic theory and identity theory – in a way that proponents of each

would find reasonable. In earlier work we find that both theories bite, but

that identity appears the more powerful influence (Hooghe and Marks, 2004).

Our third purpose is to build on this analysis to theorize how economic calcu-

lation and identity are cued by elites. Given that the European Union is rarely

foremost in citizens’ minds, we need to understand how interests and identity

come to bear on European integration. The resulting model explains slightly

more than one-quarter of the variance at the individual level and the bulk of

variance at the country and party levels.
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Theorizing support for European integration

Economic models

European integration has engendered new forms of competition and, hence,

new inequalities (Kriesi and Lachat, 2004). In general, trade liberalization and

increased factor mobility advantage those with higher levels of human

capital, and hurt those with less (Anderson and Reichert, 1996; Gabel 1998a,

1998b; Inglehart, 1970). Trade liberalization increases the international substi-

tutability of labor because firms are more able to shift production across

borders, and this intensifies job insecurity for less-skilled workers (Rodrik,

1997). International economic openness puts pressure on welfare systems and

shifts the burden of taxation from mobile factors of production to immobile

factors (Huber and Stephens, 2001; Scharpf, 2000). Following Gabel (1998b),

we hypothesize that respondents’ general level of education picks up these

mobility effects (education).

Economic internationalization affects the relative scarcity of assets in a

national economy depending on prior factor endowments (Brinegar and Jolly,

2005). According to the Heckscher–Ohlin theorem, trade benefits individuals

who own factors with which the national economy is relatively well endowed

and hurts individuals who own factors that are relatively scarce (Mayda and

Rodrik, 2002; O’Rourke and Sinnott, 2001). Hence, in the most capital-rich

member states we expect unskilled workers to be Euro-skeptic and managers

or professionals to be Euro-supportive, whereas in labor-rich member 

states we expect the reverse (manual worker*gross national income and

professional*gross national income).1

Theories of public opinion derived from individual egocentric calcula-

tion have been extended in two directions. First, subjective as well as objective

factors have been taken into account. Second, sociotropic evaluations concern-

ing one’s group (in this case, country) can be theorized alongside egocentric

evaluations. The corresponding four lines of theorizing are represented in

Figure 1.

Citizens may be sensitive to their sociotropic or collective economic

circumstances (cell II in Figure 1), as well as to those that affect them indi-

vidually (cell I in Figure 1). It seems reasonable to expect residents of countries

that are net recipients of European Union spending to support European inte-

gration, and those in donor countries to oppose it (fiscal transfer) (Anderson

and Reichert, 1996; Brinegar et al., 2004; Diez Medrano, 2003). The same logic

is often at work in regional or federal states, where poorer regions champion

centralization to increase redistribution whereas prosperous regions favor

decentralization (Bolton and Roland, 1997).
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Sociotropic preferences may be shaped by political-economic institutions

(Brinegar et al., 2004; Ray, 2004). The European Union encompasses countries

with contrasting systems of economic coordination: liberal, social democratic,

continental/Christian democratic, and mixed (Hall and Soskice, 2001).

Citizens’ cost–benefit calculations concerning European integration are likely

to be influenced by the type of capitalism in which they live and work.

Political-economic institutions are costly to change, and hence we expect

citizens in more peripheral systems – liberal and social democratic – to be

Euro-skeptical (type of capitalism: liberal, social democratic, continental/Christian

democratic, mixed).

Subjective economic evaluations can be expected to influence public

opinion on European integration alongside objective factors (Anderson, 1998;

Christin, 2005; Eichenberg and Dalton, 1993; Rohrschneider, 2002). European

integration is perceived by most citizens to shape their economic welfare in a

general sense. Citizens who feel confident about the economic future – person-

ally (cell III) and for their country (cell IV) – are likely to regard European inte-

gration in a positive light, whereas those who are fearful will lean towards

Euro-skepticism (personal economic prospects and national economic prospects).

The economic approach to public opinion is likely to be most valid when

economic consequences are perceived with some accuracy, when they are

large enough to matter, and when the choice a person makes actually affects

the outcome. To the extent that these conditions are not present, attitudes may

be sensitive to group identities (Chong, 2000; Elster, 1990; Sears and Funk,

1991; Young et al., 1991).

Identity

The premise of social identity theory is that ‘who one is’ depends on which

groups one identifies with. Humans evolved a capacity for intense group
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Figure 1 Economic models of public opinion on European integration.
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loyalty long before the development of rational faculties. These loyalties can

be extremely powerful in shaping views towards political objects (Massey,

2002; Sears, 1993; Sniderman et al., 2004). The strongest territorial identities

are national, and we suspect that such identities constrain preferences

concerning European integration.

The European Union meshes national and European governments in a

system of multi-level governance that pools sovereignty over important

aspects of citizens’ lives. To the extent that European integration makes it

more difficult for national governments to pursue distinctly national prefer-

ences, it undermines national self-determination and blurs boundaries

between distinct national communities.

European integration reinforces multiculturalism. It erodes exclusionary

norms of ‘us’ and ‘them’ that are deeply rooted in the creation of European

national states. Kriesi and Lachat (2004) observe that individuals who

strongly identify with their national community and who support exclusion-

ary norms tend to perceive European integration as a threat. De Vreese and

Boomgaarden (2005) show that anti-immigration sentiment is associated with

Euro-skepticism. Similarly, McLaren finds that ‘[a]ntipathy toward the EU is

not just about cost/benefit calculations or about cognitive mobilization . . .

but about fear of, or hostility toward, other cultures’ (McLaren, 2002: 553).

Not only does European integration create economic losers and winners; it

provokes a sharp sense of identity loss among defenders of the nation

(national attachment) and among anti-cosmopolitans (multiculturalism).

The relationship between national identity and European integration is

double-edged. On the one hand, national identity and European identity may

reinforce each other (Citrin and Sides, 2004; Klandermans et al., 2003). It is

not unusual for citizens to have multiple identities – to feel, for example,

Catalan, Spanish, and European – at one and the same time (Diez Medrano

and Guttiérez, 2001; Marks, 1999; Marks and Llamazares, forthcoming).

Haesly (2001) finds positive, rather than negative, associations between Welsh

and European identities and between Scottish and European identities.

Klandermans and his co-authors (2003) detect a cumulative pattern of iden-

tities, in which farmers who identify with Europe tend also to identify with

their nation. Risse (2002) conceptualizes the relationship as akin to a marble

cake in which multiple identities are meshed together. Van Kersbergen (2000)

conceives of European allegiance as embedded in national allegiance. Citrin

and Sides find that ‘while the nation retains primacy in most people’s minds,

the growing sense of Europeanness implies that more people are integrating

a sense of belonging to two overlapping polities’ (2004: 170).

But it is also true that opposition to European integration is couched as

defense of the nation against control from Brussels. Radical right political

parties in France, Denmark, Italy, Belgium, and Austria tap nationalism to
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reject further integration, and since 1996 such parties have formed the largest

reservoir of Euro-skepticism in the EU as a whole (Hooghe et al., 2002;

Taggart, 1998). Christin and Trechsel (2002) find that the stronger the national

attachment and national pride of Swiss citizens, the less likely they are to

support membership in the European Union. Carey (2002) shows that national

attachment combined with national pride has a significant negative effect on

support for European integration. Luedtke (2005) finds a strong negative

association between national identity and support for EU immigration policy.

To resolve these conflicting expectations, we need to theorize how

national identity can both reinforce and undermine support for European

integration. Diez Medrano (2003) argues that national histories are crucial.

Analyzing patterns of discourse in the UK, Spain, and Germany, Medrano

finds that English Euro-skepticism is rooted in Britain’s special history of

empire, that West German pro-Europeanism reflects Second World War guilt,

and that the Spanish tend to support European integration as proxy for

modernization and democratization (Diez Medrano, 2003). A research team

led by Stråth and Triandafyllidou (2003) links party programs, public opinion,

educational curricula, and media within nine EU countries. These studies

emphasize the stickiness of national identity within unique national contexts.

Can one generalize about the connection between national identity and

public opinion? We begin with the basic distinction between exclusive and

inclusive national identity, and we hypothesize that citizens who conceive of

their national identity as exclusive of other territorial identities are predis-

posed to be considerably more Euro-skeptical than are those who conceive

their national identity in inclusive terms (exclusive national identity). We know,

for example, that individuals who identify themselves exclusively as Belgian

or exclusively as Flemish are more likely to oppose multi-level governance

than are those who identify themselves as both Belgian and Flemish

(Maddens et al., 1996). We expect to find something similar at the supra-

national level (Hooghe and Marks, 2004).

However, the impact of identity on political attitudes is neither automatic

nor uniform (Diez Medrano, 2003; Kriesi and Lachat, 2004). The connection

between individuals’ communal identity and their attitude toward European

integration appears to be politically constructed, as we theorize in the next

section.

Political cues

The premise of cue theory is that underlying values and interests need to be

primed to become politically salient. An experiment examining immigrant

attitudes among Dutch citizens finds that individuals who are prompted to
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think about national identity are much more likely to oppose immigration

than are respondents whose personal identity is primed (Sniderman et al.,

2004). This has directed attention to cognitive short-cuts, contextual factors,

and elite cues, each of which help a person respond to a survey question about

an issue that is seldom on his or her mind (Feldman, 1988; Steenbergen and

Jones, 2002; Zaller, 1992).

The cues that appear most relevant to European integration arise in

member states. The European Union is part of a system of multi-level govern-

ance that encompasses domestic political arenas, and so one would expect

domestic politics to shape public views on European integration. A stream of

research examines how national contexts frame views on European integra-

tion. Taking off from Franklin et al.’s ‘uncorking the bottle’ model (1994 and

1995) and Anderson’s national proxies model (1998), this research emphasizes

the quality of national governance (Sánchez-Cuenca, 2000), national demo-

cratic performance (Rohrschneider, 2002), or incumbent support and political

ideology (Ray, 2003a). Here we hypothesize that public opinion is constrained

by political ideology, political parties, and political elites in those domestic

arenas.

Political choice in European domestic politics is structured by a general

left/right dimension. Previous research has found that this dimension – in

the aggregate – has little bite on public opinion on European integration

(left/right) (Ray, 2003a, 2003b; Van der Eijk and Franklin, 1996). But some

writers have suggested that the implications of left and right for public

opinion on European integration depend on a country’s political-economic

institutions (Brinegar et al., 2004; Brinegar and Jolly, 2005; Marks, 2004; Ray,

2004). In most countries, European integration has become a left-leaning

project because it holds out the prospect of continental-wide regulation.

However, citizens in social democratic societies are likely to perceive

European integration as a source of regulatory competition, and hence as a

constraint on market regulation. Hence in social democratic systems, we

expect the Left to be opposed to European integration and the Right to be

supportive (left/right*social democratic capitalism).

Literature on American public opinion suggests that citizens are cued by

political elites (Druckman, 2001; Zaller, 1992: 97–117). In Europe, the most

important political organizations connecting elites to the public are political

parties, and we hypothesize that individuals who say that they support a

particular party will tend to follow that party’s position on European inte-

gration (party cue) (Steenbergen and Jones, 2002). Cues are likely to be

strongest when elites conflict over an issue (Ray, 2003b; Steenbergen and Scott,

2004). Elite conflict punctures passive support for European integration –

transforming the ‘permissive consensus’ that predominated during the EU’s
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first three decades into a ‘constraining dissensus’. We hypothesize that the

greater the divisions among political parties and national elites on European

integration, the more citizens are likely to oppose the process (elite division).

We follow Zaller (1992), Ray (2003b), and Steenbergen and Jones (2002) by

modeling the causality as elite driven.2

Research on national political parties tells us that conflict over European

integration has, in large part, become a struggle over national community

values: what does it mean to be British, French, or Greek, and how does this

connect to European integration? We hypothesize that citizens who see them-

selves as exclusively national are particularly receptive to elite warnings that

European integration harbors unacceptable foreign influence. We theorize an

interaction: the deeper elite division in a country, the more will exclusive

national identity be harnessed against European integration (elite

division*exclusive national identity). In countries where the elite is divided on the

issue, exclusive national identity is likely to rear its head. In countries where

the elite is squarely behind the European project, we expect national identity

to lie dormant or to be positively associated with support for integration.

Models

Table 1 summarizes 11 models of public opinion on European integration.

The table lists the dependent variable used in each analysis, the method of

analysis, the proportion of the variance explained, and, in italics, the most

powerful independent variables. These models are, in our view, the most

interesting, influential, and/or original analyses to have appeared over the

past decade. They also represent the major directions in theorizing. Direct

comparison of results across these models is complicated because the depen-

dent variable varies, as do populations, time points, and methods. But some

general lessons can be learned.

Most models, like the field as a whole, emphasize political-economic vari-

ables. Identities are far less prominent, though we over-sample in this respect

by including McLaren’s cultural threat model (2002), Carey’s identity model

(2002), and Diez Medrano’s framing Europe model (2003).

The European Union is a moving target, and it is not surprising that

analyses of public opinion have changed over time. Up to the mid-1990s and

the Maastricht Treaty, the EU was essentially a means to institutionalize

market integration, and analyses of public opinion reflected this. Gabel’s book

Interests and Integration (1998b), from which we draw the policy appraisal and

national political economy models, is primarily concerned with economic

costs and benefits, as is Anderson and Reichert’s economic benefits model

(1996). Another stream of work (not represented in Table 1) examines 
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cross-national variation in support in terms of aggregate economic factors

(Carrubba, 1997; Eichenberg and Dalton, 1993 and 2003).

Several models engage domestic politics. Anderson’s national proxies

model (1998), Rohrschneider’s democratic performance model (2002), and

Steenbergen and Jones’ party cue model (2002) draw attention to national

political-institutional variables, of which party support or party cue appear

especially powerful. Brinegar et al.’s types of capitalism model (2004) high-

lights how national political-economic institutions refract left/right position-

ing on European integration.

In the 1990s, elite conflict on Europe intensified, radical right parties

became the Euro-skeptical vanguard, and scholars began to analyze

communal identities as sources of public opinion. Carey’s identity model

(2002) provides evidence that regional, national, and European identities

structure EU public opinion. McLaren’s cultural threat model (2002) demon-

strates that negative attitudes towards the EU reflect general hostility toward

other cultures. Diez Medrano’s model (2003) attempts to generalize how

different national histories frame conceptions of national identity and Europe.

Our analysis builds on these insights. We compare the relative influence

of economic calculation and communal identity, and we propose a simple,

but encompassing, model that explains around one-third of the variance in

public support for European integration.

Method and data

To measure support for European integration we combine three complemen-

tary elements of support: the principle of membership, the desired speed of

integration, and the desired direction of future integration. The results

reported below are robust across these component measures. This and other

variables in our analysis are detailed in the appendix (see the appendix3 also

for descriptive statistics).4

We use multi-level analysis to probe variation at the individual, party,

and country level. Our presumption is that political parties and countries are

irreducible political contexts that interact with individual attributes to

produce political effects – in this case, support for or opposition to European

integration. To the extent that individuals are clustered in parties and

countries, they should not be regarded as independent units of analysis.

Ignoring this biases standard errors because residuals will co-vary across the

higher-level groups. By specifying predictors for clustered data across the

relevant clusters, one is less likely to mis-specify parameters (Steenbergen and

Jones, 2002).
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We use five controls throughout. Consistent with prior work, we expect

support to be greater among opinion leaders, respondents knowledgeable

about European politics, men, and younger individuals. We also control for

European attachment so that our measure of exclusive national identity does not

tap absence of European identity. European attachment is strongly associated

with support for European integration (R = .30), and its inclusion as a control

variable imposes conservatism in estimating the significance and effect of

identity variables of theoretical interest.

Results

Let us begin by examining the extent to which variation in public opinion on

European integration is clustered among countries and political parties. An

empty ANOVA model partitions the total variance into discrete variance

components. The ANOVA model, hereafter described as the base model, is

shown in Table 2. The individual level accounts for 76.6% of the variance

across the sample; the party level accounts for 9.1%; and the country level

accounts for 14.3%.

Table 3 presents the results of the multi-level analysis. Each of the theories

we discuss has some power. Models 1 and 2 confirm that citizens respond to

economic stimuli. Variables that tap occupation along with personal and

collective expectations are significant in both models, though they are not

particularly powerful when compared with variables that tap type of capital-

ism (model 1) or fiscal redistribution among countries (model 2).

In model 1, mean support for European integration is more than 25 points

lower (on a 100-point scale) in Scandinavian social democratic political

European Union Politics 6(4)4 3 0

Table 2 The base model

Unstandardized Standard

coefficients errors

Fixed effects: constant 64.697** 2.965

Variance components

Country level 110.838** 46.446

Party level 70.261** 13.013

Individual level 593.384** 9.669

–2* log likelihood 70985

Note: * p < .01 ** p < .001
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economies than in our reference category, the mixed political economies of

France and southern Europe. Model 1 accounts for almost four-fifths of the

country variance in our data, considerably more than model 2 or model 3.

But what can one infer from the strength of dichotomous varieties of capital-

ism variables? The three dummy variables in model 1 specify groupings of

countries that share distinctive social, political, and cultural features along-

side particular types of capitalism. To be sure, Scandinavians tend to be far

more Euro-skeptical than southern Europeans, but is this because they have

a distinctive political economy, or because Scandinavians have particular

identities that lead them to resist rule from Brussels?

To probe further, one must replace country names with variables. In

model 2 we replace the dummies representing groups of countries with a

measure of fiscal redistribution. Because most redistribution in the EU is from

the richer countries of the north to the poorer countries in the south, fiscal

transfer is strongly correlated (R > .30) with three of the dummy variables

for country groupings. Adding the variable to model 1 creates unstable

coefficients. In model 2 and under the controls exerted in subsequent models,

fiscal transfer is significant and powerful.

Figure 2 illustrates this by estimating the relative effect of eight influen-

tial independent variables, including fiscal transfer. The solid boxes encom-

pass the inter-quartile range and the whiskers indicate the range between the

5th and the 95th percentile, holding all other independent variables at their

means. An individual in Germany at the 5th percentile on fiscal transfer has a

mean score of 66.3 on support for European integration, whereas an individual

in Greece, at the 95th percentile, has a mean score of 81.5, controlling for all

other variables in our analysis. The differing length of the 95% whiskers in

Figure 2 for this variable indicates that its association with support for

European integration is not linear. Fiscal transfer sharply delineates four

countries (Greece, Portugal, Spain, and Ireland) that receive the bulk of

cohesion funding and that tend to be pro-EU.

Three variables that tap identity – exclusive national identity, multicultural-

ism, and national attachment – are featured in model 3. This model is not as

efficient as either model 1 or model 2 in accounting for country variance, but

it is considerably better at explaining variance at the party and at the indi-

vidual level. The reduction in the chi-square (–2*log likelihood) from model

2 to model 3 is 714, and model 3 costs four fewer degrees of freedom. This

identity model explains 21.9% of the total variance (excluding European

attachment).

The double-edged character of identity is apparent: national identity both

contributes to, and diminishes, support for European integration. Attachment

to one’s country is positively correlated with support for European integration

Hooghe and Marks Calculation, Community and Cues 4 3 1
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in bivariate analysis.5 But national identity is Janus-faced: in some circum-

stances it collides with European integration.

The extent to which national identity is exclusive or inclusive is decisive.

A Eurobarometer question compels respondents to place either European or

national identity above the other, and separates those who say they think of

themselves as ‘only British (or French, etc.)’ from those who say they have

some form of multiple identity. Estimates for exclusive national identity are

negative, substantively large, and significant in the presence of any and all

controls we exert. On average, and controlling for all other variables, an indi-

vidual in our sample who claims an exclusive national identity scores 63.2 on

our scale for support for European integration, compared with 76.1 for a

person who does not. The difference, 12.9%, is indicated by the solid box in

Figure 2.

Two methodological issues arise in relation to our claim that national

identity shapes public opinion on European integration. The first concerns

causal priority. Is national identity exogenous with respect to public support

for European integration? Are we right to assume that national identity causes

support, and not the reverse? Our approach is confirmed by empirical

research arguing that national factors shape public attitudes on European

integration, rather than the reverse (Kritzinger, 2003; Van Kersbergen, 2000).

It seems plausible to place identities, especially national identities, earlier in

the causal chain than support for or opposition to a particular political system,

particularly one as distant to most citizens as the European Union. National

identities are more deeply rooted in respondents’ minds than are attitudes

towards European integration, and, to the extent that one finds an association

between them, it seems sensible to argue that identities are causally prior.

The second issue concerns measurement. The Eurobarometer question

concerning exclusive national identity is far from perfect for our purpose. The

measure we use taps national identity by asking whether respondents see

themselves as exclusively national or have some form of national and

European identity. We control for European attachment to diminish the influ-

ence of European identity in our results. We also find that degrees of European

identity – whether respondents say they see themselves as national first or

European first – have little statistical bite. Consistent with our exclusive

national identity argument, the difference between respondents with exclus-

ive national identity and any form of mixed identity is considerably greater

than the differences among those with varying forms of mixed identity.

Average support for European integration is 53.3 on our scale for respondents

who have exclusive national identity, and varies between 75.1 and 80.4 across

the remaining categories. The active agent in our analysis is, therefore, the

divide between individuals with exclusive national identity and those who

Hooghe and Marks Calculation, Community and Cues 4 3 3
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attest to some mix of inclusive national and European identity rather than

between those who have different degrees of mixed identity.

Model 4 combines economic and identity variables and is a large

improvement over models 1 to 3. This model reveals that economic and

identity variables tap different aspects of public opinion. Model 5 introduces

political parties, elite divisions, and left/right ideology. Party cue is the fifth

most powerful variable in Figure 2, while divisions within and across politi-

cal parties and divisions within the political elite, summarized by the variable

elite division, are extraordinarily influential. The inter-quartile range in Figure

2 for elite division is second only to that for exclusive national identity. A citizen

in Sweden, the country with the most divided elite, scores on average 60.8

on our scale for support for European integration, whereas a citizen in Spain,

with the least divided elite, scores 76.1. This 5–95% range is represented by

the whiskers in Figure 2. Model 5 explains 33.5% of total variance when we

strip out the effect of European attachment, and it is more powerful than any

model in Table 1.6

Model 6, our final model, is in one key respect simpler than model 5. It

combines the two most influential variables in model 5, elite division and exclus-

ive national identity, into a single interactive term that provides information

about the level of elite division only for individuals having exclusive national

identity. Our hunch, derived from what we know about American public

opinion, seems to be on the right track: divisions within a country’s elite

interact with exclusive national identity to shape attitudes on European inte-

gration. Model 6 includes another interaction term, left/right*social democratic

capitalism, which has a significant positive coefficient consistent with our

hypothesis that political-economic institutions refract ideological positioning.

In social democratic systems, the Left’s response to European integration is

framed by its defense of welfare provisions that appear anomalous in a wider

European context, whereas the political Right welcomes European norms.

Conclusion

The European Union is an extremely versatile institution. It is an international

regime that facilitates economic exchange; it is a supranational polity that

exerts political authority over its citizens; and it is part of a system of multi-

level governance that encompasses national politics. In this paper we show

that the motivations underlying public opinion on European integration draw

on all three perspectives. Citizens take the economic consequences of market

integration into account, both for themselves and for their countries. They

evaluate European integration in terms of their communal identities and their
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views towards foreigners and foreign cultures. Further, their attitudes are

cued by their ideological placement and by elites and political parties.

A multi-level model that synthesizes these perspectives is considerably

more powerful than one that does not. The model we put forward in this

paper uses 12 degrees of freedom to account for 25.6% of variance at the indi-

vidual level and almost all variance at the country and party levels. Compari-

son with prior models is not easy given variations in method and dependent

variables, but, for the first time, readers can review leading models and their

basic findings side by side.

Economic interests and communal identities do not speak with a single

voice across the European Union, but interact with national institutions and

elites. The implications of ideology for public opinion on European integra-

tion vary with the expected effect of integration on welfare states. More inte-

gration means one thing for welfare spending in a country such as the UK,

which has a low level, and quite another in a country such as Sweden, where

welfare spending is high. This is reflected in ideological positioning with

respect to European integration.

We find that exclusive national identity provides a key to public opinion,

but the extent to which exclusive national identity bites on support for

European integration depends on how divided national elites are. Where elites

are united on Europe, national identity and European integration tend to

coexist; where they are divided, national identity produces Euro-skepticism.

National identities are formed early in life. Children as young as six or

seven know full well whether they are Spanish, German, or Swedish

(Druckman, 1994). Yet the political consequences of national identity are

constructed in debate and conflict. We suggest that such construction takes

place primarily in domestic arenas, and is cued by political elites and politi-

cal parties, but we need better data, and data over time, to delve more deeply

into the causal connections between elite and public attitudes.

Theories of public opinion on European integration have lagged behind

first-hand description. Journalists and close observers of the public mood

have for some time emphasized that national identities constrain support for

European integration, yet all but a few scholarly analyses have focused on

economic calculation. Our finding that identity is influential for public

opinion on European integration extends research linking identity concep-

tions to attitudes on immigration and race (Citrin et al., 1990; De Vreese and

Boomgaarden, 2005; Luedtke, 2005; Sears, 1993; Sniderman et al., 2004).

Our analysis suggests that the influence of communal identities may

reach well beyond race or immigration. A policy with clear distributional

consequences may still be evaluated as an identity issue. Research on trade

liberalization has produced the unexplained finding that citizens with strong
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national attachment tend to oppose trade liberalization both in the United

States and across OECD countries. National attachment appears to be a more

powerful influence than conventional economic factors, a finding that is all

the more striking because it has emerged in two independent tests of

economic, not identity, theories (O’Rourke and Sinnott, 2001; Mayda and

Rodrik, 2002). Clearly, we have much to learn about how economic calcula-

tion and identity shape public opinion, and about how their effects vary

across political contexts.

Notes

For comments and advice we are grateful to Mark Aspinwall, Stefano Bartolini,
Tanja Börzel, Gerda Falkner, Rusanna Gaber, Peter Hall, Elizabeth Gerber,
Adrienne Héritier, Seth Jolly, Hans-Peter Kriesi, David Lake, Christiane Lemke,
Ivan Llamazares, Catherine Netjes, Thomas Risse, Edeltraud Roller, Dieter Rucht,
David Soskice, Alexander Trechsel, Anna Triandafyllidou, Bernhard Wessels, and
the Steiner political science discussion group at the University of North Carolina,
Chapel Hill. Earlier versions were presented at the Vrije Universiteit Amsterdam;
the Social Science Research Center, Berlin; the European University Institute,
Florence; the Center for European Studies at Harvard University; Humboldt
University, Berlin; the University of Michigan, Ann Arbor; Princeton University;
the Institute for Advanced Studies, Vienna; and the 2003 APSA Meeting, Phila-
delphia. We received institutional support from the Center for European Studies
at the University of North Carolina, the Alexander von Humboldt Foundation,
and the Social Science Research Center, Berlin. We alone are responsible for errors.

1 The literature is divided on how to test this hypothesis. Gabel (1998c) inter-
acts occupational dummies for low- and high-skilled individuals with relative
wages (or income). This operationalization has been criticized on the grounds
that relative wage/income data at the individual level do not adequately
capture variation in national contexts (Brinegar and Jolly, 2005). We follow
Gabel by interacting occupation with income, but we use a national variable
– gross national income (GNI) – to tap country variation.

2 This assumption is controversial, and has been recently challenged
(Carrubba, 2001; Gabel and Scheve, 2004). It seems sensible to model the
party–public interaction as conditional on the salience of an issue for the
public. Recent data and research suggest that European integration has
indeed become salient in some recent national elections, though it is not clear
how this has varied over time (Evans, 1999; Netjes, 2004; Tilman, 2004).

3 The appendix can be found on the EUP web page.
4 Data are from Eurobarometer 54.1 (Hartung, 2002; fieldwork in Fall 2000).

The data set was made available by the Mannheimer Zentrum für Umfragen,
Methoden und Analysen (ZUMA). We include only respondents for whom
we have values on all variables in the full model to assure commensurabil-
ity across explanatory models, and we weight each country to have equal
sample size. Neither of these decisions affects our results. There are no
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significant differences in means and standard deviations between our
restricted sample and the full sample (minus Luxembourg, and each country
equally weighted; see appendix). No variables reported here shift in sign or
significance across the restricted and full samples or across weighted and
unweighted samples.

5 The association between national attachment and support for European integra-
tion is usually insignificant under controls, and becomes negative when we
control for European attachment.

6 When we follow Gabel and Palmer (1995) and include national benefit (‘Do
you believe your country has benefited from European integration’) on the
left-hand side of the equation along with country dummies, model 5 explains
42.6% of the variance.

References

Anderson, Christopher J. (1998) ‘When in Doubt, Use Proxies: Attitudes toward
Domestic Politics and Support for European Integration’, Comparative Political
Studies 31: 569–601.

Anderson, Christopher J. and M. Shawn Reichert (1996) ‘Economic Benefits and
Support for Membership in the E.U.: A Cross-National Analysis’, Journal of
Public Policy 15: 231–49.

Bolton, Patrick and Gérard Roland (1997) ‘The Breakup of Nations: A Political
Economy Analysis’, Quarterly Journal of Economics 112: 1057–89.

Brinegar, Adam and Seth Jolly (2005) ‘Location, Location, Location: National
Contextual Factors and Public Support for European Integration’, European
Union Politics 6(2): 155–80.

Brinegar, Adam, Seth Jolly and Herbert Kitschelt (2004) ‘Varieties of Capitalism
and Political Divides over European Integration’, in Gary Marks and Marco
Steenbergen (eds) European Integration and Political Conflict, pp. 62–89.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Carey, Sean (2002) ‘Undivided Loyalties: Is National Identity an Obstacle to
European Integration?’, European Union Politics 3(4): 387–413.

Carrubba, Clifford J. (1997) ‘Net Financial Transfers in the European Union: Who
Gets What and Why?’, Journal of Politics 59: 469–96.

Carrubba, Clifford J. (2001) ‘The Electoral Connection in European Union Politics’,
Journal of Politics 63: 141–58.

Chong, Dennis (2000) Rational Lives: Norms and Values in Politics and Society.
Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Christin, Thomas (2005) ‘Economic and Political Basis of Attitudes towards the
EU in Central and East European Countries in the 1990s’, European Union
Politics 6(1): 29–57.

Christin, Thomas and Alexander Trechsel (2002) ‘Joining the EU? Explaining
Public Opinion in Switzerland’, European Union Politics 3(4): 415–43.

Citrin, Jack and John Sides (2004) ‘Can There Be Europe without Europeans?
Problems of Identity in a Multinational Community’, in Richard Herrmann,
Marilynn Brewer and Thomas Risse (eds) Transnational Identities: Becoming
European in the EU, pp. 161–85. Lanham, MD: Rowman & Littlefield.

Hooghe and Marks Calculation, Community and Cues 4 3 9

 at Sciences Po on February 19, 2014eup.sagepub.comDownloaded from 



Citrin, Jack, Beth Reingold and Donald P. Green (1990) ‘American Identity and
the Politics of Ethnic Change’, Journal of Politics 52: 1124–54.

Commission of the European Union (2001) Allocation of 2000 EU Operating Expen-
diture by Member State. European Commission, Budget Directorate, September.

De Vreese, Claes and Haj Boomgaarden (2005) ‘Projecting EU Referendums: Fear
of Immigration and Support for European Integration’, European Union Politics
6(1): 59–82.

Diez Medrano, Juan (2003) Framing Europe: Attitudes to European Integration in
Germany, Spain, and the United Kingdom. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University
Press.

Diez Medrano, Juan and Paula Guttiérez (2001) ‘Nested Identities: National and
European Identity in Spain’, Ethnic and Racial Studies 24: 753–78.

Druckman, Daniel (1994) ‘Nationalism, Patriotism, and Group Loyalty: A Social
Psychological Perspective’, Mershon International Studies Review 38: 43–68.

Druckman, James N. (2001) ‘On the Limits of Framing Effects: Who Can Frame?’,
Journal of Politics 63: 1041–66.

Eichenberg, Richard and Russell Dalton (1993) ‘Europeans and the European
Community: The Dynamics of Public Support for European Integration’, Inter-
national Organization 47: 507–34.

Eichenberg, Richard and Russell Dalton (2003) ‘Post-Maastricht Blues: The Welfare
State and the Transformation of Citizen Support for European Integration,
1973–2002’, mimeo, Tufts University.

Elster, Jon (1990) ‘When Rationality Fails’, in Karen Schweers Cook and Margaret
Levi (eds) The Limits of Rationality, pp. 19–51. Chicago: University of Chicago
Press.

Evans, Geoffrey (1999) ‘Europe: A New Electoral Cleavage?’, in Geoffrey Evans
and Pippa Norris (eds) Critical Elections: British Parties and Voters in Long-Term
Perspective, pp. 207–22. London: Sage.

Feldman, Stanley (1988) ‘Structure and Consistency in Public Opinion: The Role
of Core Beliefs and Values’, American Journal of Political Science 32: 416–40.

Franklin, Mark, Michael Marsh and Lauren McLaren (1994) ‘Uncorking the Bottle:
Popular Opposition to European Unification in the Wake of Maastricht’, Journal
of Common Market Studies 32: 455–73.

Franklin, Mark N., Cees van der Eijk and Michael Marsh (1995) ‘Referendum
Outcomes and Trust in Government: Public Support for Europe in the Wake
of Maastricht’, in Jack Hayward (ed.) The Crisis of Representation in Europe,
pp. 101–17. London: Frank Cass.

Gabel, Matthew (1998a) ‘Public Support for European Integration: An Empirical
Test of Five Theories’, Journal of Politics 60: 333–54.

Gabel, Matthew (1998b) Interests and Integration: Market Liberalization, Public
Opinion, and European Union. Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press.

Gabel, Matthew (1998c) ‘Economic Integration and Mass Politics: Market Liber-
alization and Public Attitudes in the European Union’, American Journal of
Political Science 42: 936–53.

Gabel, Matthew and Harvey Palmer (1995) ‘Understanding Variation in Public
Support for European Integration’, European Journal of Political Research 27: 3–19.

Gabel, Matthew and Kenneth Scheve (2004) ‘Estimating the Effect of Elite

European Union Politics 6(4)4 4 0

 at Sciences Po on February 19, 2014eup.sagepub.comDownloaded from 



Consensus on Public Opinion Using Instrumental Variables’, mimeo,
University of Kentucky.

Haesly, Richard (2001) ‘Euroskeptics, Europhiles and Instrumental Europeans:
European Attachment in Scotland and Wales’, European Union Politics 2(1):
81–102.

Hall, Peter A. and David Soskice (eds) (2001) Varieties of Capitalism: The Institutional
Foundations of Comparative Advantage. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Hartung, Harald (2002) Eurobarometer 54.1: Building Europe and the European Union.
The European Parliament, Public Safety, and Defense Policy, November–December
2000. Brussels: Commission of the European Communities.

Hooghe, Liesbet (2003) ‘Europe Divided? Elites vs. Public Opinion on European
Integration’, European Union Politics 4(3): 281–305.

Hooghe, Liesbet and Gary Marks (2004) ‘Does Identity or Economic Rationality
Drive Public Opinion on European Integration?’, PS: Political Science and Politics
37: 415–20.

Hooghe, Liesbet, Gary Marks and Carole Wilson (2002) ‘Does Left/Right Structure
Party Positions on European Integration?’, Comparative Political Studies 35:
965–89.

Huber, Evelyne and John Stephens (2001) Political Choice in Global Markets: Develop-
ment and Crisis of Advanced Welfare States. Chicago: Chicago University Press.

Inglehart, Ronald (1970) ‘Cognitive Mobilization and European Identity’,
Comparative Politics 3: 45–70.

Klandermans, Bert, José Manuel Sabucedo and Mauro Rodriguez (2003) ‘Inclu-
siveness of Identification among Farmers in the Netherlands and Galicia’,
European Journal of Social Psychology 34: 279–95.

Kriesi, Hanspeter and Romain Lachat (2004) ‘Globalization and the Transform-
ation of the National Political Space: Switzerland and France Compared’, paper
prepared for a Workshop on the Analysis of Political Cleavages and Party
Competition, Duke University, 16–17 April.

Kritzinger, Sylvia (2003) ‘The Influence of the Nation-State on Individual Support
for the European Union’, European Union Politics 4(2): 219–42.

Luedtke, Adam (2005) ‘European Integration, Public Opinion, and Immigration
Policy: Testing the Impact of National Identity’, European Union Politics 6(1):
83–112.

McLaren, Lauren (2002) ‘Public Support for the European Union: Cost/Benefit
Analysis or Perceived Cultural Threat?’ Journal of Politics 64(12): 551–66.

Maddens, Bart, Roeland Beerten and Jaak Billiet (1996) Ethnocentrism and Nation-
alism: Towards a Contextual Approach. Leuven: Department of Sociology (ISPO).

Marks, Gary (1999) ‘Territorial Identities in the European Union’, in Jeffrey J.
Anderson (ed.) Regional Integration and Democracy: Expanding on the European
Experience, pp. 69–91. Lanham, MD: Rowman & Littlefield.

Marks, Gary (2004) ‘Conclusion: European Integration and Political Conflict’, in
Gary Marks and Marco Steenbergen (eds) European Integration and Political
Conflict, pp. 235–59. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Marks, Gary and Ivan Llamazares (forthcoming) ‘Multi-level Governance in
Southern Europe: European Integration and Regional Mobilization’, in P.
Nikiforos Diamandouros, Richard Gunther and Gianfranco Pasquino (eds) The

Hooghe and Marks Calculation, Community and Cues 4 4 1

 at Sciences Po on February 19, 2014eup.sagepub.comDownloaded from 



Changing Functions of the State in the New Southern Europe. Baltimore, MD: Johns
Hopkins University Press.

Massey, Douglas (2002) ‘Presidential Address: A Brief History of Human Society:
The Origin and Role of Emotion in Social Life’, American Sociological Review 67:
1–29.

Mayda, Anna Maria and Dani Rodrik (2002) ‘Why Are Some People (and
Countries) More Protectionist Than Others?’, mimeo, MIT.

Netjes, Catherine (2004) ‘Sleeping Giant or Much Ado about Nothing? Examining
the Role of Attitudes towards European Integration on National Vote Choice
in Denmark’, mimeo, Free University of Amsterdam.

O’Rourke, Kevin H. and Richard Sinnott (2001) ‘The Determinants of Individual
Trade Policy Preferences: International Survey Evidence’, paper presented at
the Brookings Trade Policy Forum, 10–11 May.

Ray, Leonard (2003a) ‘Reconsidering the Link between Incumbent Support and
Pro-EU Opinion’, European Union Politics 4(3): 259–79.

Ray, Leonard (2003b) ‘When Parties Matter: The Conditional Influence of Party
Positions on Voter Opinions about European Integration’, Journal of Politics 65:
978–94.

Ray, Leonard (2004) ‘Don’t Rock the Boat: Expectations, Fears, and Opposition to
EU Level Policy Making’, in Gary Marks and Marco Steenbergen (eds) European
Integration and Political Conflict, pp. 51–61. Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press.

Risse, Thomas (2002) ‘Nationalism and Collective Identities. Europe versus the
Nation-State?’, in Paul Heywood, Erik Jones and Martin Rhodes (eds) Develop-
ments in West European Politics, pp. 77–93. London: Palgrave Macmillan.

Rodrik, Dani (1997) Has Globalization Gone Too Far? Washington DC: Institute for
International Economics.

Rohrschneider, Robert (2002) ‘The Democracy Deficit and Mass Support for an
EU-wide Government’, American Journal of Political Science 46: 463–75.

Sánchez-Cuenca, Ignacio (2000) ‘The Political Bases of Support for European Inte-
gration’, European Union Politics 1(2): 147–71.

Scharpf, Fritz (2000) ‘The Viability of Advanced Welfare States in the International
Economy: Vulnerabilities and Options’, Journal of European Public Policy 7:
190–228.

Sears, David O. (1993) ‘Symbolic Politics: A Socio-Psychological Theory’, in
Shanto Iyengar and William J. McGuire (eds) Explorations in Political Psychol-
ogy, pp. 113–49. Durham, NC: Duke University Press.

Sears, David O. and Carolyn Funk (1991) ‘The Role of Self-Interest in Social and
Political Attitudes’, Advances in Experimental Social Psychology 24: 1–91.

Sniderman, Paul M., Louk Hagendoorn and Markus Prior (2004) ‘Predisposing
Factors and Situational Triggers: Exclusionary Reactions to Immigrant Minori-
ties’, American Political Science Review 98: 35–49.

Spence, Jacqueline [s.d., 1997] The European Union: A View from the Top. Waver,
Belgium: EOS Gallup Europe of top national decision-makers in member states.

Steenbergen, Marco and Bradford S. Jones (2002) ‘Modeling Multilevel Data Struc-
tures’, American Journal of Political Science 46: 218–37.

Steenbergen, Marco and David J. Scott (2004) ‘Contesting Europe? The Salience
of European Integration as a Party Issue’, in Gary Marks and Marco

European Union Politics 6(4)4 4 2

 at Sciences Po on February 19, 2014eup.sagepub.comDownloaded from 



Steenbergen (eds) European Integration and Political Conflict, pp. 165–92.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Stråth, Bo and Anna Triandafyllidou (eds) (2003) Representations of Europe and the
Nation in Current and Prospective Member States: The Collective State of the Art and
Historical Reports. Brussels: European Commission, Directorate-General for
Research, EUR 20736.

Taggart, Paul (1998) ‘A Touchstone of Dissent: Euroscepticism in Contemporary
Western European Party Systems’, European Journal of Political Research 33:
363–88.

Tilman, Erik R. (2004) ‘The European Union at the Ballot Box? European Integra-
tion and Voting Behavior in the New Member States’, Comparative Political
Studies 37: 590–610.

Van der Eijk, Cees and Mark N. Franklin (eds) (1996) Choosing Europe? The
European Electorate and National Politics in the Face of Union. Ann Arbor:
University of Michigan Press.

Van Kersbergen, Kees (2000) ‘Political Allegiance and European Integration’,
European Journal of Political Research 37: 1–17.

World Bank (2003) World Development Indicators Database. URL (consulted April
2004): http://www.worldbank.org/data/dataquery.html.

Young, Jason, Cynthia J. Thomsen, Eugene Borgida, John L. Sullivan and John H.
Aldrich (1991) ‘When Self-Interest Makes a Difference: The Role of Construct
Accessibility in Political Reasoning’, Journal of Experimental Social Psychology 27:
271–96.

Zaller, John R. (1992) The Nature and Origins of Mass Opinion. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

About the authors

Liesbet Hooghe is Professor of Political Science, University of North

Carolina at Chapel Hill, Hamilton Hall #3265, Chapel Hill NC 27599,

USA, and Professor of Political Science, Chair in Multilevel Governance,

Vrije Universiteit Amsterdam.

Fax: +1 919 962 0432

E-mail: hooghe@unc.edu

Gary Marks is Burton Craige Professor of Political Science, University

of North Carolina at Chapel Hill, Hamilton Hall #3265, Chapel Hill NC

27599, USA, and Professor of Political Science, Chair in Multilevel

Governance, Vrije Universiteit Amsterdam.

Fax: +1 919 962 0432

E-mail: marks@unc.edu

Hooghe and Marks Calculation, Community and Cues 4 4 3

 at Sciences Po on February 19, 2014eup.sagepub.comDownloaded from 



http://cps.sagepub.com/
Comparative Political Studies

http://cps.sagepub.com/content/31/5/569
The online version of this article can be found at:

 
DOI: 10.1177/0010414098031005002

 1998 31: 569Comparative Political Studies
CHRISTOPHER J. ANDERSON

Support for European Integration
When in Doubt, Use Proxies: Attitudes toward Domestic Politics and

 
 

Published by:

http://www.sagepublications.com

 can be found at:Comparative Political StudiesAdditional services and information for 
 
 
 

 
http://cps.sagepub.com/cgi/alertsEmail Alerts: 

 

http://cps.sagepub.com/subscriptionsSubscriptions: 

http://www.sagepub.com/journalsReprints.navReprints:

 

http://www.sagepub.com/journalsPermissions.navPermissions:

 

http://cps.sagepub.com/content/31/5/569.refs.htmlCitations:

 

What is This?
 

- Oct 1, 1998Version of Record >>

 at Sciences Po on February 19, 2014cps.sagepub.comDownloaded from  at Sciences Po on February 19, 2014cps.sagepub.comDownloaded from 



from the SAGE Social Science Collections. All Rights Reserved.  at Sciences Po on February 19, 2014cps.sagepub.comDownloaded from 



 at Sciences Po on February 19, 2014cps.sagepub.comDownloaded from 



 at Sciences Po on February 19, 2014cps.sagepub.comDownloaded from 



 at Sciences Po on February 19, 2014cps.sagepub.comDownloaded from 



 at Sciences Po on February 19, 2014cps.sagepub.comDownloaded from 



 at Sciences Po on February 19, 2014cps.sagepub.comDownloaded from 



 at Sciences Po on February 19, 2014cps.sagepub.comDownloaded from 



 at Sciences Po on February 19, 2014cps.sagepub.comDownloaded from 



 at Sciences Po on February 19, 2014cps.sagepub.comDownloaded from 



 at Sciences Po on February 19, 2014cps.sagepub.comDownloaded from 



 at Sciences Po on February 19, 2014cps.sagepub.comDownloaded from 



 at Sciences Po on February 19, 2014cps.sagepub.comDownloaded from 



 at Sciences Po on February 19, 2014cps.sagepub.comDownloaded from 



 at Sciences Po on February 19, 2014cps.sagepub.comDownloaded from 



 at Sciences Po on February 19, 2014cps.sagepub.comDownloaded from 



 at Sciences Po on February 19, 2014cps.sagepub.comDownloaded from 



 at Sciences Po on February 19, 2014cps.sagepub.comDownloaded from 



 at Sciences Po on February 19, 2014cps.sagepub.comDownloaded from 



 at Sciences Po on February 19, 2014cps.sagepub.comDownloaded from 



 at Sciences Po on February 19, 2014cps.sagepub.comDownloaded from 



 at Sciences Po on February 19, 2014cps.sagepub.comDownloaded from 



 at Sciences Po on February 19, 2014cps.sagepub.comDownloaded from 



 at Sciences Po on February 19, 2014cps.sagepub.comDownloaded from 



 at Sciences Po on February 19, 2014cps.sagepub.comDownloaded from 



 at Sciences Po on February 19, 2014cps.sagepub.comDownloaded from 



 at Sciences Po on February 19, 2014cps.sagepub.comDownloaded from 



 at Sciences Po on February 19, 2014cps.sagepub.comDownloaded from 



 at Sciences Po on February 19, 2014cps.sagepub.comDownloaded from 



 at Sciences Po on February 19, 2014cps.sagepub.comDownloaded from 



 at Sciences Po on February 19, 2014cps.sagepub.comDownloaded from 



 at Sciences Po on February 19, 2014cps.sagepub.comDownloaded from 



 at Sciences Po on February 19, 2014cps.sagepub.comDownloaded from 



 at Sciences Po on February 19, 2014cps.sagepub.comDownloaded from 



National and European Identifications:
A Dual Relationship

Sophie Duchesnea and André-Paul Frognierb
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Different authors show opposing results concerning the relationship between

national and European identities. This article confirms empirically that identi-

fication with Europe is directly and yet paradoxically related to national

identifications. It also shows that the relationship established between these two

identifications has changed over the last two decades in a consistent way. The

changes in this relationship are interpreted as a consequence of the dual process at

stake when people identify with a territorially based community. The first process

refers to the sociologically and politically determined individual disposition to feel

like a member of a community rather than an isolated individual: it is cumulative as

far as identification with nations and with Europe is concerned. The other

dimension, on the contrary, is exclusive: it results from the sociological and political

process of community building which is made easier by the delimitation of the

community, and is hence fuelled by pointing out some significant ‘other’ such as the

European Union. These two processes interact in such a way that the relationship

between the two levels of identification is often difficult to spot which explains why

there is considerable debate on whether a strong sense of national identity leads the

way to European identity or prevents it.
Comparative European Politics (2008) 6, 143–168. doi:10.1057/palgrave.cep.6110128

Keywords: national identity; European identity

Introduction

For a long time, support for European integration could be analyzed without

much reference to the attachments of European citizens to their nations.1

Beyond the recurring acknowledgement of a strong social determination in

attitudes towards Europe, analysts did observe important differences in

support among European countries, but these were considered as encompass-

ing all sorts of differences in the countries themselves. There was no need

to infer major differences in the ways the different peoples of Europe related to

their own country.

Comparative European Politics, 2008, 6, (143–168)
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Nowadays, most European Union analysts consider that the growing

process of European integration has changed the very nature of attitudes

towards Europe. From 1994 onwards and the establishing of European

citizenship, it has been argued that support for the European Union should be

analyzed as a European identity-building process rather than as a set of

tolerant attitudes towards a remote and foreign object as used to be the case.

Hence, the question of the relationship between support for the European

Union and the commitment of European citizens to their own country can no

longer be avoided (Diez Medrano, 2003). This article will examine the changing

relationship between national and European commitment since 1982. This

relationship will in turn be apprehended through the notions of national

identification and identification with Europe.

Concepts and Definitions

The notion of identity has been deeply criticized in political science2 because of

the diversity of meanings and uses (Brubaker and Cooper, 2000) associated with

it. However, as suggested by the work of Charles Tilly, it is undoubtedly

preferable to ‘get identity right’ and to remember that ‘identities are social

arrangements’, and consequential ones, resulting from collective negotiations

about who people are (Tilly, 2003, 608) rather than renouncing the notion. At a

collective level, identity — and in this case national identity — can thus be

considered as a complex pattern of meanings and values related to the group

whose borders are defined by the state’s capacity to intervene and which

underlies the varied representations and attitudes of the citizens towards each

other and towards others (Duchesne, 2003). At an individual level, identity is

taken to be a continuous (re)combination of different identifications, that is, of

changing but relatively persistent patterns of references to potential groups

of belonging (Duchesne and Scherrer, 2003). The notion of identification used in

this text represents the link between an individual and the other members of one

of his/her many potential groups of reference. Individuals identify with different

groups and, while they therefore have different identifications, they have only

one identity which may change to a certain extent over time but which is

considered to be basically stable. So the notion of identification with the nation

or with Europe only refers to whether somebody does in fact feel related to the

national or European people, whether they feel concerned by what happens to

them, and whether they feel themselves to be part of this citizenry. An

individual’s identity combines national and European identification with many

other possible identifications with groups defined on varied bases such as gender,

generation, race, social class, language, geography, ideology, interests, etc.

The focus here will be restricted to the way in which identification with the

nation and with Europe relate to each other. A similar point — the observation
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that an individual identity is the combination of belonging to diverse groups —

is made by most analysts of what they nevertheless call European identity (see,

e.g. Castano, 2004 or Bruter, 2005). The choice has been made here to

differentiate between identity and identification for conceptual clarity. The

distinction is important as the term identification includes the idea that existing

senses of belonging at both national and European level will/may change in the

middle term. The notion of consistent feelings of belonging3 is relevant when

referring to nations as they are old enough for this to the case. However, the

EU is probably still too young to have aroused deep and consistent feelings of

belonging among the majority of its citizens. Writing about European identity

may be misleading; identification with Europe rightly emphasizes that it is the

process itself which is under discussion here.

Current Alternative Hypotheses

Different hypotheses may be considered regarding how the relationship

between national and European identification may develop over time. Generally

speaking, the old dream of the EU founding fathers was to see citizens identify

more and more with Europe and eventually cease to identify with their own

nations — a transfer of attachment which was expected to ward off the

nationalist conflicts and wars which have cast a shadow over the continent for

several centuries. For the time being, this dream has been proved to be partly

inaccurate as revealed by a revival of nationalism in conflicts following the

collapse of the Soviet Empire in Eastern and Central Europe, or the long-

standing electoral success of nationalist parties in Western Europe. However,

there exist at least three alternative hypotheses on the way identification with

Europe is increasing in a context of persistently strong national identifications.

Firstly, some scholars believe that the European Union has marked the start

of a new kind of political system which is free from any kind of exclusive

commitment on the part of its citizens — be it because of the development of a

basic global solidarity or because of the transformation of political decision

systems from governments to multi-level governance (Meehan, 1996; Ferry,

1998; Wiener, 1998; Neveu, 2000; Habermas, 2001; Nicolaidis and Weatherill,

2003). If this is the case, then identification with Europe — more precisely in

this sense identification with the European Union — would be a unique

process, based on different kinds of feelings of belonging than existing identi-

fication with a nation. If this hypothesis is valid, indicators of national and

European identification should be statistically unrelated (hypothesis one).

Alternatively, other researchers continue to believe that identification with

Europe is developing similarly to the way in which identification with nations

developed in the 19th century. They expect feelings of belonging to Europe to

be very similar in nature to the way citizens who identify with their nation
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relate to it. Such feelings are moreover considered necessary to legitimate the

(European) political system and to give rise to much-needed political partici-

pation, more particularly, electoral participation. In this case, there are two

possibilities. Nations may either be considered to be standing in the way of

European integration because the two levels of government tend to compete

with each other for the loyalty of European citizens (Hoffmann, 1966; Dogan,

1994; Mayer, 1997; Carey, 2002; McLaren, 2006): here, one would expect a

negative and significant statistical relationship between indicators of European

and national identification (hypothesis two).

Or, on the other hand, Europe is seen rather as a complement to the nations,

an empowerment. Nations thus constitute a kind of model, an incentive

framework of ‘we-feeling’ which encourages citizens to feel and act as members

of a political community (Duchesne and Frognier, 1994, 2002; Schild, 2001;

Diez Medrano, 2003; Citrin and Sides, 2004; Bruter, 2005). In this latter case,

one would expect a positive and significant statistical relationship between

indicators of European and national identities (hypothesis three).

As the references cited indicate, these three hypotheses are indeed supported

by existing literature. The first hypothesis is mainly discussed from a theoretical

point of view, but empirical evidence is provided for the other two. This means

that researchers using empirical data have proved that national and European

identifications tend to be both antagonist and cumulative. Although they focus

on support for European integration rather than on identification with Europe,

Liesbet Hooghe and Gary Marks draw a similar conclusion concerning the

effect of national feelings: ‘The paradox that we identified earlier is apparent:

national identity contributes to and diminishes support for European inte-

gration’ (Hooghe and Marks, 2004, 417) They suggest that this is due to the

various ways national identity may be constructed and mobilized by political

elites. The aim of this paper is first to confirm and then complement their

interpretation of this apparent paradox.

Indicators and Methodology

Identification refers to in-depth attitudes as opposed to mere opinions; thus, a

complex variety of indicators should ideally be used when working on

identification. This would allow a distinction to be made between the different

dimensions at work in the constitution of attitudes towards Europe and its

nations. To what extent do citizens’ attitudes towards Europe and their nation

embody a true feeling of belonging? To what extent are these attitudes

dependent on cognition and evaluation? To what extent are they a consequence

of more general political orientation? In what way do they reflect extraneous

dispositions to xenophobia and/or open-mindedness and tolerance? In order to

establish the true extent of belonging as measured by declaration of support for
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the European Union, one needs indicators which account for a certain degree

of stability in the attitude measured and its relative independence from current

affairs. The analysis of such a topic is hence strongly dependant on available

data. Like most researchers working on European attitudes, we will use

Eurobarometer surveys that, although they are not as complete as we would

like, are the only data available and the only data to cover all EU countries

throughout the period of time under study.

Until very recently, the level of identification with the nation was measured

by the question asked periodically about national pride. Fortunately, this

question was precisely the one that Michelat and Thomas showed in France, in

the 1960s, to be the most suitable for measuring the feeling of belonging to the

national group4 — a feeling which they proved to be relatively independent

from the other two main dimensions of national identification: the feeling that

one’s nation is superior and the attachment to the nation’s sovereignty. In their

data, these other two dimensions were highly dependent on a general ideo-

logical structure (right/left) contrary to the feeling of belonging to the nation.

Measuring the level of identification with Europe is somewhat more

complicated. Commission surveys have always asked a series of questions,

called ‘trend questions’, in order to measure public opinion on the European

integration process. Very few of them however, are related to the affective

dimension of individual relationships with the community. During the 1980s,5

they regularly asked one question on respondents’ awareness of being

European citizens. This question was worded in such a way that identification

with the European Community was implicitly considered complementary to

identification with one’s nation. It was abandoned in 1992 and replaced by

another built on the idea of a possible exclusiveness of the two.6 This

unfortunate change makes it difficult to assess whether and if so how the

Maastricht Treaty and public debate about its ratification have transformed

the relationship between national and European identification.7 Moreover, the

answers to this latter question are far from being as stable as a measure of

identification should be. However, given the absence of other questions or data

sets covering the same range of countries and time periods, an attempt will be

made here to draw some inferences from this survey series over the last 20

years. Since 2000, other questions have been introduced and these will be used

to confirm our analysis.

Of course, skeptical readers of quantitative survey analyses may wonder

about the validity of using questions and notions that probably take on rather

different meanings in each of the countries studied, as Juan Diez Medrano

clearly showed for Spain, Germany and the UK in Framing Europe (2003). We

will apply what Jan Van Deth names an ‘inferential strategy’ (J. Van Deth,

1998, 1–20): if consistency in the relations between our dependant variables

(internal consistency) and others (external consistency), can be observed in the

Sophie Duchesne and André-Paul Frognier
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different countries, the questions will be considered to have at least one

common dimension of meaning — a dimension that allows comparative

analyses to be made — despite the various significations that Europe and the

nation may have in the many countries of the sample. Concretely, this means

that there will be no attempt to analyze and compare developments and

changes in the levels of answers to questions on national pride and European

identification. The analysis will instead focus on their statistical relationship. If

some kind of consistency in these relations over time can be demonstrated, the

hypothesis that the indicator is valid will become even more plausible.

Assessing the Paradoxical Relationship between National and European
Identification

Table 1 provides the correlations8 between national pride and the correspond-

ing measure of identification with Europe — namely ‘how often do you think

of yourself as not only national but also European’ through to 1988, and then

‘if you think of yourself in the near future as national only, national and

European, European and national or only European’ from 1994 onwards — for

each country and each survey. For the first years of analysis, the results are fairly

clear: there is hardly any statistical relationship between the two indicators. The

data clearly demonstrate that when someone says they are very proud of their

nationality, they are not less likely to feel European. In 1982, in the few cases

where Kendall’s tau-b is statistically significant — Belgium, West Germany,

France, Italy and Luxemburg — the relationship is such that the more someone

says that they are proud of their country, the more often they are likely to think

of themselves as European also (see also Duchesne and Frognier, 1994).

In 1992, the indicator of identification with Europe changed. The old and

the new questions (whether people feel not only national but also European

and whether they see themselves as national and/or European in the near

future) were asked in the same survey, but not the question on national pride.

Therefore, the impact of the change of question on the measure of the relation-

ship between national and European identification cannot be evaluated.

However, in 1994 the interviewees were asked again both about national pride

and the likelihood of their feeling European, using the new indicator. A

significant negative relationship shows up in most of the countries studied

(except for Greece, Ireland and Portugal).9

In 1997, a first quick look at the data confirms the antagonism trend: on the

whole, in the weighted data set, 54% of the people saying that they there are

very proud of their nation see themselves as only national in the near future,

with only 43% of the people saying that they are rather proud, and 38 and 40%

of those that are not very or not proud at all. But a closer look at the data set

shows that this relationship is not stable from one country to the other. In the

Sophie Duchesne and André-Paul Frognier
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two-thirds of countries where the correlation is negative, it is fully significant

only in France, Great Britain, Luxembourg, Sweden and West Germany.

Moreover, in five other countries, namely Belgium, Greece, Italy, Ireland and

Portugal, the relationship is different. Despite the antagonism implied by the

question between thinking of oneself more as national than European or vice

versa, most people in these five countries who tend to feel more European than

national nevertheless feel proud or very proud of their nations. The correlation

computed on the European sample is thus partially an artifact. This serves as a

reminder of the danger of analyzing European data as a whole, without

referring to the particular structure of territorial identities in each country, as

national differences remain very important.

While until 1988, the available data tend to support the thesis that

identification with Europe is independent from national identification, data from

1994 on suggests a (growing?) antagonism between these two levels of

identification. Different authors have analyzed the 1994 data as proof of change

in the nature of identification with Europe: it would appear that the Maastricht

Treaty turned mere opinions on a remote and vague object (the EC) into a real

process of identity building, potentially conflicting with other allegiances (Mayer,

1997; Blondel et al., 1998; Dupoirier et al., 2000). The question arises as to how

the negative and significant correlations of 1994 can best be explained and

whether this might be linked to the change of question about identification with

Europe or a change in the very nature of identification with Europe. A third

hypothesis is also possible: the change of context. In 1994, European elections

took place following the ratification and the coming into force of the Maastricht

Treaty. During that period, nationalist political forces, what the French now call

‘sovereignist’, did their best to make themselves heard and understood. The

impact of nationalist arguments in electoral rhetoric may account for the strength

of the correlations observed in the 1994 data. Their ensuing weakness could then

be explained by the diminution of public debate as the electoral campaign became

more distant. If this interpretation is valid — if the antagonism between national

and European identification was significantly due to the electoral context of 1994

— the same kind of effect should be observable during similar contexts, as long as

the corresponding survey questions are available.

Since 1999, the two basic questions — on national pride and whether people

feel national and/or European — have been asked every year. Moreover,

immediately after the following European election which took place in Spring

1999, they were present in three surveys in a row: Autumn 1999, Spring 2000,

and Autumn 2000. It is therefore possible to compare changes in correlations

for the period 1994/1997.

In 1999, another year with European elections, a rather strong negative

relationship between the two questions can be observed, as in 1994. For the

whole (weighted) sample, 58% of the people saying that they were very proud
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of their country think of themselves in the near future as national only, while

this is the case for 41% only of those who say they are fairly proud of their

country, and 38 and 37% respectively of those not very proud or not proud at

all of their country. Furthermore, the relationship is equivalent, negative and

significant, for almost all countries (except Belgium, Finland and Portugal).

This pattern of relationship continues in Spring 2000: again, there is more than

20% difference in the proportion of people thinking of themselves in the near

future as national only (which means that they do not think of themselves as

Europeans at all) depending on whether they are very proud or not of their

country (56% of the very proud as against 35% of the rather proud and 34%

of both the not very and not proud at all). The relationship is significantly

negative in almost all countries, except Finland (again) and Italy.

But things had become slightly different by Autumn 2000. People saying

they were very proud of their country were still more likely to think of them-

selves as only national, but the difference was much smaller (6 points instead of

17 in 1999 and 21 in Spring 2000). Perhaps more importantly, the relationship

became more varied across countries. It is fully significant in eight cases out

of 17 — mainly the same as in 1997 (West Germany, France, Luxembourg,

Great Britain, Luxembourg and Sweden) plus Denmark, Spain and the

Netherlands. In the other countries, the relationship became insignificant and

the minus even became a plus in Portugal and Finland. It would appear

therefore that the same effect as in 1994 can be observed in 1999: public debate

on the EU had an important influence on the nature of the relationship

between identification with one’s nation and with Europe. In this context,

being very proud of one’s nation tends to prevent feelings of being European

while this is not the case when public debate fades. Of course, the time periods

between the surveys in the two cases analyzed are very different, which makes

the interpretation less certain. However, the effect remains nonetheless striking.

In 2001, 2002 and 2003, when the two relevant questions were asked again,

the correlation between them increased again considerably. In 2002, Kendall’s

tau-b reached either its highest level or levels similar to those in 1994 and early

2000 everywhere, except in Ireland and Northern Ireland.10 It remains quasi

stable in 2003 for most countries. These strong negative correlations from 2001

onwards confirm our interpretation of the preceding fluctuations in the

relationship between national and European identification according to the

intensity of the debate on Europe. During this period, the Euro was introduced

in 12 European countries and this brought the EC back to the forefront of public

debate. This occurred at the same time as the European Convention and the

debate on the ratification of the Treaty establishing a Constitution for Europe.

The pattern of correlations observed between the two variables displays a

high degree of consistency: the shape of the correlations curve is very similar

from one country to the other (cf. Figure 1) — which is absolutely not the case
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for correlations between national pride and trend indicators of support for

European integration.11 This validates a changing relationship between feelings

of national identification and identification with Europe: when Europe is not a

matter of public debate, the indicators show the two types of belonging —

national and European — to be rather independent from one another. More-

over, considering that the question on identification with Europe implies an

antagonism between the two levels, the two identifications could thus even be

considered slightly cumulative. However, when public debate focuses on the

EC because of European elections, ratification of treaties or indeed the intro-

duction of the Euro, strong national pride seems to hamper the growth of

identification with Europe. As Europe evolves from a remote and adminis-

trative loosely identified object to a concrete and political system, this second

configuration tends to be the norm.

This changing and confusing relationship between national pride and

identification with Europe could be interpreted as evidence of the superficiality

of attitudes towards Europe and the strength of the influence of elites on the

way in which citizens see themselves — which is one way of interpreting

G. Marks and L. Hooghe explanation of the paradoxical influence of national

identity on attitudes towards European integration (Hooghe and Marks, 2004).

However, another interpretation might be suggested here. Rather than being a

result of the strong influence of elites on attitudes which are essentially weak, it

could be seen as a consequence of the complexity of identification processes. In

the next section, further evidence of this complexity will be given by looking at

other indicators of relationships to Europe and the nation, and by suggesting a

possible explanation: the duality of territorial identification.

National or European Identification: Different Processes at Stake

Since Autumn 2000, the Eurobarometer surveys have also asked people about

the extent to which they feel proud of being European, and clearly, except in

the United Kingdom, Northern Ireland and Greece, being proud of one’s

nation is far from being incompatible with being proud of being European (see

Table 2). In all four surveys more than 80% of the people on average who say

they are very proud of being European also answer that they are very proud of

their nation. About two-thirds of the respondents indicating that they are very

proud of their country are also very or fairly proud of being European. Great

Britain and Northern Ireland are the only places where the majority of

respondents who say that they are very proud of their country also say that

they are not proud of being European.

It is difficult to understand why, using the same data set over the same time

period, there is evidence of a negative relationship between national pride and

European identification for almost every country, except the UK and Greece,
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even though national and European pride are clearly positively related. How

can a relationship appear to be so highly dependent on the way it is measured

and yet be so consistent in the way it changed over the last two decades? The

following explanation seems the most likely. The strength of the contextual effect

on the changing relationship between national pride as well as the powerful effect

of the different measures of identification with Europe are a consequence of the

duality of the relationship between national and European identification. This

duality is basically a characteristic of the very notion of territorial identification

itself. To identify oneself with one’s nation or any other group defined by a

territory implies two different processes. First, it assumes a natural tendency to

identify with a group. Secondly, it implies the propensity to identify with the

specific group defined by this specific territory. At the European level, these two

processes of identification may generate contradictory relationships with former

national identification: the two levels are generally cumulative when the tendency

to identify with a group is concerned; and potentially competitive when the

disposition to identify with a specific territorial community is at stake. When

observed with aggregated data, the interference between these two processes

gives rise to the paradoxical statistical relationship between measures of

identification with the nation and with Europe.

The first process — the natural tendency to identify with a group — is

challenged by the growing individualism of modern societies. Norbert Elias

Table 2 Correlation (Kendall’s table) between National and European pride

Country 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005

Nov–Dec Oct–Nov Mar–May Oct–Nov Oct–Nov

Belgium 0.38** 0.39** 0.33** 0.29** 0.33** 0.39**

Denmark 0.37** 0.35** 0.36** 0.35** 0.29** 0.21**

West Germany 0.52** 0.46** 0.41** 0.55** 0.36** 0.30**

Greece 0.27** 0.16** 0.01 0.05 0.12** 0.09**

Italy 0.33** 0.30** 0.28** 0.33** 0.33** 0.25**

Spain 0.39** 0.36** 0.34** 0.32** 0.36** 0.25**

France 0.29** 0.25** 0.20** 0.21** 0.26** 0.20**

Ireland 0.28** 0.15** 0.19** 0.19** 0.19** 0.23**

Northern Ireland 0.23** 0.12 0.16* 0.09 0.02 ÿ0.17**

Luxembourg 0.42** 0.31** 0.24** 0.29** 0.33** 0.14**

Netherlands 0.42** 0.41** 0.33** 0.33** 0.26** 0.25**

Portugal 0.32** 0.20** 0.22** 0.19** 0.31** 0.21**

Great Britain 0.04 0.04 ÿ0.07 0.04 ÿ0.01 ÿ0.02

East Germany 0.50** 0.41** 0.33** 0.40** 0.39** 0.34**

Finland 0.33** 0.25** 0.22** 0.28** 0.28** 0.16**

Sweden 0.38** 0.42** 0.31** 0.36** 0.42** 0.36**

Austria 0.36** 0.41** 0.29** 0.33** 0.26** 0.36**
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(1991) has shown how the recurrent shift of the social survival unit from

the very local to the nation, then to the continent and perhaps even

mankind, has resulted in a growing level of individualism. However, the last

two decades have shown that the nation, however abstract or constructed it

may be, still generates strong feelings of belonging. It seems to remain a

very effective source of group identification, of self-representation as a

group member, which fuels we-feelings in other groups, especially in other

territories which have an embedded relationship with the nation. In

this process of ‘we-building’, national and European identifications are

cumulative: both geographers and political scientists refer to them as

‘nested’ identities (Herb and Kaplan, 1999; Medrano and Gutiérrez, 2001;

Risse, 2003).

The second process, which implies the propensity to identify with the specific

group defined by a specific territory, involves the delimitation of the group as a

strong constituent of group identification. Since Fredrik Barth’s (1969) pioneer

work on ethnic identities, the process of ‘other-building’ has been considered to

be a basic characteristic of any kind of identity and a well-documented element

in the analysis of nation and nationalism, as in Gellner’s (1983) most famous

work. Here, rather than reinforcing each other national and European

identification, are in a competitive relationship.

This hypothesis of a dual process of identification12 was first elaborated in

reference to a qualitative survey on mass-level representations of citizenship

conducted at the end of the 1980s in France (Duchesne, 1997). The in-depth

interviews collected for this research suggested that two distinct models of

citizenship should be considered. The first one was constructed around the very

notion of national identity, while the second one was built in opposition to any

form of belonging to a group, be it territorial or not — that is, in opposition to

any form of group identification. If European integration had been nothing

more than another stage in the individualization of societies, as Elias considers

in his later work, we should have found Europe mentioned mostly in the

second model, by interviewees reluctant to profess any national commitment.

On the contrary, the interviewees who were more nostalgic of a national

interpretation of history mentioned it all the more. Europe appeared to be a

fallback position against what was not yet named ‘globalization’. It was a

defense against the progressive removal of national borders, considered by the

same people as inevitable, and against the dissolution of all the elements that,

from their perspective, constitute the basis of personal identity. But even

though they were hoping for the coming changes, they obviously feared them

also and saw the change of allegiance from their nation to Europe as a difficult

one. In this sense, Europe was thus also clearly conceived of as an ‘imagined

political community — and imagined as both inherently limited and sovereign’

as Benedict Anderson famously defined a nation.
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The analysis of the changing but well-founded relationship between national

and European identifications presented above may be interpreted as a

confirmation of the hypothesis elaborated with reference to the French case.

Regardless of the distinctive character of each nation, identification with

one’s nation together with the identification in progress with Europe results

from two distinct processes at least: one refers to the disposition of the

individual to identify with collectives; the second relates to a possible

competition between groups of belonging, which can, under certain circum-

stances, drive the individual to arbitrate between them. Concerning the

relationship between national and European identifications, the first process

tends to generate a positive relationship between the two. This is because

national and European feelings of belonging feed on the same tendency to

identify with a remote and abstract — or ‘imagined’ — group. On the

other hand, the second process may very well give rise to a negative

relationship if the two political communities, the national and the European,

are presented as rivals. This is why the statistical relationship between the two

indicators of European and national identification varies, according to a

consistent pattern, from negative values in the context of public debate on

Europe, when the arguments of Euroskeptics or ‘souvereignists’13 are loudly

expressed, to almost insignificant values the rest of the time. This is because

the two processes — the cumulative and the exclusive ones — have effects that

may neutralize each other in the measurement of the statistical relationship

between commitment to the nation and commitment to Europe.14 This is

also why different questions about national and European identifications

may produce opposing statistical relationships between the two levels: this

happens when the questions do not emphasize the same process at work in

territorial identification.

Let us return briefly to the introduction and the three hypotheses found in

the literature as mentioned above: how does the interpretation above fit into

that framework? Hypothesis one is ruled out by the empirical evidence of a

persistent, although complex, statistical relationship between the indicators of

national and European attachment.15 Hypotheses two and three actually both

correspond to the two processes of identification. Depending on the way elites

and the mass media interpret and advertise the European system in progress,

European citizens will tend to expect either an encompassing polity aiming to

complement and empower nations or a powerful political system competing

with them for sovereignty. The first process — where identifying with Europe

means tending to have a ‘we-feeling’ — is not so much taken into consideration

by the literature which it undoubtedly should be.

This idea, that people have a variable disposition to identify with groups

defined by territories — that is, that there are people for whom the territory

does constitute a valid marker of identity while others are incapable of this
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kind of projection, should be tested with data including questions about the

refusal of any kind of belonging. The Eurobarometers 54.1 (Autumn 2000) and

the 60.1 (Autumn 2003) provide us with new questions. In addition to the

questions about national and European pride, we find a series of questions

about the degree of attachment to each of the territories nested in Europe —

town, region (despite the heterogeneity of these notions in Europe), nation and

Europe.16 The lack of antagonism in belonging to these nested territories can

be investigated once again by a simple cross-tabulation between these various

attachments. Consequently, this will also provide confirmation that some

respondents are characterized by a disposition to reject identification with any

level of territorial belonging.

In 2003 for instance, 71.5% of the people in the sample who say that they

are very attached to their town also say that they are very attached to their

country; 79.5% of those who say they are attached to their region are also very

attached to their country and 88.9% of those who are very attached to Europe

are also very attached to their country.

The correlations computed for each country (see Table 3) are (almost) all

significantly positive and are even stronger for adjacent questions. For

instance, correlations between identification with town and region tend to be

Table 3 Correlations between measures of attachment to the nation with measures of attachment

to the town, the region and Europe (Kendall’s tb) by country

Country 2000 2003 2004

Town Region Europe Town Region Europe Town Region Europe

Belgium 0.49** 0.58** 0.42** 0.54** 0.61** 0.29** 0.41** 0.51** 0.36**

Denmark 0.33** 0.30** 0.27** 0.33** 0.28** 0.21** 0.29** 0.21** 0.12**

West Germany 0.48** 0.61** 0.47** 0.39** 0.50** 0.36** 0.33** 0.45** 0.36**

Greece 0.55** 0.68** 0.19** 0.61** 0.74** 0.13** 0.50** 0.60** 0.14**

Italy 0.38** 0.35** 0.33** 0.46** 0.53** 0.26** 0.50** 0.58** 0.28**

Spain 0.43** 0.56** 0.34** 0.36** 0.45** 0.28** 0.49** 0.50** 0.33**

France 0.49** 0.51** 0.26** 0.45** 0.55** 0.19** 0.40** 0.46** 0.21**

Ireland 0.43** 0.55** 0.27** 0.58** 0.65** 0.20** 0.57** 0.55** 0.19**

Northern Ireland 0.56** 0.62** 0.15** 0.48** 0.55** 0.03 0.24** 0.34** 0.14**

Luxembourg 0.50** 0.57** 0.37** 0.50** 0.55** 0.40** 0.57** 0.59** 0.38**

Netherlands 0.35** 0.39** 0.33** 0.39** 0.46** 0.25** 0.35** 0.36** 0.24**

Portugal 0.66** 0.68** 0.33** 0.61** 0.68** 0.17** 0.56** 0.63** 0.25**

Great Britain 0.34** 0.48** 0.17** 0.41** 0.47** 0.12** 0.38** 0.44** 0.09**

East Germany 0.39** 0.50** 0.47** 0.43** 0.52** 0.40** 0.35** 0.44** 0.47**

Finland 0.32** 0.39** 0.25** 0.39** 0.42** 0.20** 0.37** 0.44** 0.18**

Sweden 0.39** 0.48** 0.36** 0.39** 0.47** 0.32** 0.37** 0.42** 0.30**

Austria 0.56** 0.64** 0.38** 0.61** 0.66** 0.38** 0.45** 0.50** 0.24**

EB 54.1, Autumn 2000.
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much stronger than correlations between identification with town and country

or correlations between identification with town and Europe. Although the

correlations between attachment to the nation and Europe are all weaker than

the correlations between the attachment to the nation and its infra-territories,

they are all significantly positive — apart from Northern Ireland in 2003.

However, the strength of the correlation varies strongly from one country to

another. In some places, especially Northern Ireland, Great Britain and

Greece, the correlations between the national and the European level are much

smaller than the correlation with local levels, while in places like East

Germany, Denmark, or Sweden, these correlations are very similar. These

results are consistent with the findings that Greece, Great Britain and Northern

Ireland display a lesser tendency towards a cumulative character of national

and European identities than other EU countries. For the UK, at least two

different hypotheses can be formulated. First, the cumulative dimension of

territorial identifications can be activated only for nested territories. Obviously,

the UK is not perceived by most British citizens as nested in Europe, which is

frequently referred to as being abroad. Europe remains an ‘other’, even if

sometimes a positive one, in the British context. Secondly, the theory of

cumulative identification was elaborated from the French case, where the

national link refers very much to the territory: the French ‘imagined

community’ is very much described in territorial terms, French soil being at

the same time the scene of common history, the common heritage of French

citizens and the common graveyard of French people. The first results of a

comparative qualitative research on British national identity in England do not

display the same reference to the British soil as being a powerful imagined link

between the people.

The hypotheses are also consistent with a general decrease in the correla-

tions between the attachment to the country and to Europe from 2000 to 2003

and the contrasting variability in the pattern of correlations between

attachment to the country, to the town and to the region, which seem to

change quite randomly. Referring to the long-term analysis of the correlation

between national pride and the main indicator of identification with Europe,

2000 was considered to be a context of low intensity for antagonism while

2003, on the contrary, displays a high level of the antagonistic dimension

between the two types of identification.

Empirical Evidence of the Dual Processes at Stake in the Identification
with Europe

It would be appropriate at this point to provide some evidence of the duality of

the identification process with Europe. In order to do this, a factor analysis of

all the sets of variables in the data set that refer to territorial identification was
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computed. Both the Eurobarometers of autumn 2000 and autumn 2003 contain

questions on the following: national and European pride; degree of attachment

to one’s town, region, country and Europe and the current indicator of

European identification: ‘In the near future do you see yourself as (nationality)

only, as (nationality) and European, as European and (nationality) or as

European only?’ This latter indicator was coded in two categories, distin-

guishing between respondents who say they feel ‘national only’ and those who

say they feel European in one way or another (see Citrin and Sides, 2004 for

justification). The indicator is called ‘Euronational’. The analysis using the

2003 data set that is more recent, but has similar results to those contained in

the 2000 one are displayed below.

The factor analysis is a principal component one17 here with normalization

of variables. Figure 2 exhibits the first two factors extracting 59.98% of the

variance.18 The circle is the circle of correlations (equal to one): the nearer the

variables are to this circle, the more their inter-correlations become statistically

significant. Data values on the graph come from Tables 3 and 4.

Figure 2 Factor analysis of the variables of national and European pride, sense of belonging to

town, region, nation and Europe and European identification (Eurobarometer 60.1, Autumn 2003).
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The first factor explains a little more than one-third of the variance. It

gathers strong and positive contributions from all the measures of attachment

and pride (with loadings contributing slightly more to the factor for the

national and sub-national entities). Euronational, which is the only indicator

that records a choice between levels of identification, is also the only variable

that barely loads on the first factor. The second factor contains strong positive

contributions from the questions concerning Europe and negative (although

less strong) contributions from all other questions. When the same analysis is

carried out at the country level, the results are very similar. The same first two

factors appear in the analysis of all countries. The interpretation of these two

factors is quite straightforward. The first factor refers to the cumulative

dimension of national and European identification, the social desire to belong

to any available territorial group, while the second relates back to the

exclusive dimension, to the potentially politically constructed antagonism

between two political systems, the European and the traditional ones (nation

and sub-national entities), competing for legitimacy. However, this competi-

tion seems a little less marked between Europe and nation, than between

Europe and local entities.19

The problem with this kind of analysis and indeed this kind of charts is that

it postulates a linear relationship between the items of each question. In order

to check this, a second factor analysis was carried out, a so-called

‘correspondence factor analysis’, which deals with items instead of variables.

With correspondence analyses, two items are close if they represent answers

given by the same or similar respondents, that is, respondents who give similar

answers to the other questions taken into account in the same analysis (Lebart

et al., 2006).

Figure 3 displays the first two dimensions. With correspondence analysis,

the points’ coordinates do not necessarily indicate their relative weight. The

way items contribute to each dimension is indicated as follows: with (1) if they

clearly contribute to the first factor, with (2) if they contribute to the second

one. This indication is needed in order to decide if an item should be taken into

Table 4 First two factor loadings

Factor 1 (35.83%) Factor 2 (24.15%)

Nat. Pride 0.59 ÿ0.06

Eur. Pride 0.42 0.71

Attach Town 0.74 ÿ0.29

Attach Reg. 0.78 ÿ0.28

Attach Country 0.78 ÿ0.14

Attach Eur. 0.46 0.67

Euronational ÿ0.03 0.74
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account in the interpretation as its position on the chart is not enough to decide

this. Lastly, items are represented thanks to triangles whose proportion is

relative to the number of cases.

On the chart, the ‘very’ items — ‘very attached to’, ‘very proud of a

territorial level of belonging’ — are very close to one another, more so than the

other series — the ‘fairly’, ‘not very’ and ‘not at all’ answers. This means that

there is a strong cumulative tendency with these items which is less the case for

the other categories. Therefore, respondents who say they feel ‘very attached

to’ or ‘very proud of’ one of their territorial communities are likely to feel ‘very

attached to’ or ‘very proud of’ their other territorial communities too. So if

someone says they are very proud of their nation, they are likely to feel very

proud of being European too, and likely to feel very attached not only to their

nation, but to Europe, their region and town also. If they answer that they feel

‘fairly’ ‘or not very proud’ of their nation, the answers regarding the other

questions, and more specifically Europe, are less predictable.

The first factor opposes the ‘very’ items concerning all levels of

identification, to the ‘fairly’ and ‘not very’ items corresponding to the national

and sub-national levels only. Not only does this factor oppose strong positive

identification to answers with less intensity but also it opposes a European,

national and sub-national nested identification to national and sub-national

cumulative belonging which does not include Europe.

The second factor is more complicated in that it opposes the ‘fairly attached

to’ and ‘fairly proud of’ Europe and the nation, as well as what we have called

Euronationals,20 to two series of items: on one hand, the item ‘national only’

and on the other hand, the items ‘not at all attached to’ and ‘not at all proud of

Europe’ and ‘not very attached to the country’. The combination Europe/

nation is thus opposed to two different attitudes: on one hand, an exclusive

attachment to the nation and on the other hand, a rejection of identification

which is more pronounced vis-à-vis Europe than the nation. However,

respondents who declare that they are not at all proud of their nation are

actually quite rare in Eurobarometer surveys.

These results confirm the first factor analysis, with the same mix of

cumulative and exclusive identification. They provide a more complex picture

of the possible combinations of identifications although the novelty — and

thus the scarcity of ‘very attached to’ or ‘very proud of ’ answers regarding

Europe — of identification with Europe plays an important part in the pattern.

The first factor corresponds to the process of identification with any available

territorial community. Respondents who have a strong tendency to identify

with one of them are thus likely to identify with any other, including Europe,

while those who do not tend to identify strongly with traditional levels of

belonging do not display the same tendency to project themselves in newly

available levels of citizenry. Indeed, feeling ‘very’ attached or proud
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corresponds to a different process than less intense feelings of belonging

(Duchesne and Frognier, 1994).

It is not surprising then that ‘very’ items do not load on the second factor.

The second factor accounts for the competitive process of identification with

different potential sovereign territories and more particularly for the

competition between the new European polity and older national and even

more sub-national political communities.

This analysis therefore provides clear evidence of the complex combination

of territorial attachments that result from the dual process of identification

with a political community, especially when a new one develops. The way in

which the people of Europe become European — in the subjective sense, that

is, develop a feeling of belonging to the EU — depends on what the EU means

to them. For those who have a strong tendency towards a we-feeling, the

European Union is likely to be considered as an encompassing territory in

which all other senses of belonging are nested. For others, it is more likely to be

experienced as a growing power, which is in competition with older sovereign

political communities. In this latter case, the framing of Europe, the way elites

and mass media in the different European countries account for European

integration, strongly influences people’s readiness to develop new allegiances

and reorder their older ones.

Conclusion

This paper has attempted to make sense of the paradoxical statistical

relationship between indicators of attachment to Europe and its nations. In

the literature, some authors comment on a negative relationship which they

consider to be a sign of persistent nationalistic feelings while others observe a

positive relationship which they interpret as the consequence of the complex

nature of identities — nested, marbled, or multidimensional.

We would argue that European identity should not be considered as a fact.

Instead, attachment to Europe should rather be analyzed as a process, a

process of identification with a new, growing potential political community.21

As a consequence, we have proceeded to a diachronic analysis of indicators of

attachment to any territorial levels, using Eurobarometer data sets. This shows

over time that identification with Europe is directly related to national

identification, and that the relationship established between these two types of

identification is consistent, despite the fact that it changes according to the

context. The changes observed can be interpreted as a consequence of the

duality of the process of identification with territorial political communities.

On one hand, identification is a process which results from the sociologically

and politically determined individual disposition to feel like a member of a
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community, that is, to feel subjectively involved in the community or groups to

which one objectively belongs. In this respect, nations still appear to be a

powerful vehicle for the development of such a tendency towards a we-feeling

which, in particular, can then be extended to other nested territories such as the

European Union. On the other hand, identification results from the

sociological and political process of community building which is made easier

by the limitation of the community, and is hence fuelled by pointing out some

significant ‘other’ such as the European Union. In the short term, the exclusive

dimension is a direct consequence of the actions of national leaders who

endeavor to preserve their power and decision-making space.

These two processes of national and European identification interact in such

a way that the relationship between these two levels of identification is often

difficult to spot. From 1994 to 2000, it seems possible to trace the effect of

European electoral campaigns or other specific public debate on the EU. In

such periods, the relationship between the indicators of European and national

identification become significantly negative, while outside of these periods, the

relationship is weaker or non-significant. In these periods of public debate on

the EU, the arguments of national anti-European activists activate potential

antagonism between Europe and its nations. Between 1994 and 2000, the only

available variable to measure European identification is a question that implies

competition between the two levels of belonging. The activation of this

underlying antagonism therefore has a strong influence on the relationship

between European and national identification. In other contexts, that is, when

public debate on European integration is less acute, no statistical relationship

between the indicators of national and European identification can be

observed. This can be interpreted as a neutralization effect of both the

cumulative and competitive processes at work in territorial identification.

Since 2000, and the introduction of the Euro, enlargement and the European

Convention, public debate on the EU has become recurrent. This explains why

the relationship between the former indicators remains significantly negative.

However, the growing number of interrogations about the nature of European

civic commitment has contributed to introducing new questions about feelings of

belonging in Europe in the Eurobarometer surveys. Thanks to this, over the same

time period but using different indicators, a reversed relationship between

European and national identification can be observed: a significantly positive one.

This paradox can be interpreted as complementary evidence for the interpretation

of the dual process of territorial identification as mentioned above.

What are the consequences of these results? From a scientific point of view,

it seems pointless to continue disputing the cumulative or competing character

of national and European feelings of belonging: they are both empirically

confirmed. It would undoubtedly be more appropriate to analyze the complex

combination of identification processes in greater depth.
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From a more political point of view, this analysis aims at finding ways to

promote a type of European identification in which Europeans feel committed

to the EU without being exclusively so. Fear of the xenophobic and exclusive

attitudes of nationalists have led promoters of Europe to frame the EU as a

post national, universalistic forward-looking concept (Soysal, 2002). The low

turnout in European elections, together with a continuing gap between elites

and working class attitudes toward the EU may be interpreted as evidence of

the relative failure of this strategy.

This analysis suggests that EU promoters would be well advised to rely on

time. Europe has a common history, geography and culture, even if history

sometimes means war and culture sometimes means conflicting values. A more

traditional, national-like framing of the EU, which emphasizes, these elements

would benefit from a cumulative process of identification and secure a sense of

European belonging generated by the inclusive power of we-feeling created by

national identities. In this context, European citizens would require nothing

more than time to become accustomed to and feel at home in their new political

community

Notes

1 We wish to thank Chantal Barry (Sciences-Po, CEVIPOF) for editing this paper in English, and

anonymous reviewers of CEP for detailed and fruitful comments.

2 On the contrary, this is a central and fully accepted notion in social psychology. Social

psychology has strongly influenced the concept of European identity. See Breakwell and Lyons,

1996 and Herrmann et al. (2004).

3 Although globalization, growing individualism and mass immigration may contribute to

eroding national identifications independently from European integration.

4 Their research tested almost 50 questions related to national identity (Michelat and Thomas,

1966). The Eurobarometer wording is slightly different however, due in particular to the fact that

the questionnaires are administered differently. The Eurobarometer asks ‘Would you say that you

are very proud, rather proud, fairly proud, not at all proud to be (nationality as specified in the first

question)’. While the Michelat/Thomas question was: ‘Are you proud of being French? Circle the

answer corresponding to your answer: always proud, proud, on some occasions, never proud’.

5 Regularly, if we may say so, as the wording changed quite often. But the sense remained the

same, namely: ‘Do you sometimes think of yourself not only as a (nationality) citizen but also as

a European citizen? Does it happen often, sometimes or never?’

6 ‘In the near future do you see yourself as (nationality) only, (nationality) and European,

European and (nationality), European only?’

7 In the Autumn 2005, in Eurobarometer 64.2, the two questions were asked together with the

national pride question. This confirms that the first European identification question, where the

two levels are considered complementary, is barely statistically related to national pride, while

the second one, where national and European identifications are supposed to be competitive, is

significantly and negatively correlated with national pride. Obviously, part of the change results

from the change in measurement.

8 Kendall’s tau-b is one of the most common measures of association for ordinal data. It gives an

indication of the strength of the relationship between two questions with categorical answers,
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and of the sense of the relationship (it varies in theory between þ 1 and ÿ1, but with such a data

set, an absolute value of 0.4 could be considered as a very strong relationship — but this is just

rule of thumb), with a test of significance of the computed association.

9 It is interesting to note that this question (‘In the near future do you see yourself as (nationality)

only, etc.’) is called the ‘Moreno question’, in pollster jargon from the name of a Spanish

political scientist, who currently works on Spanish federalism but completed his Ph.D. in

Edinburgh. The conflict between nationalist regions and the nation-state is reflected in the

question and here, extended to a potential conflict between the European nations and the EC.

10 For Northern Ireland and Luxembourg, the results are to be interpreted carefully as the samples

are only 300 and 600 people, respectively.

11 Two students of the French national school of statistics (ENSAE), Jeremiah Just and Jonathan

Lagier, have confirmed the structure of the relationship between national pride and European

identification with a complex model of regression, that is, with a fully appropriate statistical

tool. For a complete presentation of this supportive evidence, see Duchesne (2004, 684–687).

12 Although we considered them at the time as two dimensions of territorial belonging: see

Duchesne and Frognier (1994).

13 As they would be called respectively in the UK and in France.

14 This could also explain why L. Hooghe and G. Marks, find national identity to have negative

and positive effect on attitudes toward integration, when applying a multi-level analysis.

15 At the mass level: this does not mean that it cannot be true concerning specific segments of the

population, as for instance the free moving professional studied by Adrian Favell and his

colleagues (Favell, 2003).

16 ‘People may feel different degrees of attachment to their town or village, to their region, to their

country or to Europe. Please tell me how you feel attached to your town or county, your region,

your country, to Europe? Very attached, fairly attached, not very attached or not at all

attached?’

17 Confirmatory factor analyses like maximum likelihood technique cannot be used as there is

communality greater than 1.

18 The data show that only the two first factors exhibit an eigenvalue>1 and the ‘scree test’

follows suit.

19 Facing Figure 2, one can easily see that a rotation of the axis does not change the interpretation.

A ‘varimax’ or an ‘oblique’ rotation (with a correlation of 0.102) between the axis (as a dotted

line on the Chart) offers two factors with positive contributions of almost all the variables, but

with higher loadings for national and sub-national variables for the first factor, and for the

European variables for the second vis-à-vis national related ones. The distinction between one

cumulative factor and one oppositional becomes a distinction between two factors with two

common cumulative components but also more pronounced loadings for the two opposite

elements of the former second factor.

20 That, as we said, combines all declarations of feeling European — national and European,

European and national, European on, etc.

21 Although attachment to the nations (and sub-national levels) are older, the notion of

identification suits them better than identities do as we know that they are also the result of a

learning process, acquired during the early socialization phase but constantly reactivated by the

media. Michael Billig provides strong evidences of this in Banal Nationalism (Billig, 1995).
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The Politicization of European Integration:

More than an Elite Affair?

Achim Hurrelmann, Anna Gora and Andrea Wagner

Carleton University

A growing literature in research on the European Union (EU) claims that European integration has become

comprehensively politicized in the EU’s population. The most convincing evidence for this assertion stems from

research on political and societal elites – studies of party manifestos, interest groups’ activities, news media reporting

and the like. By contrast, evidence on politicization trends in the broader citizenry is much more ambiguous.This

article raises the question of whether politicization is more than an elite phenomenon. Based on a differentiated

conception of politicization, it analyzes focus groups conducted with EU citizens in four member states. It shows that,

for most citizens, only the fundamentals of European integration have gained political saliency, while the EU’s

day-to-day activities remain largely non-politicized. In addition, patterns of politicization in the European population

are conditioned by significant knowledge deficits.

Keywords: European integration; politicization; political discourse; focus groups

‘Politicization’ is one of the most intensely discussed concepts in research on the European

Union (EU) today. Defined in the most general terms, it refers to the emergence of

widespread political debates which unsettle the traditional ‘permissive consensus’ on Euro-

pean integration (De Wilde, 2011). The idea of politicization as an aspect of regional

integration was first brought up in neo-functionalist theories (Haas, 1958, pp. 11–9;

Schmitter, 1969). Its new popularity stems mainly from two debates: first, attempts by

theorists of multi-level governance, some of them inspired by neo-functionalism, to make sense

of the series of contentious EU Treaty referenda which suggest an increase in popular

criticism of European integration (De Wilde and Zürn, 2012; Hooghe and Marks, 2009);

and second, contributions to the debate about the EU’s democratic deficit, in which the

formation of a ‘European demos’ of attentive and engaged citizens has been discussed both

as a precondition and as a possible outcome of institutional democratization (Habermas,

2001; Hix, 2008).

In the past decade, both strands of the politicization literature have generated a multitude

of scholarly contributions, most of which revolve around two issues. First, have Europeans

really overcome their traditional indifference towards EU politics (De Wilde and Zürn,

2012; Hooghe and Marks, 2009), or does ‘Europe’ continue to be a low-saliency issue for

most of the population,with little impact on political cleavages (Bartolini, 2005;Moravcsik,

2006)? This question is significant not only for determining how far the EU has moved

from intergovernmental to multi-level governance, but also for assessing whether EU

citizens are ‘ready’ for more democratic competition at the EU level (Hix and Bartolini,

2006; Papadopoulos and Magnette, 2010). Second, if politicization has occurred in Euro-

pean society, what are its implications? Does it encourage the EU’s further institutional

development, including steps towards democratization (Hix, 2008; Statham and Trenz,
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2013), or does it produce a ‘constraining dissensus’ that stands in the way of institutional

reform (Hooghe and Marks, 2009)?This question divides authors who otherwise agree that

politicization is a reality; by contrast, those who claim that the EU remains essentially

non-politicized tend to defend the institutional status quo.

The fact that such relatively fundamental questions about politicization persist in the

literature can be explained, to a significant extent, by a lack of differentiation in existing

academic debates about the issue.As we will argue in this article, the existing literature often

does not distinguish clearly enough between different arenas in which politicization may

occur, different aspects of European integration that may become politicized, or different

member states whose political contexts may shape patterns of politicization.While there is

convincing evidence that some politicization has occurred – particularly from studies on

the activities of political and societal elites – insufficient attention has been devoted to the

questions of whether politicization has reached the broader citizenry, and to what extent it

is a homogeneous phenomenon in substantive and geographical respects. As a result,

empirical observations about politicization are often forced into a dichotomous framework

in which politicization is either present or absent in Europe, either beneficial or problematic

for the EU’s development, rather than acknowledging that its shapes and implications might

be diverse and context dependent.

In this article, we make the case for a more differentiated analysis of politicization.The

argument proceeds in four steps.We begin with a conceptual discussion that disentangles

two basic dimensions of politicization. Based on the resulting typology,we then take a look

at the existing literature to substantiate the claim that politicization among non-elite parts

of the citizenry deserves to be studied more systematically.To fill this gap in the literature,

we develop a research strategy for examining citizen discourses about European integration

through focus groups. This approach is informed by – and contributes to – the recent

‘qualitative turn’ in EU studies (Bruter, 2005; Díez Medrano, 2003; Duchesne et al., 2013;

Favell, 2008; Gaxie et al., 2011;White, 2011).The article then proceeds to report findings

from a study that applied this research strategy in four member states: Germany,Austria, the

United Kingdom and Ireland.The picture that emerges is more complex than many other

assessments of politicization: we show that only the most fundamental aspects of European

integration – especially the benefits and costs of membership as well as the legitimacy of EU

constitutional arrangements – are politicized in the population, while the EU’s policy-

making activities remain largely non-salient. Politicization is also conditioned by the

citizens’ knowledge deficits regarding European politics. The resulting pattern can be

described as one of ‘uninformed politicization’; it has important implications for the

chances of addressing the EU’s democratic deficit by means of institutional reform.

Conceptualizing Politicization: An Analytical Framework
In spite of the recent popularity of the concept, there is no universally accepted definition

of what exactly politicization is, and how it can be measured.This article takes as its starting

point a definition of politics as the cooperative or conflictive attempt at making collectively

binding decisions for a group of people (Weir and Beetham, 1999, p. 8). An issue is

politicized, then, if and when it is raised by the participants as a relevant object of – or factor

in – the collective decision-making process.This definition implies that politicization is best
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studied as a discursive phenomenon: it is not sufficient that actors are aware of an issue, or able

to form opinions about it;what is required is rather that an issue becomes salient in political

communication that seeks to influence – or responds to – collective decision making

(Green-Pedersen, 2012).

When applying this definition to European integration, two crucial distinctions are

needed. First, we must distinguish between different arenas of political discourse in which

politicization may occur, each characterized by the discursive presence of specific actors.

These include: (a) institutional arenas at the core of the political system,which are populated

by full-time politicians (e.g., the European Parliament or national parliaments); (b) inter-

mediary arenas linking political decision-making processes to the broader citizenry, which

tend to be dominated by participants with a strong – and often professional – interest in

politics (political parties, interest groups, the media, etc.); and (c) citizen arenas in which

laypeople communicate about politics (at the workplace, in discussions with friends, etc.).

In the first two of these arenas, we can further distinguish between coordinative discourse

that is primarily internal and communicative discourse that is directed at a wider audience

(Schmidt, 2006). Each arena and type of political discourse has its own rules structuring

communication, which are likely to be reflected in distinct patterns of politicization. An

understanding of these differences is also essential to assess whether (and how) political

engagement with the EU spreads from one arena to another.

The second distinction that is crucial for the analysis of politicization focuses on the

various aspects of European integration that may become politically salient in one or more of

these arenas. After six decades of integration, the internal complexity of the European

construction is so high that ‘the EU’ can no longer be treated as one homogeneous object

of politicization. Rather, it is necessary to distinguish at least four potential objects of

politicization: (a) membership, which includes the question of whether one’s own country

should be in the EU, the benefits and costs of membership, as well as the adequate

geographical reach of the EU (i.e., other countries’ membership); (b) constitutional structure,

which encompasses the objectives and responsibilities of the EU, its institutions and its

decision-making processes; (c) policy issues that are currently on the agenda of the EU’s

legislative, executive or judiciary institutions; as well as (d) domesticated issues, that is, issues

in national politics that emerge as an implication of membership, such as budget cuts

mandated by Eurozone requirements.These categories are important for interpreting the

scope and implications of politicization:while politicization of EU policy and domesticated

issues indicates that EU debates are entering the realm of ‘normal politics’, politicization of

membership or constitutional structure suggests that the institutional foundations of the EU

polity remain contested (Bartolini, 2005, pp. 347–62).

Empirical research on politicization must be clearly situated in both of these dimensions;

it must specify which discursive arenas and which aspects of integration it is primarily

concerned with. Only after what is politicized for whom has been identified does it make

sense to move on to an analysis of the substance of politicized debates. Depending on the

interests of the researcher, as well as the methods applied, this analysis might focus on aspects

such as the extent of conflict in EU-related debates (are EU issues discussed in a fairly

consensual manner, or do they trigger active contestation?), the political cleavages that emerge

in these debates (how are EU-related positions distributed across the political space, for
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instance in relation to the left–right axis?), as well as the kinds of arguments that are brought

forward (how are political evaluations of the EU justified?).

Assessing Existing Research: What Do We Know?
This analytical framework allows us to bring some structure to existing debates about

politicization.As mentioned above, these are characterized by significant disagreements.A

number of authors have asserted, in a rather programmatic fashion, that European integra-

tion has become fundamentally and comprehensively politicized (De Wilde and Zürn,

2012;Hooghe and Marks, 2009; Statham and Trenz, 2013). Yet while this position is widely

shared, other authors maintain that politicization, if it has occurred at all, has been a fairly

limited development that has not reached the broad population (Bartolini, 2005;

Moravcsik, 2006). By applying the above distinctions, we can get a better sense of the

evidence that lies behind these conflicting assessments.

That European integration (with its various aspects distinguished above) is politicized in

institutional arenas is unlikely to be disputed even by critics of the politicization hypothesis

– at least as far as discourse of a largely coordinative nature is concerned.A number of recent

studies on such arenas, both at the European and national levels, show that politicization in

this context is a reality. They also indicate that politicization does not remain limited to

relatively fundamental issues of membership or constitutional structure; rather, policy issues

are also controversially debated in institutional fora, including the European Commission

(Hooghe, 2000), the Council (Mattila, 2004), the European Parliament (Hix et al., 2006) as

well as national parliaments (Wendler, 2012a; 2012b).However, these tendencies in internal

debates among politicians (or high-level bureaucrats) are not necessarily reflected in their

communicative discourses directed at the citizens: in this context, policy professionals might

make the strategic decision to keep EU issues non-politicized.

This raises the question of whether politicization has spread beyond institutional arenas.

To answer this question, it makes sense first to examine intermediary arenas. In recent years,

an impressive amount of research has been done on such arenas, and the results mainly

support the politicization hypothesis. A particularly fruitful source of evidence in this

context has been the manifestos and communicated positions of political parties, in which

issues of EU membership and constitutional structure (Benoit and Laver, 2006; Hooghe

et al., 2004; Klingemann et al., 2006; Kriesi et al., 2008;Wüst and Schmitt, 2007), as well as

selected EU policies (Pollack, 2000), have been shown to be highly salient. The

politicization of EU-related and domesticated policy issues has also been demonstrated in

research on associational activity, which includes behind-the-scenes lobbying as well as

public mobilization (Berkhout and Lowery, 2010; Greenwood, 2011; Imig, 2004), and in

studies of news media reporting (Boomgaarden et al., 2010; De Vreese et al., 2006;

Koopmans and Statham, 2010; Statham and Trenz, 2013).While some studies also point to

limits of politicization in intermediary arenas (Green-Pedersen, 2012), the evidence, on

balance, clearly suggests that these arenas have been affected by significant politicization

tendencies.

By contrast, evidence for politicization is more ambiguous with respect to citizen arenas,

which are populated not by political and societal elites, but by laypeople without a

professional interest in politics.The main indicators cited by proponents of the politicization
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hypothesis in this context stem from public opinion research, based on surveys such as the

Eurobarometer or the European Election Studies.These show that European citizens are

able to express structured opinions about EU membership and the EU’s constitutional

structure (McLaren, 2006;Ray, 2004; Scheuer, 2006; Van der Eijk and Franklin, 2007) and

that these positions also have an impact on electoral behavior (De Vries and Tillman, 2011;

Gabel, 2000). However, public opinion data have a number of weaknesses as an indicator

of politicization. A first problem is that they do not provide good insights into the

politicization of European or domesticated policy issues, as questions about currently

debated policies are not systematically included in the surveys (Gabel and Anderson, 2004).

A second problem is more fundamental: it has to do with the limited capacity of public

opinion research in measuring political saliency (Zaller, 1992, pp. 76–96). If citizens are

asked in a survey about various aspects of European integration, they might be able to come

up with an opinion, but the survey will not reveal how intensely they care about the issue,1

or how closely the response options provided to them correspond to the way in which they

would conceive of the topic outside the survey encounter.

For this reason, qualitative methods – such as semi-structured interviews or group

discussions – should be considered an essential complement to public opinion studies in

research about politicization in the citizen arena.Their advantage lies in the fact that they

can better reflect the discursive character of politicization. In recent years, a number of

qualitative studies have been conducted that deal with citizen attitudes towards the EU, as

well as European identities. Compared to the public opinion studies cited above, they

suggest a more limited extent of politicization.What they emphasize instead, quite consis-

tently, is a low degree of interest and information about EU affairs, reflected in a weak

discursive presence of EU-related issues in political debates among citizens, particularly if

the participants are less educated (Díez Medrano, 2003; Duchesne et al., 2013; Favell, 2008;

Gaxie et al., 2011; White, 2011). Yet while these studies clearly hold important insights for

the question of politicization, they show relatively little interest in distinguishing patterns of

politicization that develop around various aspects of European integration and instead treat

(non-)politicization – if they refer to the concept at all – as a phenomenon that is fairly

homogeneous in substantive terms.

Operationalizing Politicization: Comparative Focus Group Research
There is hence a significant need for further research that focuses on politicization in citizen

arenas and that distinguishes carefully between various objects of politicization. In light of

the discursive character of politicization, research on citizens’ political communication must

be an essential component of this research. Given the fact that spontaneous, day-to-day

political communication of laypeople is difficult to access for researchers, we consider focus

groups with European citizens a particularly promising research strategy. Focus groups are

not a ‘natural’ setting for political discourse (Morgan, 1997), but the data they generate

provide insights into ‘the process of people constructing and negotiating shared meaning,

using their natural vocabulary’ (Gamson, 1992, p. 17). As a qualitative procedure, they

cannot claim to rival public opinion studies in producing representative results that could

easily be generalized.They do, however, provide two kinds of added value: first, they make

it possible to assess the saliency of various aspects of European integration in a setting that

MORE THAN AN ELITE AFFAIR? 5

© 2013 The Authors. Political Studies © 2013 Political Studies Association

POLITICAL STUDIES: 2013



is only loosely structured by the researcher and gives more room to the issues raised by the

participants themselves; and second, they allow for an inductive study of the participants’

EU-related arguments and evaluations which can pay close attention to the language that

is employed and the interactive dynamics that unfold.

For the present study,we conducted a total of sixteen focus groups – four in each of four

EU countries:Germany,Austria, the UK and Ireland.This sample of countries was intended

to provide some variance with respect to the size of a state’s population (large or small), its

cultural background (Germanic vs.Anglo-Saxon) and traditional popular attitudes towards

EU membership (EU-friendly or EU-skeptic).While all of these factors might be expected

to result in distinct patterns of politicization, our study did not aspire to test causal

hypotheses; its objective was rather to map whether and how European integration is

politicized, and which kinds of differences exist between various aspects of European

integration as well as between member states. Each of our focus groups was composed of

eight to ten participants; the groups were held in mid-December 2010 in the capital city

of each country (Berlin,Vienna, London and Dublin). Participants were recruited, under

our supervision, by local public opinion research firms, using their existing panels.2 In each

country, two of the groups were composed of citizens with higher-than-average levels of

income and education, while the other two groups consisted of citizens with lower-than-

average income and education. All groups were evenly mixed with respect to other

demographic characteristics (such as gender and age). In the group discussions, participants

were first asked about the political events that had recently excited them; a second question

then focused specifically on the global financial crisis that has developed since 2008.These

questions were designed to find out whether EU-related issues – or the EU dimension of

multi-level issues such as the financial crisis – were mentioned spontaneously. In later

rounds of questioning, participants were asked explicitly about their country’s EU mem-

bership, EU institutions and policies, their personal attachment to ‘Europe’, as well as

objectives for the EU’s further development.3

As indicated above, our analysis of the group discussions focused primarily on two

categories: the degree of saliency of various EU-related objects and the kinds of arguments

made about them. As in all qualitative research, making sense of our evidence in these

respects is an interpretive exercise whose results can best be presented in an analytic

narrative.We did, however, establish broad interpretive benchmarks to guide the analysis.

With respect to saliency, we distinguished three levels: an EU issue was defined as highly

salient if it generated a lively debate – triggered either spontaneously by the group members

or by the moderator’s prompting – in which multiple participants explicitly reacted to each

other without the moderator’s constant involvement. An issue was defined as moderately

salient if most participants, after explicit prompting, were able to develop a position, but

mainly responded to questions, with limited discursive interaction. Lastly, an issue was

defined as being of low saliency if, even after prompting, participants avoided addressing it,

either directly by declaring their lack of interest or competence, or indirectly by moving on

to another topic.

Regarding the arguments and evaluations made about the EU in the focus groups, our

analysis made use of a threefold distinction, derived from discourse ethics, between prag-

matic, moral and ethical arguments (Habermas, 1993, pp. 1–17; for earlier applications in
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EU-related research, see Sjursen, 2002; Wendler, 2012a). In this categorization, pragmatic

arguments focus on EU policy outcomes (e.g., implications for economic well-being),

moral arguments assess the EU based on standards of justice and good governance (e.g.,

democracy) and ethical arguments relate the EU to the values of specific political com-

munities (e.g., national identities). These categories allow us to assess the justificatory

resources that European integration draws on, the justificatory pressures to which it is being

subjected, as well as the nature of political conflict in EU debates.

Before we report on our detailed results, it is necessary to discuss two limitations of our

research design. First, our study provides only a snapshot view of politicization in late 2010,

while the concept would ideally call for a longitudinal analysis.This is a limitation that our

work shares with many other publications on the issue; still it would be desirable to study

politicization more systematically over time. Second, as mentioned above, our research does

not produce representative results that could easily be generalized. Focus groups are a

qualitative procedure with a small number of participants (136 in our study); there is also

a consistent danger of a group being dominated by particularly verbose participants. For

these reasons, our research is primarily focused on mapping characteristic patterns of

politicization, while it cannot make reliable assessments of the numerical strength and

geographic distribution of various positions. Nevertheless, it is noteworthy that in many

respects the focus groups (particularly those in the same country) turned out to be

remarkably similar to each other.They also produced results that are, in many respects, in

line with those reported in other qualitative studies on European integration (especially

Duchesne et al., 2013;White, 2011).This leaves us confident that our results are more than

just an artifact of any particular group composition.

Patterns of Politicization: How Do Citizens Debate the EU?
Politicization, defined as discursive saliency, is a matter of degree. Our focus groups clearly

showed that EU-related issues were not completely non-salient; at the same time, it was

evident that the EU was not at the forefront of people’s minds when they debated politics.

As a comparative benchmark, it is useful to compare politicization of EU-related matters to

politicization of issues that relate to other political levels, particularly the nation state. Our

opening question about the most interesting recent events that had excited participants

allowed us to make this comparison. It revealed a clear dominance of state-level politics: all

groups gravitated to a discussion of domestic issues that dominated media headlines at the

time when the focus groups were held, such as the government’s austerity budget in the

UK, a negative Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) report

on school performance in Austria, or the abolition of military conscription in Germany.

Even in Ireland,where – shortly after the bail-out from the EU and International Monetary

Fund (IMF) – the financial crisis was the dominant topic, the discussion focused on the

underlying causes of the country’s financial difficulties as well as the national government’s

response, rather than on the bail-out itself. Spontaneous references to EU-related issues

were not completely absent, but occurred only in a minority of our groups, triggered no

significant debates and were overshadowed in frequency even by references to local/

regional or international issues (such as the WikiLeaks controversy). In short, European

integration, as an aggregate category, proved less salient than politics at other levels.
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Membership
What picture emerges if we unpack this aggregate category? To make this assessment, we

explicitly prompted a discussion about various aspects of European integration.When this

was done, participants in all countries were most comfortable discussing – and had the most

consolidated opinions about – the issue of membership. In a number of respects, the

resulting debates were remarkably similar across groups. A first common trend was that

participants generally did not explicitly challenge their own country’s membership. Our

Vienna groups were the exception; here Austria’s decision to join the EU in 1995 was still

vigorously debated. By contrast, the question of whether one’s own country would be

better off outside the EU did not come up as a major topic in the other three national

capitals. In Dublin, the claim that EU membership ‘has been good for Ireland’was repeated

like a mantra in all four groups. Our Berlin groups took Germany’s EU membership for

granted, but some of them debated whether other member states – especially those affected

by the financial crisis – should be kicked out. Even in London, the view that Britain should

leave the EU was raised only sporadically.Most of our London participants did not perceive

the EU as having a major impact on their lives; the question of British EU membership was

hence not treated as having particularly great urgency.

In spite of this widespread consensus on membership, a second tendency apparent in all

groups was that the general image of the EU in the debates was overwhelmingly negative.

All of the three types of argument distinguished above were used to support this assessment,

with pragmatic arguments mainly referring to the EU’s inefficiency, waste of money and

tendency to over-regulate; moral arguments emphasizing the EU’s opacity and remoteness

from the citizens which prevent democratic control; and ethical arguments accusing the EU

of working to undermine the cultural diversity of the member states.At the same time, and

seemingly disconnected from the image of the EU as an institution, the benefits and costs

of membership were controversially debated, and positive effects of European integration –

defined primarily in pragmatic terms – were explicitly acknowledged. The following

exchange from one of our Austrian groups provides an illustration.4

Moderator: What importance does Austria’s membership in the EU have for you personally?

Susanne: I must say, I am against it, I also voted against it, I am not a fan of the EU, even in my

professional life right now I witness this very closely, it has in my opinion brought more

disadvantages than advantages for Austria. I do not see any advantages, we are a beautiful

country, we have everything for ourselves, we could live self-sufficiently; in my opinion we

only have disadvantages.

Ulrike: I was very happy, I was married to a Frenchman and I moved around a lot, also the

common currency, I like to be able to check on the internet and compare what things cost in

Germany.

Susanne: On that issue, I must say, EU and currency, I do not see this as one, we could have

had the euro separately.

Thomas: I agree.

Moderator: So you mean the euro without being an EU member?

Susanne: Exactly.

Iris: Yes, the euro is of course very convenient ...
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Moderator: Beyond economic effects, do you feel affected by membership?

Jens: I would say one constantly gets emotional pinpricks, like the [regulation of the] curvature

of cucumbers, as if they want to determine everything from up there, and as an ordinary man

one thinks, what purpose does that serve, and what will come next? If you only think, these

two, Brussels and Strasbourg, where they always go back and forth, twice a month, and all the

benefits that they have ...

In this exchange, what the participants perceive as the concrete positive effects of EU

membership for their own lives – free travel and the common currency – are discursively

separated from the EU as an institution,culminating in the suggestion that one might have the

euro without the EU. By contrast, negative effects of membership – especially the under-

mining of Austrian sovereignty and identity (‘emotional pinpricks’) – are directly attributed

to the EU.While not always quite as explicit, this tendency of separating overall assessments

of the EU (overwhelmingly negative; justified by pragmatic,moral or ethical arguments) from

assessments of the benefits and costs of membership (controversially debated; with positive

evaluations primarily referring to pragmatic arguments) was apparent in most groups.

The concrete issues raised in debating the implications of membership clearly reflected

the domestic political contexts in which the debates took place; they hence differed from

one national capital to the next:

• Our groups in Berlin were dominated by the financial crisis.The prevailing view was that

Germany had to pay for the financial irresponsibility of other EU states. Outside the

financial realm, criticism of the EU mainly referred to bureaucratic over-regulation,

resulting in cultural uniformity. However, benefits of membership such as open borders

in the Schengen zone and educational mobility through the Erasmus Program were also

mentioned. One of our German groups, from the high income/education category,

clearly stood out from the others in its almost euphoric pro-EU attitude. Participants in

this group were prototypes of what Neil Fligstein (2008) has described as the culturally

cosmopolitan and geographically mobile winners of integration; they pointed to the

positive effects of the euro for Germany’s economy, along with benefits that member-

ship had brought for them personally.

• The financial crisis played a similarly dominating role inDublin,where it led to a strikingly

gloomy mood among our participants. The long-term benefits of EU membership in

facilitating Ireland’s economic and political development were never questioned, but they

were often compared against more recently emerging costs.There were references to the

destruction of Irish manufacturing and small-scale industry, to the loss of fisheries, as well

as to migrants depressing Irish salary levels. In discussing the financial crisis, it was

suggested that the bail-out was mainly in the interest of large EU states. However, such

EU-skeptical tones were immediately turned into a self-critique of Ireland.There were

regular characterizations of the Irish as lazy and living beyond their means, as well as

references to the country not adequately standing up for its interests in Brussels.

• In our groups in London, the financial crisis was only a minor theme. As mentioned

above, these groups were distinctive in the large number of respondents who could

detect little impact of EU membership on their own lives, a fact that is probably best

explained by the absence of the most visible symbols of EU membership – the euro and
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Schengen – that were referenced in the other countries.As a result, the debate remained

unstructured and engaged the participants less than comparable discussions in the other

capitals. In evaluations of membership, negative characterizations dominated; the issues

that emerged to justify these positions included a loss of British sovereignty and several

accusations of EU membership being a waste of money. Positive effects of membership

were discussed primarily in the high income/education groups; the main issue men-

tioned in this context was the free movement of people.

• Our groups in Vienna, finally, were the ones who assessed the benefits and costs of EU

membership in the most critical terms. While positive aspects of membership were

acknowledged – again, free travel and educational mobility were the most important –

the majority of participants put more emphasis on negative effects, most importantly

increased competition from low-income countries, price increases due to the euro,more

migration and (tied to this) an alleged rise in crime rates. Compared to the other three

countries, the topos of national identity was particularly strong, and many participants

raised issues such as EU product standards – the most prominent example concerned

naming requirements for jam (‘Marmelade’ versus ‘Konfitüre’) – as well as the EU

sanctions imposed on Austria in 2000 as evidence for a detrimental effect of EU

membership on Austria’s sovereignty and cultural distinctiveness.

One of the most salient issues regarding EU membership, in all countries, was the potential

expansion of the EU. In this respect, there emerged what can be described as a ‘constraining

consensus’ in all four countries against the accession of further states any time soon.Two

main reasons were brought up against enlargement. First, there was a widespread perception

that the EU had expanded too rapidly in recent years, and that this had led to significant

problems, most importantly too much migration. Second, enlargement was also opposed

based on (more or less explicit) cultural prejudice. One young Londoner put it particularly

bluntly: ‘As you go out further, the cultures get even scarier’. As discussed above, some

participants explicitly called for a smaller EU, particularly (but not only) in Germany.

We can conclude that, while discussions of EU membership had to be explicitly triggered

in our focus groups, once the discussion got under way the issue enjoyed moderate to high

saliency for the participants. Evaluations of the EU as an institution were decisively more

negative than assessments of the concrete benefits and costs of membership.While various

kinds of arguments (pragmatic, moral and ethical) were used to criticize the EU, with some

variation between member states, it is striking that positive assessments of membership were

justified primarily through pragmatic claims that pointed to the personal benefits of integra-

tion for the respondents, especially freedom of movement. Our Dublin groups were an

exception in this respect, as they acknowledged the broader positive effects of EU member-

ship for Ireland’s economic and political development. Even here, however,moral and ethical

arguments in favor of EU membership, which are clearly present in politicians’ statements or

media commentary (Hurrelmann et al., 2013), were almost completely lacking.

Constitutional Structure
In contrast to debates about EU membership, our groups were somewhat more reluctant to

discuss the constitutional structure of the EU, and the resulting debates were hampered by
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low levels of knowledge.When asked about EU institutions, the great majority of partici-

pants reported that they perceived the EU as ‘one big whole’, without distinguishing its

various institutions.When pressed, most knew that a European Parliament (EP) exists, but

few had precise memories of the most recent election,which was often confused with other

voting opportunities, such as treaty referenda. Some had heard of the Court of Justice, but

erroneous references to the European Court of Human Rights or even the International

Criminal Court as EU institutions were also common. Knowledge about other EU

institutions was scattered at best. Regarding EU personnel, some could recite the names of

current or former EU politicians, but with considerable inaccuracies. ‘I know the heads of

state, but who are all these other people?’, moaned one participant.

In a minority of groups from the high income/education category, individual partici-

pants were well informed about EU institutions and defined it as their task to educate the

other group members. In most of the groups, however, participants would try to ‘pool’

individual pieces of EU-related information, often leading to highly distorted descriptions.

The following exchange from one of our British groups provides an example:

Mike: We have to remember as well that a handful of people have to decide all these laws,

what’s it called?

Robert: European rights? Court of European ...

Mike: No, no, where they actually make the decisions in the House ...

Robert: Strasbourg.

Mike: Strasbourg.These people in Strasbourg, they actually have all the monopolies for making

all the rules and regulations; the bottom line is, they actually control and tell all the countries

what to do.The idea is good, but in practice it doesn’t work.

Robert: But you see, ... I feel, like, helplessness, because I don’t see anything that we could do

about it, they seem to impose all these things on us and we can’t do anything, it’s just a kind

of despair.

The vagueness of the references to EU institutions in this exchange (‘these people in

Strasbourg’) is typical for our group discussions in general. In the light of their knowledge

deficits, most respondents did not aim for precision when talking about the EU.The most

common reference to the EU was simply by the adverb ‘there’ (in German: ‘da’ or ‘dort’)

when talking about institutions, and the pronoun ‘they’ (in German: ‘die’) when talking

about EU politicians and bureaucrats.

This lack of knowledge did not prevent participants from passing judgment about the

quality of the EU’s constitutional arrangements.Contrary to some public opinion research (for

instance, Ecker-Ehrhardt, 2012), we found little evidence that the allocation of policy

responsibilities to the EU is comprehensively politicized –most of our participants were simply

not aware of the precise scope of EU powers.While there were individual suggestions for a

change (in most cases an expansion) of the EU’s policy portfolio, usually concerning issues of

personal interest to individual participants in which they perceived their own state as falling

short, these remained idiosyncratic and triggered little debate. Participants were more forth-

coming with their views on the EU’s democratic quality, and a consensus emerged that it was

weak. Criticism of the EP was particularly widespread; it was in most cases not framed in

institutional terms or reliant on explicit moral arguments about democracy,but rather focused
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on (the lack of ) pragmatic policy outcomes and the personal characteristics of MEPs –

described as incompetent, lazy, overpaid, even corrupt. Only our group of German cosmo-

politans reached a different conclusion;here the EP was praised for representing the interests of

the electorate,and its insistence on certain privacy safeguards for the transfer of banking data to

the United States was cited as an example.To be sure, participants were also highly critical of

politicians at the national level.But when asked explicitly to compare the quality of EU politics

to that of domestic politics,most groups came out in favor of the latter,which was described as

more responsive to their concerns and easier to navigate.

In spite of their critique of the democratic quality of the EU, most of our participants

were reluctant to embrace proposals for democratization, such as a further strengthening of

the EP or the direct election of an EU president.The arguments brought forward against

such proposals were mainly ethical in nature and stressed the incompatibility of stronger

EU-level democracy with national sovereignty and identities. The ways in which the

participants perceived the EU’s democratic deficit also played a role here: for most, this

deficit was not defined in institutional terms, but rather expressed as a fundamental

perception of disenfranchisement from EU politics; a sense of being ruled by an organi-

zation about which one knows too little, and which appears remote and inaccessible (see

the reference to ‘helplessness’ in the exchange above). In this framing, it is by no means

surprising that institutional reform is not widely embraced, as it would amount to tam-

pering with the very same EU institutions that participants view with suspicion.

Constitutional issues, then, were politicized in our focus groups, but in a form different

from the one suggested in some previous studies.We found little discussion of EU policy

competencies, but a high saliency of questions relating to the EU’s democratic legitimacy.

The participants’ knowledge deficits emerged as a key factor here, structuring the debates

about the EU’s democratic quality and potential remedies. Most participants were well

aware of these knowledge deficits.At the end of one of our London groups, all participants

agreed that ‘we are really quite ignorant’, and remarked how keenly the group discussion

had made them aware of this. Blame was usually placed on the EU’s lack of transparency.

A common thread running through all our discussions was a passionate call for more

information. Many demanded specific EU segments in TV newscasts, the publication of

information material in more accessible language, and explicit activities by EU politicians

to explain the organization to the people.

Policy Issues
While the participants’ knowledge deficits did not prevent active debates about constitu-

tional issues, the same is not true for policy issues. In the focus groups, few participants were

familiar with EU policies, let alone with those currently on the EU’s agenda. This is

illustrated by the fact that outside the one exceptional German group, only a handful of

participants had heard of the Summit of the European Council that took place later in the

same week in which our groups were held (16–17 December 2010), and at which crucial

decisions on the euro were to be made.When asked about EU policies, most participants

responded by reporting on their general perceptions of the EU or made reference to areas

of personal interest,which were seldom taken up by the others.The following excerpt from

one of our German groups provides an example:

12 ACHIM HURRELMANN, ANNA GORA AND ANDREA WAGNER

© 2013 The Authors. Political Studies © 2013 Political Studies Association

POLITICAL STUDIES: 2013



Moderator: In general, do you think it is a good thing that many decisions are now taken at

the European level, in Brussels?

Lieselotte: I do not hear about that at all,other than the fact that the bananas must have a specific

curvature and all eggs must be of equal size. ... I have not heard of a single decision, I must admit.

With the exceptions of [product] norms that have been defined, but other than that ...

Marcel: I think that with respect to the rule of law,we are close to the top in Germany, in terms

of legislation and the judiciary; I think other countries have problems of a different magnitude,

and these countries will surely be happy that there is now a European Court of Justice, and

European legislation that sets standards for some countries. ...

Horst: But, as far as German legislation is concerned, in certain fields it lags behind European

laws and other countries, for instance with respect to family and custody law, there remains

much to be done, and scathing decisions by the European court prove that.

This exchange is characteristic in a number of respects.First, participants in most groups had

little knowledge of concrete policies decided at the EU level, and when questioned about

them often resorted to standard clichés (‘the curvature of bananas’, etc.). In Berlin in

particular, such general assessments often included the perception that EU policies are a

device to bring other member states up to Germany’s regulatory standard.When concrete

European policy decisions were mentioned, these were frequently court decisions – often by

the European Court of Human Rights, which is, of course, not even part of the EU – rather

than legislative or executive decisions. Second, participants in policy-oriented debates often

talked past each other. Policies raised by individual participants tended to be ones about

which they cared personally – Horst in the exchange above had already made numerous

references to custody law in the preceding discussion – but these remained idiosyncratic and

triggered little debate. It was also common that discussions about EU-level policies were

immediately brought back to the domestic level; policy making at this level was clearly an

issue that participants felt more confident discussing.On the whole, then,our groups suggest

little politicization of EU policy making.Concrete EU policy decisions were of low saliency

to the participants, and the day-to-day policy process in Brussels and Strasbourg was not on

their radar screen.

Domesticated Issues
We also noticed few instances in which domestic policy issues were discussed with an

explicit EU reference. The financial crisis in Ireland was an obvious exception; here, the

bail-out conditions and their implications for domestic budget making were major themes.

Even more remarkable, however, and consistent across all four countries, was the discussion

of migration as a domesticated EU issue. EU membership was taken to imply more

immigration, a development that was generally viewed critically, but for which the primary

blame was put on domestic policies, which were accused of making migration to one’s own

country particularly attractive. In Dublin, for instance, labor migration from the newer EU

states led to a discussion of Irish social benefits collected by migrants, especially children’s

allowance, and there was a general perception that these benefits were both too generous

and too susceptible to fraud. Similar concerns were raised in the other national capitals,

particularly in the low income/education groups. For instance, many Vienna respondents
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characterized their country as being too attractive for immigrants from the East, a fact that

was blamed for a rise in crime rates. In London,participants lamented that their government

had ‘let in so many East Europeans’ that they felt ‘alien’ in their own country. Members of

our Berlin groups expressed concerns that historical sensitivities prevented the country

from showing what they considered to be adequate toughness in dealing with immigrants;

many referred positively to France’s expulsion of Roma in the fall of 2010, and bemoaned

the fact that similar policies would not be considered politically correct in Germany.The

prominent role of migration in our focus groups underscores the potential of the issue as

a rallying cry for populist mobilization. It is significant, however, that migration was

discussed primarily in domesticated rather than EU terms. Again, this illustrates that the

citizens’ interests and emotions are still focused on politics at the national level, even in cases

in which an issue’s European dimension is evident.

Conclusion: Uninformed Politicization
While we have to be cognizant of their limited generalizability,our focus groups in London,

Berlin,Vienna and Dublin suggest that European integration can no longer be described as

non-politicized in the European citizenry. European issues are clearly not at the forefront

of most people’s minds when they talk about politics, but some EU-related topics have

achieved (moderate) saliency beyond political elites. Our research indicates, however, that

European integration remains a far cry from becoming fully politicized. Politicization is

limited to the most fundamental questions brought up by European integration: EU

membership and its benefits and costs for one’s own country, the possibility of further

enlargement, as well as – in the constitutional category – the democratic legitimacy of the

EU.By contrast, issues associated with the routine functioning of the EU’s political system,

especially EU-level policy making, were not significantly politicized. Our study suggests

that greater differentiation is needed in academic debates about politicization to capture

these differences adequately.

With respect to the arguments raised in EU-related debates, the most striking result of

our research is the relatively narrow range of pro-EU claims that were brought forward.

While critical assessments of the EU made use of a variety of pragmatic, moral and ethical

claims, often reflecting a member state’s peculiar economic situation or national experience

with European integration, arguments in favor of European integration were primarily

framed in pragmatic terms, and mainly referred to the personal benefits derived from the

EU’s free movement policies.This pro-integration argument, however, was seldom effec-

tively linked to the EU as an institution. Discourses that justify the EU based on more

fundamental ethical or moral considerations had little resonance with our participants.

These patterns of politicization are highly relevant for research that seeks to understand

the legitimacy deficits of the EU. In addition to the relatively narrow range of pro-EU

arguments in laypeople’s discourses, our study highlights the importance of another variable

that deserves more attention in this respect: citizens’ limited knowledge about the EU. In

our focus groups, these knowledge deficits resulted in a distinct pattern of uninformed

politicization, which became evident not only in the vague fashion in which participants

discussed European integration, but also in their perception of the EU’s democratic quality.

For most of our respondents, the EU’s democratic deficit was not defined in institutional
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terms, but became visible as a more diffuse yet also more fundamental feeling of disen-

franchisement. It is important to understand that this type of deficit cannot be easily fixed

through institutional democratization, since such reforms necessarily rely on the very

institutions that citizens view with suspicion.
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