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Abstract

Public opinion is increasingly at the heart of both political and scholarly
debates on European integration. This article reviews the large literature
on public support for, and opposition to, European integration, focusing
on conceptualization, causes, and consequences: What is public support
for European integration? How can we explain variation in support and
Euroskepticism? What are the consequences of public support for elections
and policy making in the European Union? The review reveals that although
a growing literature has sought to explain individual support for European
integration, more work is needed to understand the ways in which opinions
are shaped by their national context and how increasing public contestation
of the European Union poses a challenge to, and an opportunity for, the
future of the integration project.
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INTRODUCTION

The future of the European Union hinges more than ever on citizens’ support for the Euro-
pean integration project. Gone are the days when elites could pursue European integration with
no regard to public opinion. With a proliferation of referendums on EU matters, the rise of
Euroskeptic parties, and the politicization of EU issues in national and European elections, there
has been a move away from the “permissive consensus” (Lindberg & Scheingold 1970) of the early
period of integration toward a “constraining dissensus” (Hooghe & Marks 2009). This has been
clearly illustrated during the recent sovereign debt crisis in the Eurozone, which resulted in a
decline in trust in both national and EU institutions and in an increase in support for Euro-critical
parties (Cramme & Hobolt 2014). The European Union faces an existential challenge: The un-
precedented development in supranational governance has led to greater public contestation of
the European Union, but at the same time the Union is increasingly reliant on public support for
its continued legitimacy.

Not surprisingly there is a burgeoning literature on public attitudes toward European integra-
tion. Early studies focused on support for European integration (see, e.g., Gabel & Palmer 1995,
Inglehart 1970, Sánchez-Cuenca 2000), whereas the focus in the last decade has shifted to opposi-
tion to European integration, or so-called Euroskepticism (e.g., Hakhverdian et al. 2013, Hooghe
2007, Leconte 2010). However, the core question examined in this literature remains the same:
What explains variation in attitudes toward European integration? In most studies, public opin-
ion on European integration refers to the general approval or disapproval of EU membership and
European unification (see Gabel 1998; Hooghe & Marks 2004, 2005; McLaren 2006). Some recent
studies have challenged this one-dimensional approach and have begun to explore multifaceted,
and more policy-specific, opinions (see Boomgaarden et al. 2011, De Vries & Steenbergen 2013,
Stöckel 2013). What these different viewpoints have in common is that they treat public opinion
as the dependent variable. The literature has broadly focused on three sets of explanations for
support: a utilitarian approach to the benefits of membership, identity-driven motivations, and
cue-taking and benchmarking with reference to the national political context.

Far less attention has been paid to EU attitudes as an explanatory variable, that is, to the effects
of public opinion on European integration. The consensus has been that EU attitudes are largely
irrelevant in European Parliament elections and that mainstream political parties prefer not to
compete on issues relating to European integration (see Hix & Marsh 2007, Mair 2000, Reif &
Schmitt 1980, Van der Eijk & Franklin 1996). Yet, recent studies have shown that such attitudes
can be an important determinant of vote choices, especially among the politically sophisticated,
and that the integration issue is becoming increasingly politicized by challenger parties (Hobolt
& De Vries 2015, De Vries et al. 2011, Hobolt et al. 2009, Spoon 2012). Moreover, the Eurozone
crisis has demonstrated how public opinion can act as a constraint on national governments’
negotiations in the European Union. Nonetheless, there is limited systematic research on how
public attitudes shape policy outcomes, at both the national and the European level.

This article reviews the literature on support for European integration, focusing on conceptu-
alization, causes, and consequences: What is support for, and opposition to, European integration?
What are the antecedents of these attitudes? And what are the effects of these attitudes on pol-
icy makers and policy making in the European Union? In reviewing the existing literature, we
highlight three themes in need of further research: first, the relationship between diffuse and
policy-specific support for European integration and the stability of such attitudes; second, how
the diverse national contexts shape people’s perceptions of the European Union; and finally, when
and how public opinion acts as a constraint on policy making and with what consequences for the
efficiency and legitimacy of the European Union.
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CONCEPTUALIZATION AND MEASUREMENT OF PUBLIC SUPPORT

For decades European citizens were viewed as largely irrelevant to the process of integration.
One of the leading thinkers on European integration, Ernst Haas, stated over 50 years ago: “It
is as impracticable as it is unnecessary to have recourse to general public opinion surveys . . . . It
suffices to single out and define the political elites in the participating countries, to study the
reactions to integration and assess changes in attitude on their part” (Haas 1958, p. 17). Yet, as
the European Union has evolved from an international organization primarily concerned with
trade liberalization to an economic and political union with wide-ranging competences, public
opinion has also become more important, and the very idea of European integration has become
increasingly contested. The rejection of the Maastricht Treaty in 1992 in a referendum in Denmark
marked a turning point in the study of European integration, sparking scholarly interest in the
role of public opinion (Franklin et al. 1994, Siune & Svensson 1993, Worre 1995). Since then,
thousands of articles have been dedicated to understanding the contours of public opinion toward
Europe.1 The first wave of studies in the 1990s focused on support for European integration,
whereas the second wave of studies in the 2000s was aimed at understanding opposition to the
European Union, popularly coined Euroskepticism. What both waves have in common is that
they focused almost exclusively on the determinants of public opinion and paid less attention to
the definition and measurement of the concept. This raises the question of what we actually mean
when we refer to and measure support for European integration.

Studies have generally treated public support as a single latent variable of fixed attitudes to-
ward European integration, ranging from rejection of the European project to high levels of sup-
port for European unification (e.g., Hooghe & Marks 2005). Empirically, this has been captured
with one or more survey questions concerning support for EU membership and attitudes toward
European unification. Recent studies, however, have challenged this approach in two ways. First,
some studies suggest that attitudes toward European integration are inherently variable, reflect-
ing differential degrees of certainty and ambivalence (De Vries & Steenbergen 2013, Stöckel
2013). Second, Boomgaarden et al. (2011) suggest that a one-dimensional approach to support
for European integration is insufficient (see also Hobolt & Brouard 2011); instead, they advocate
a multidimensional understanding including the dimensions of performance, identity, affection,
utilitarianism, and strengthening—all of which are closely linked to the different explanatory
approaches that we discuss below. These studies thus raise important questions about whether
citizens have consistent and unidimensional attitudes toward European integration or whether we
need to distinguish between several dimensions.

A useful starting point is the seminal work by Easton (1965, 1975). Easton pioneered the
study of public support for systems of government, which “refers to the way in which a person
evaluatively orients himself to some [political] objects through either his attitudes or his behavior”
(Easton 1975, p. 436). He distinguishes between two different modes of political support: diffuse
and specific. Whereas diffuse support refers to the evaluation of the regime, broadly defined as
the system of government and the constitutional arrangements underlying it, specific support
relates more to policy, that is, the binding collective decisions and actions taken by political actors
operating in the broader system of government (see Norris 1999).

In the context of European integration, it is also useful to distinguish between regime support
and policy support (e.g., De Wilde & Trenz 2012). Regime support denotes support for the

1A simple Google Scholar search using the keywords “public support for European integration” and “public support for the
EU,” for example, retrieved 1,690 and 912 hits, respectively. The “Euroscepticism”/“Euroskepticism” search terms generated
approximately 12,000 hits.
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constitutional settlement of the European Union as laid down in the various treaties, including
support for membership of the Union. This type of support is crucial to any system, since it allows
it to retain legitimacy even when people become disillusioned with the performance of specific
governments and policies (see Norris 1999). In established democracies, regime support is often
taken for granted, yet in the context of the European Union, it is still inherently fragile. Unlike
most established nation states, the European Union is characterized by an inherent ambiguity. It
is a hybrid multilevel political system, far more integrated than an international system, yet it is
not a nation state. The Union’s external boundaries are continuously redrawn, there is uncertainty
about the scope of its competences, the underlying demos is fuzzy, and its aims are contested by
politicians and publics in many member states. The lack of elite and public consensus about the
nature of the EU polity presents an existential challenge to the European project (De Wilde &
Trenz 2012, Mair 2007). Given its far-reaching economic and political integration, the European
Union is increasingly dependent on wider popular legitimacy, yet it lacks a long-lasting attachment
to its constitutional order that can serve as a buffer against short-term policy failures. Because the
actions of all elites will occasionally fail to meet public expectations, dissatisfaction with policy
outcomes is endemic to any system of government (Scharpf 1999). In contrast to what happens
with other international organizations, however, the ambiguity surrounding the European Union
is increasingly politicized in the public and media discourse as well as in party and electoral
competition (e.g., De Vreese 2003, De Vries 2007, Hobolt 2009, Hooghe & Marks 2009). As a
consequence, it remains important to examine the causes and consequences of regime support in
the European Union.

Policy support refers to support for the content of collective decisions and actions taken by
EU actors. In practice, however, it can be difficult to clearly separate the notions of regime and
policy support, since EU policies often involve transfers of sovereignty from the national to the
European level. European integration has created a complex and multilevel division of power
between various European institutions and between EU institutions and national governments,
which also deeply affects national policies and practices (Hooghe & Marks 2001). Hence, EU
policy support is characterized by a fundamental problem of attribution of policy responsibility
(Hobolt & Tilley 2014), and it may not be easily disentangled from support for national policies
(see also Rohrschneider 2000, Sánchez-Cuenca 2000). What is more, for much of its history the
European Union was presented to citizens as a matter of foreign policy, about which citizens
tend to have little knowledge (De Vries et al. 2011, Holsti 1992, Karp et al. 2003). Although
interest in and knowledge of EU affairs has grown as integration has deepened and has become
more contested, public opinion toward the European Union is still characterized by a high degree
of uncertainty (De Vries & Steenbergen 2013). This allows national political elites to use the
European Union as a scapegoat for domestic problems, which might dampen EU policy support.
Policy-specific EU public opinion should therefore be analyzed and interpreted in its multilevel
context rather than as an isolated phenomenon.

Just as most studies have paid relatively little attention to the conceptualization of support for
European integration, the precise measurement of public attitudes toward European integration
has also received somewhat limited consideration. Studies have employed a variety of measures to
capture the empirical dynamics of support, such as trust in EU institutions, support for member-
ship, or desired speed of integration. Most scholars rely on the Eurobarometer surveys because
these constitute the only data source that allows for cross-national and longitudinal comparisons.
One problematic issue, however, is that several questions have been reworded or excluded from
the surveys, and hence very few questions cover the entire period since the early 1970s. As a result,
there is often a trade-off between analyses that rely on one or a small set of items to measure
support over time and a cross-sectional analysis of various dimensions of support captured at a
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Figure 1
EU regime support by region.

single point in time. Recent work, for example Bechtel et al.’s (2014) study of support for bailouts
in the German context, employs new data collection techniques such as conjoint survey experi-
ments to capture the multifaceted nature of public opinion toward European integration (see also
Boomgaarden et al. 2011).

The distinct advantage of Eurobarometer data is that they allow us to illustrate some cross-
national and cross-temporal dynamics in EU regime and policy support, which we present in
Figures 1–3. To capture regime support, we use the classic measure of citizens’ support for
membership.2 Specifically, Figure 1 shows the percentage of people who view their country’s
membership in the European Union as a “good thing.” Because policy support relates to the
content of collective decisions and actions taken by the European Union, we capture this dimension
by measuring citizens’ preference for speeding up policy integration within the European Union.
Figure 2 shows the percentage of people who prefer policy integration to speed up rather than
to come to a standstill.3 In Figure 3 we look specifically at support for one of the most salient
EU policies, the single currency. These figures display trends in regime and policy support by EU
regions—North (Eurozone versus not), South, and East—to capture the different political and
economic circumstances within the Union.4

Much has been made of the supposed rise of Euroskepticism, so it is noteworthy that the
figures do not show any clear downward trend in support. Instead, Figure 1 shows that support

2This item asks respondents if their country’s membership in the European Union is a “good thing,” a “bad thing,” or “neither
good nor bad,” and it has been used by many scholars to assess EU regime support.
3The question asks respondents: “In your opinion, what is the current speed of building Europe? No. 1 is standing still; No. 7
is running as fast as possible. . . . And which corresponds best with what you would like?” Figure 2 plots the percentage of
citizens who rate their opinion as 4 or higher on a 7-point scale.
4The following member states are included in each region: North Eurozone: Austria, Belgium, Ireland, Finland, Germany,
Luxembourg, and the Netherlands; North not Eurozone: Denmark, Sweden, and the United Kingdom; South: Cyprus, France,
Italy, Greece, Malta, Portugal, and Spain; East: Bulgaria, Croatia, Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania,
Poland, Romania, Slovakia, and Slovenia.
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Figure 2
EU policy support by region.

for membership has been fairly stable and markedly above 50% in the Northern member states
albeit it has been lower in non-Eurozone members, Denmark, Sweden, and the United Kingdom.
In the Southern member states, average support is above 50% with two exceptions: a decline in
the early 1980s due to the accession of Greece, Portugal, and Spain (countries in which public
opinion was at first more skeptical of European integration than in Italy and France), and a more
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Support for the euro by region.
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steady deterioration of support since the start of the Eurozone crisis. Even slightly more negative
views about membership can be found in Central and Eastern Europe in recent years.

Interestingly, whereas Figure 1 shows that regime support is currently higher in the North
compared to the South and the East, Figure 2 displays a contrasting pattern. General policy
support is much higher in the South and the East compared to the Northern regions. Since the
start of the Eurozone crisis in 2010, support for further integration has increased throughout the
Union. However, when we turn specifically to support for the euro,5 displayed in Figure 3, we see
that the Eurozone crisis has also led to increasing divergence in support for the single currency.
First, we can observe an increasing divide between Eurozone members and nonmembers: Support
inside the Eurozone has remained high and relatively stable, whereas it has declined sharply outside
the Eurozone, both in the North and in the East (see Hobolt & Wratil 2015). Second, the figure
shows that support has remained higher in the richer creditor countries in the North than in the
Southern member states. This is not surprising, given that Southern member states have been
most severely affected by the sovereign debt crisis and several countries have faced far-reaching
austerity policies and structural reforms as part of sovereign bailout programs of the International
Monetary Fund and the European Commission.

These findings are interesting in two respects. First, although citizens on average display high
levels of regime support, that does not necessarily imply that they favor further policy integration
in Europe, and vice versa. Second, although regime support is currently higher in the founding
member states of the North compared to the South and the East, this trend is somewhat different
when we look at policy support. On the one hand, support for the euro has declined most sharply
outside the Eurozone and in bailout countries in the South. On the other hand, the publics
in the South and the East are the most enthusiastic about further European integration. This
suggests that even though citizens in the South and the East, who have experienced considerable
economic hardship in the context of the financial crisis, may have become less enthusiastic about
EU membership in recent years, their support for further EU policy integration is still very high,
over 70% in 2013. This may be partly due to a desire for greater economic redistribution across
the European Union in the South and the East and to the widespread public perception that
despite the poor performance of the European Union during the crisis, national governments do
not offer better solutions (see Hobolt & Leblond 2013). This evidence highlights the context-
specific nature of public support for European integration and may suggest that for some countries
European integration still constitutes a lifebuoy for national policy performance (e.g., Harteveld
et al. 2013, Sánchez-Cuenca 2000). This leads us to the literature on how to explain such variation
in support.

CAUSES OF PUBLIC SUPPORT

Most of the literature on public opinion on European integration has emerged since the early
1990s6 and has focused on EU regime support, although some studies have concentrated on
policy-specific support for enlargement (e.g., Hobolt 2014, McLaren 2007, Schuck & De Vreese
2006) and the single currency, the euro (e.g., Banducci et al. 2009; Gabel & Hix 2005; Hobolt &
Leblond 2009, 2013; Hobolt & Wratil 2015; Kaltenthaler & Anderson 2001). These studies adopt

5The figure shows Eurobarometer survey responses in favor of a “European Monetary Union with one single currency, the
EURO.”
6A notable exception is Inglehart’s (1970) early studies of support as well as work on voting behavior in European Parliament
elections published in the 1980s (e.g., Reif & Schmitt 1980).
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three main explanatory approaches to explaining variation in support for European integration:
utilitarian, identity, and cue-taking and benchmarking approaches.

Utilitarian Approach

“Ever closer union among the peoples of Europe” was the bold political vision set out in the
founding treaty;7 yet for the first four decades the reality of European integration was focused
overwhelmingly on economic cooperation and market integration. Not surprisingly, therefore,
studies of public support for European integration in the 1990s were dominated by utilitarian
explanations of support based on an individual cost-benefit analysis. The basic idea in these studies
is that European trade liberalization will favor citizens with higher levels of income and human
capital (education and occupational skills) and that as a consequence such individuals will be more
supportive of European integration (Anderson & Reichert 1995, Gabel 1998, Gabel & Palmer
1995, Tucker et al. 2002). The removal of barriers to trade allows firms to shift production across
borders and increases job insecurity for low-skilled workers, whereas high-skilled workers and
those with capital can take advantage of the opportunities resulting from a liberalized European
market. Studies have consistently shown that socioeconomic factors influence public support,
and recent work even suggests that education has become a more important determinant of EU
support over time, as the less educated are becoming less supportive of the integration project (see
Hakhverdian et al. 2013).

The utilitarian explanation has also been applied to the national level: In countries that profit
directly from net fiscal transfers from the European Union or indirectly from improved trade and
favorable economic conditions, public support for membership is expected to be higher (Anderson
& Kaltenthaler 1996, Carrubba 1997, Eichenberg & Dalton 1993). However, the simple argument
that net beneficiary countries are more supportive has found mixed empirical support. More
recent studies have shown that the economy has a powerful moderating effect on how identity and
ideology shape integration attitudes. For example, it has been shown that people on the left are
more opposed to integration than people on the right in countries with extensive welfare states,
because integration can lead to the dilution of their welfare systems, whereas the opposite is true
in countries with high income inequality and limited public ownership where further integration
may increase redistribution (see Brinegar & Jolly 2005; Brinegar et al. 2004; Burgoon 2009; Garry
& Tilley 2009, 2015). Hence, these recent developments in the literature highlight the importance
of studying how EU attitudes are embedded in diverse national contexts, a theme we will return
to later.

Identity Approach

As the European Union has evolved from an international organization primarily concerned
with trade liberalization to an economic and political union with wide-ranging competences,
the literature has also shifted its attention to explanations for support that build on notions of
identity, group conflict, and symbolic politics. The major contention in this literature is that
European integration is not only, or even primarily, about a single market, but also about a pooling
of sovereignty that potentially erodes national self-determination and blurs boundaries between
distinct national communities (Carey 2002; Hooghe & Marks 2005, 2009; McLaren 2006). Not

7The EEC Treaty (http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri = URISERV%3Axy0023) established the
European Economic Community in 1957.
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surprisingly, therefore, individuals’ attachment to their nation and their perceptions of people from
other cultures influence their attitudes toward European integration. Carey (2002) has shown that
people with strong national identity and pride are less supportive of European integration. There is
also evidence in studies by McLaren (2002, 2006) and others that Euroskepticism is closely related
to a general hostility toward other cultures, such as negative attitudes toward minority groups and
immigrants (De Vreese & Boomgaarden 2005, Hobolt et al. 2011). Hooghe & Marks (2004, 2005)
have demonstrated that individuals who conceive of their national identity as exclusive of other
territorial identities are likely to be considerably more Euroskeptic than those who have multiple
nested identities.

Because most empirical studies of public support for the European Union rely on Eurobarom-
eter survey data, as discussed, it is possible to compare different theoretical explanations using
the same data. Analyses have shown that identity-related concerns are as important as, if not
more important than, utilitarian factors (socioeconomic characteristics) in explaining support for
integration (see Carey 2002, Hooghe & Marks 2005, McLaren 2006). One concern with such
comparisons is that some of the measures used by scholars to measure national and European at-
tachment8 and attitudes toward minorities could be endogenous to EU support. That is to say, it
is difficult to establish whether it is support for the European Union that causes people to say that
they feel European or vice versa. Indeed, scholars of identity formation in the European Union
have pointed out that further work is needed to understand the conceptual basis of European
identity and how this relates to support (see Bruter 2003, 2005). Moreover, most of the studies
assessing the impact of identity versus utility are relatively static in nature.

Rather than assuming that identity concerns necessarily become more important as the inte-
gration process deepens, recent studies have suggested that the Eurozone crisis has meant that
citizens increasingly form opinions on the basis of utility calculations (Hobolt & Wratil 2015).
As shown in Figure 3, support for the euro has remained high and stable inside the Eurozone,
especially in the North, but has declined significantly in non-Eurozone countries and to a lesser
degree also in debtor countries in the South. This reflects differences in the economic and politi-
cal context: For EU members the prospect of abandoning the single currency is highly perilous,
whereas for EU outsiders the adoption of a currency in turmoil is not an attractive option (see
Hobolt & Leblond 2013). At the individual level, studies have shown that such economic cost-
benefit analyses have become a more important determinant of euro support since the onset of
the crisis. This is especially the case in poorer member states where economic considerations are
more salient and therefore national identity is less of a constraint on support for deeper European
integration (Hobolt & Wratil 2015, Kuhn & Stoeckel 2014). This raises the fundamental question
of how such attitudes are formed and mobilized in changing national political settings.

Cue-Taking and Benchmarking Approaches

Before the Eurozone crisis and the associated bailout programs in debtor states, few people had
direct personal experiences with the European Union, and knowledge of the Union was generally
low. Studies have therefore focused on the role of parties and other intermediaries such as the me-
dia in shaping support for the European Union. The core argument is that European integration
is too complex and remote from the daily lives of most citizens for them to have sufficient interest,
awareness, or emotional attachment to base their attitudes on an evaluation of the implications of

8For example: “Do you see yourself as 1) [nationality] only, 2) [nationality] and European, 3) European and [nationality], or
4) European only?”
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the integration process (Anderson 1998, Weßels 1995). Instead, citizens rely on proxies or cues
to overcome their information shortfalls. Such information shortcuts may take various forms, but
given that citizens generally pay more attention to the national political arena than to European
politics, it makes sense that they employ domestic cues to form opinions about European in-
tegration. The notion of citizens relying on national proxies was first developed in the context
of research on European elections and referendums (Franklin et al. 1994, Hobolt 2009, Reif &
Schmitt 1980, Schneider & Weitsman 1996), but it has also been applied to the study of support
for integration.

The national news media is a crucial source of political information for citizens, and a growing
strand of literature examines how media coverage shapes attitudes toward the European Union.
Although it is notoriously difficult to clearly identify media effects empirically, several studies—
using a mix of time-series analysis, panel studies, and experimental methods—have shown that
the way in which the media frame the European Union has a significant, albeit modest, effect on
support for European integration at both the individual and the contextual level (see, e.g., Azrout
et al. 2012, De Vreese & Boomgaarden 2006, Schuck & De Vreese 2006, Vliegenthart et al. 2009).
Another important type of cue is the one provided by national political parties. It is well established
that political elites shape public support for the European Union and that citizens who support
pro-European parties are more likely to be supportive of European integration (Hellström 2008,
Hobolt 2007, Hooghe & Marks 2005), although some studies have shown that this is a reciprocal
process, whereby party elites both respond to and shape the views of their supporters (Gabel &
Scheve 2007, Steenbergen et al. 2007). Much less attention is paid to the exact content of party
cues. A study by De Vries & Edwards (2009) focusing on Euroskeptic party cues suggests that
whereas left-wing Euroskeptic parties mobilize economic anxieties and antiausterity concerns
against the European project, right-wing Euroskeptic parties rally opposition by highlighting
national identity considerations and feelings of cultural threats. This has become particularly
evident in recent years, when left-wing Euroskeptic parties such as Syriza and Podemos, in Greece
and Spain, respectively, have campaigned successfully on an antiausterity platform, whereas right-
wing Euroskeptic parties in the North, including the Front National in France, the Freedom Party
in Austria and the Netherlands, and the Danish People’s Party have gained votes by appealing to
anti-immigration sentiments.

Despite these elite-mass linkages, mainstream political elites on average remain considerably
more supportive of the European integration than citizens (Aspinwall 2002, Hooghe 2003, Müller
et al. 2012). Part of the reason for this disconnect between voters and mainstream political parties
is that there is no straightforward relationship between the dominant dimension of contestation in
Europe, namely left-right politics, and the European integration dimension (De Vries & Hobolt
2012, Marks & Steenbergen 2002). Hence, most mainstream parties have preferred not to politicize
an issue that could lead to internal splits and voter defection. As a consequence, Euroskeptic
positions have mainly been adopted by parties on the fringes of the left-right spectrum that
mobilize Euroskepticism to attract new voters (De Vries & Edwards 2009, Green-Pedersen 2012,
Hobolt & De Vries 2015, Hooghe et al. 2002, Spoon 2012, Taggart 1998, Van de Wardt et al.
2014). Recent work shows that a similar U-shaped relationship between voters’ left-right ideology
and EU support has evolved since the Maastricht Treaty (Van Elsas & Van der Brug 2015).

Citizens can also use the national context as a heuristic in other ways. In particular, it has been
argued that the domestic political institutions are a benchmark for people’s views on European
integration. In its simplest version, the argument is that because citizens overall lack knowledge
about the European Union, they use national proxies to evaluate the Union, such as government
performance, about which they have more direct information (Anderson 1998, Kritzinger 2003).
A slightly different view is put forward in the seminal study by Sánchez-Cuenca (2000), which
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argues that the national context provides a contrasting lens producing an inverse perception of
national and European institutions: Those citizens who are dissatisfied with the performance of
their national systems will be more willing to transfer sovereignty to the EU level, and vice versa.
This finding fits with the conclusion reached in other studies showing that individuals, particularly
those who are politically aware, are capable of distinguishing between EU and national institutions
when making their evaluations (Karp et al. 2003).

The significance of benchmarking for public opinion formation has also been established in
other areas such as economic voting (e.g., Kayser & Peress 2012). This form of benchmarking
not only applies to national performance based on the economy, but also to the functioning
of democracy at the national level. Rohrschneider (2000) for example shows that citizens who
consider their national democratic institutions to be working well display much lower levels of EU
regime support irrespective of economic performance evaluations, because they perceive politics
at the European level to be democratically deficient. Other work suggests that the exact content
of national benchmarks, either economic or political in nature, used by citizens to evaluate the
European Union crucially depends on the level of national prosperity. Whereas citizens in less
affluent nations evaluate the European Union mainly on the basis of economic performance, in
more affluent nations publics rely mostly on political criteria and benchmark the European Union’s
perceived democracy deficit against the functioning of their national democracies (Rohrschneider
& Loveless 2010). This is similar to the findings by more recent studies of support for European
economic governance (Kuhn & Stoeckel 2014), and it may help to explain the growing divergence
in policy-specific EU support across the regions of the European Union. Overall, these studies
underscore the importance of the national context in providing benchmarks against which the
public can judge the European Union.

CONSEQUENCES OF SUPPORT

Whereas an extensive literature has focused on the antecedents of popular support for European
integration, far fewer studies have examined whether public opinion has any discernable effect
on European policy making. As discussed, the issue of European integration was for many years
regarded as one of limited relevance to the public and to domestic party competition. However,
scholars argue that public opposition to the European Union is increasingly acting as a constraint
on the integration process; this is most clearly illustrated in referendums on European integration
that have introduced a popular element into the process of European integration, forcing national
and European elites to consider how to garner public support for the integration project (Hobolt
2009, Hooghe & Marks 2009). The election of the Euro-critical Syriza-led government in Greece
in 2015 has demonstrated not only how the crisis has changed Greek public attitudes toward
policies originating from the European Union, but also the extent to which Euroskeptic voices
in government complicate the EU policy-making process. Therefore, recent studies have started
to pay more attention to the effects of EU attitudes by investigating the connection between the
public and policy makers in the European Union, in particular focusing on the extent to which
attitudes toward Europe matter in elections.

Most of the literature on the impact of EU attitudes on electoral behavior has highlighted
the absence of an electoral connection, both in European and in national elections and referen-
dums. Scholars have argued that despite successive reforms to make the European Parliament
(the European Union’s only directly elected institution) a more powerful legislature, European
elections are still not genuinely European contests, but rather second-order national elections
(Reif & Schmitt 1980) in which domestic concerns dominate the agenda. Because less is at stake in
European Parliament elections, parties and voters treat them as midterm national contests rather
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than as opportunities to influence policy making at the European level. Repeated studies have
shown that attitudes toward European integration, both regime and policy support, play a limited
role when citizens cast their vote in European elections; instead, voters use elections to protest
against the incumbent and vote sincerely on domestic political issues (see Hix & Marsh 2007,
Marsh 1998, Van der Eijk & Franklin 1996). Recent work, however, has suggested that some vot-
ers decide to abstain or defect not because of domestic concerns, but because they disagree with
the (pro-)integration positions adopted by mainstream political parties (Clark & Rohrschneider
2009, De Vries et al. 2011, Hobolt & Spoon 2012, Hobolt et al. 2009). As a consequence of the
politicization of the European integration issue and the persistent gap between the more pro-
European position adopted by mainstream parties and the more Euroskeptical attitudes of a large
proportion of the electorate, we have witnessed the rise of parties with Euroskeptic positions in
European Parliament elections. Of course, the success of such parties is not driven solely by voters’
attitude on Europe; research suggests that anti-immigration attitudes drive much of the support
for populist right-wing parties (Hobolt 2015, Treib 2014). However, public opinion on European
integration explains some of the success of challenger parties on both the left and the right (De
Vries & Hobolt 2012).

Some European electorates have also had other opportunities to express their opinions on the
European integration process, namely in referendums on European integration, and with great
consequence. Direct democracy has become an increasingly common feature of European politics,
with over 50 referendums on aspects of European integration, including accession to the Union
and approval or disapproval of treaty reform (Hobolt 2009, Mendez et al. 2014). In a number of
cases, the domestic electorates have rejected the proposals for further integration, despite broad
consensus among national elites. Most notably, Danish voters rejected the Maastricht Treaty in
1992 (leading to a special protocol with opt-outs for Denmark), and French and Dutch voters
sounded the death knell to the Constitutional Treaty when they voted no in 2005 (leading to the
adoption of the amended Lisbon Treaty). Nevertheless, there is some disagreement over whether
EU referendums have served to strengthen the bond between citizens and politicians in the Union.
Several scholars have argued that EU referendums, just like European Parliament elections, are
second-order ballots determined by domestic political issues and satisfaction with the government
(Franklin et al. 1994, 1995), whereas others have suggested that voters do base their vote choices on
attitudes toward European integration (Hobolt 2009, Siune et al. 1994). If referendum outcomes
are plebiscites on the national governments reflecting the will of ill-informed, dissatisfied voters,
they are less desirable as a mechanism of decision making on European integration than they
would be if they indicated choices made by knowledgeable voters on the basis of their attitudes
toward the issue at stake. In the same way, the debate on whether EU attitudes matter in European
Parliament elections has implications for democracy in the Union, because the absence of a truly
European element in these elections means that they fail to translate public preferences on EU
policy issues into policy outcomes. Recent studies suggest that much depends on the national
context, in particular on how much information is provided to citizens during the campaign and
the role of issue entrepreneurs (e.g., De Vries et al. 2011, Hobolt 2009, Hobolt & Spoon 2012).

The national political sphere provides another important avenue for citizens’ EU preferences
to feed into the policy-making process, namely through national elections. National governments
are represented in the Council of the European Union (as well as the European Council), which
remains the single most powerful decision-making body in the European Union. As in the liter-
ature on European elections, the broad consensus has shifted from a position that saw European
integration as a sleeping giant in national elections (Mair 2000; Van der Eijk & Franklin 2004,
2007)—an issue not yet politicized by domestic political actors—to one in which this sleeping
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giant has indeed been awoken. More and more evidence suggests that attitudes toward European
integration affect vote choices, at least in national elections in which the issue has been mobi-
lized by Euroskeptic issue entrepreneurs (De Vries 2007, 2010; Evans 1998; Tillman 2004, 2012).
Although the literature on the role of EU support in elections is evolving, the focus still remains
on the impact of regime support, and particularly the lack of regime support (Euroskepticism),
whereas there is less research on how policy-specific support affects vote choices (exceptions in-
clude Hobolt & Brouard 2011, Schoen 2008), and importantly on how the contestation of the
European Union is linked to other issues, such as anti-immigration or antiausterity attitudes, in
different electoral contexts.

A potentially bigger gap in the literature is the lack of research on whether public opinion
on European integration shapes policy making in the European Union. Very little attention has
been paid to whether the electoral connection also leads to changes in policy outcomes. Indeed,
the general assumption in much of the work on policy making in the European Union is that
European institutions, including the national governments represented in the Council, are largely
insulated from electoral pressures, not least because electorates are usually not well informed
about EU decision making (see, for example, Bailer et al. 2014). Public opinion, however, is not
entirely absent from the literature on EU policy making. Some studies have examined systemic
responsiveness by analyzing whether the amount of legislation passed reflects public demands for
further integration, showing a relationship between EU support and amount of legislation (see
Arnold et al. 2015, Bølstad 2015, Toshkov 2011). Toshkov (2011) finds that public opinion has
had an effect on the legislative output of the European Union (policy responsiveness), at least until
the introduction of the Maastricht Treaty. However, he finds no strong evidence for causation in
the opposite direction (public responsiveness). In contrast, a study by Franklin & Wlezien (1997)
finds that the public has become less supportive of further integration in the presence of more
legislative output, in line with the thermostatic model of responsiveness (Wlezien 1995), though
only as the salience of the European Union has increased over time (see also Arnold et al. 2015).
These studies are based on the rather strong assumption that it is sensible to conceive of a sort
of Europe-wide public mood toward European integration. A recent time-series study by Bølstad
(2015) finds support for this assumption, but his analysis points toward a periphery trend of public
mood, driven by Northern Europe (in particular the United Kingdom, Ireland, and Denmark), in
contrast to a core trend driven by the founding member states.

Although this work is valuable for studying systemic responsiveness in the European Union,
it provides limited insight into when and why we would expect politicians to act responsively
in the Union. Policy outcomes are generally operationalized as the number of legislative acts
(or directives), based on a debatable assumption that more legislation equals more integration.
Given that electoral research has shown that European integration is becoming a more salient
dimension of contestation in elections, there is clearly scope for more research on how this trans-
lates into more policy outcomes. Some important studies have examined the impact of the public
mood and of parties’ EU ideology on governments’ positions in intergovernmental negotiations
in the European Union. These studies show that national governments adjust their position on
the scope of political integration to the partisan composition of national parliaments as well as
to the domestic public opinion on European integration (e.g., Aspinwall 2002, 2007; Finke 2010;
Koenig-Archibugi 2004). Building on these recent studies, further research should explore the dy-
namic responsiveness of governments to their domestic public opinion on European integration:
When and why do governments in the Council, and indeed policy makers in other EU institutions,
shift their positions in response to the public mood? And what is the impact on policy outcomes?
The next section discusses this and other avenues for further research.
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CONCLUSIONS AND NEW DIRECTIONS

For a long time public opinion toward the European integration was viewed as largely irrelevant
for understanding political and economic integration in Europe. Yet, as the process of integration
has deepened, the study of public support for, and opposition to, the European Union has become
an essential part of the study of the Union. The Eurozone crisis has made the integration pro-
cess more contested than ever, and diverging public opinion in Europe’s Northern and Southern
regions presents a growing challenge to EU policy making, as many voters in the North oppose
open borders and fiscal transfers, whereas voters in the South call for more EU redistribution
(Hobolt 2015). The study of public opinion on integration provides important insights into an
understanding of the European Union, and it contributes more broadly to the literature on inter-
national organizations, which has traditionally paid limited attention to the role of domestic public
opinion (for exceptions see Bechtel & Scheve 2013, Milner & Tingley 2013). The recent evidence
from the EU context suggests that public opinion may be increasingly acting as a constraint on
the positions and actions of governmental elites in the international realm.

The extensive literature on public support for integration that has emerged during the last two
decades has generally been strong in terms of explaining individual-level variations of support,
but weaker in terms of conceptualizing support and examining the wider effects of public opinion.
As a consequence, we know a great deal about what type of people are likely to support the
European Union—well-educated citizens who support the political mainstream and have multiple,
overlapping identities—but less about what it actually means to support the European Union, or
what are the consequences of variations in public support on policy making. Based on this review
of the rich literature on public opinion on European integration, we thus highlight three themes
that deserve more attention.

First, this review has revealed that more research is needed to understand the concept of sup-
port for European integration. How stable are people’s attitudes toward European integration?
Is support for the European Union multidimensional in nature, and if so, how do these differ-
ent dimensions relate to each other (and to other ideological dimensions)? Recent contributions
suggest that EU preferences are far from unidimensional or unambiguous. Rather, they are multi-
dimensional, inherently variable, and characterized by a large degree of complexity. Instead of
measuring if the public is on average supportive of or opposed to the European Union, we may
want to establish the variance in support and opposition across individuals and member states
and the multiple dimensions that characterize the integration process and its institutions. At this
point, we lack solid evidence as to whether citizens hold consistent and stable predispositions
on European integration that shape political behavior in a predictable manner. What is more,
in the context of the Eurozone crisis, in which policies originating from the European level are
increasingly contested, it is crucial to explore how changes in policy support might affect regime
support. In order to address these important issues, new forms of data collection and analysis may
prove necessary. The dominance of Eurobarometer data when aiming to capture public opinion
toward European integration has allowed researchers to capture temporal and contextual dynam-
ics, but only using a small set of generic questions. Future research should thus build on recent
developments in this field and make greater use of conjoint analysis, experimental methods, and
panel data to enhance our understanding of the nature of public opinion on European integration.

Second, although a wide range of studies demonstrate the importance of national benchmarks
in shaping people’s perceptions of the European Union, many questions still need to be addressed
in this respect. For example, the economic voting literature suggests that citizens benchmark
economic performance across borders by determining their countries’ performance relative to
neighboring countries or trading partners (Kayser & Peress 2012). Do citizens do the same when
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it comes to the European Union? Do they support or oppose European integration based on their
countries’ economic or political performance relative to other EU member states or neighboring
non-EU countries? Also, the integration process itself presents citizens with an ever-evolving ref-
erence point. In other words, the changing character of the European Union and its competencies
should also be taken into account when examining the dynamics of public opinion. The increasingly
intertwined nature of European and national politics today raises the question if it is still feasible to
distinguish between national and European performance as previous studies have done. Given that
citizens’ knowledge about and experience with EU politics seem to have increased substantially
over the past decade, could it be equally likely that EU performance evaluations influence peo-
ple’s views about the performance of their national political systems? This brings about questions
about the possible endogenous nature of national and European benchmarks. These important
questions about the precise nature of benchmarking performance within the European Union and
how it relates to regime and policy support should in our view be a topic of future research.

Finally, more research is needed on when and how public opinion acts as a constraint on policy
making and with what consequences for the efficiency and legitimacy of the European Union.
As we have highlighted, current research suggests that public opinion on European integration
is increasingly important for domestic and European electoral and party politics. Yet, to date
we lack precise insights into how public opinion feeds into the policy process, especially at the
European level. Does public opinion act as a constraint on EU policy making as national govern-
ment leaders in the Council and European parliamentarians are increasingly held accountable for
their actions in national and European elections? This politicization of European integration may
serve to strengthen the electoral connection in the European Union: Political entrepreneurs that
mobilize opposition to European integration are on the rise in a number of countries. Ironically
perhaps, a stronger electoral connection between citizens and politicians on European issues may
also imply a break on the level and scope of integration, given that European publics tend to
be more Euroskeptic than the elites. When given a direct say on the integration process, even
some of the most pro-European publics have turned down proposals for wider and deeper inte-
gration. If public opinion indeed constrains European policy making, it might potentially limit
the room to maneuver within the European Union, as politicians fearing the wrath of an increas-
ingly Euroskeptic electorate will naturally become more cautious. Moreover, given that research
suggests that public opinion is highly conditional upon the national context in which citizens find
themselves and consequently varies significantly across regions, striking policy bargains between
different member states and their representatives might prove increasingly hard to achieve. This
divergence has been exacerbated by the recent Eurozone crisis, which has unmasked structural
imbalances between regions and highlighted the redistributive consequences of integration. This
is the dilemma that the European Union is facing: Greater public contestation may be an essential
ingredient for more democratic decision making in the European Union, yet it also makes it more
difficult to arrive at common solutions to shared problems.

DISCLOSURE STATEMENT

The authors are not aware of any affiliations, memberships, funding, or financial holdings that
might be perceived as affecting the objectivity of this review.

LITERATURE CITED

Anderson CJ. 1998. When in doubt use proxies: attitudes to domestic politics and support for the EU. Comp.
Polit. Stud. 31:569–601

www.annualreviews.org • Public Support for European Integration 427



PL19CH22-Hobolt ARI 30 March 2016 20:58

Anderson CJ, Kaltenthaler KC. 1996. The dynamics of public opinion toward European integration, 1973–93.
Eur. J. Int. Relat. 2(2):175–99

Anderson CJ, Reichert MS. 1995. Economic benefits and support for membership in the E.U.: a cross-national
analysis. J. Public Policy 15(3):231–49

Arnold C, Franklin M, Wlezien C. 2015. Public opinion and European public policy: how measurement matters.
Unpublished manuscript

Aspinwall M. 2002. Preferring Europe: ideology and national preference on European integration. Eur. Union
Polit. 3(1):81–111

Aspinwall M. 2007. Government preferences in European integration: an empirical test of five theories. Br.
J. Polit. Sci. 37(1):89–114

Azrout R, van Spanje J, De Vreese CH. 2012. When news matters: media effects on public support for EU
enlargement in 21 countries. J. Common Mark. Stud. 50:691–708

Bailer S, Mattila M, Schneider G. 2014. Money makes the EU go round: the objective foundations of conflict
in the Council of Ministers. J. Common Mark. Stud. 53(3):437–56

Banducci S, Karp JA, Loedel PH. 2009. Economic interests and public support for the euro. J. Eur. Public
Policy 16(4):564–81

Bechtel M, Hainmueller J, Margalit Y. 2014. Preferences for international redistribution: the divide over the
Eurozone bailouts. Am. J. Polit. Sci. 58(4):835–56

Bechtel M, Scheve K. 2013. Mass support for climate change depends on institutional design. PNAS
110(13):13763–68

Bølstad J. 2015. Dynamics of European integration: public opinion in the core and periphery. Eur. Union Polit.
16(1):23–44

Boomgaarden HG, Schuck ART, Elenbaas M, De Vreese CH. 2011. Mapping EU attitudes: conceptual and
empirical dimensions of Euroscepticism and EU support. Eur. Union Polit. 12(2):241–66

Brinegar A, Jolly S. 2005. Location, location, location: national contextual factors and public support for
European integration. Eur. Union Polit. 6(2):155–80

Brinegar A, Jolly S, Kitschelt S. 2004. Varieties of capitalism and political divides over European integration.
In European Integration and Political Conflict, ed. G Marks, M Steenbergen, pp. 62–89. Cambridge, UK:
Cambridge Univ. Press

Bruter M. 2003. Winning hearts and minds for Europe: the impact of news and symbols on civic and cultural
European identity. Comp. Polit. Stud. 36(10):1148–79

Bruter M. 2005. Citizens of Europe? The Emergence of a Mass European Identity. London: Palgrave Macmillan
Burgoon B. 2009. Social nation and social Europe: support for national and supranational welfare compensation

in Europe. Eur. Union Polit. 10(4):427–55
Carey S. 2002. Undivided loyalties: Is national identity an obstacle to European integration? Eur. Union Polit.

3(4):387–413
Carrubba CJ. 1997. Net financial transfers in the European Union: Who gets what and why? J. Polit. 59(2):469–

96
Clark N, Rohrschneider R. 2009. Second-order elections versus first-order thinking: how voters perceive the

representation process in a multi-layered system of governance. Eur. Integrat. 31(5):613–32
Cramme O, Hobolt SB, eds. 2014. Democratic Politics in a European Union Under Stress. Oxford, UK: Oxford

Univ. Press
De Vreese C. 2003. Framing Europe: Television News and European Integration. Amsterdam: Aksant Acad. Publ.
De Vreese CH, Boomgaarden HG. 2005. Projecting EU referendums: fear of immigration and support for

European integration. Eur. Union Polit. 6(1):59–82
De Vreese CH, Boomgaarden HG. 2006. Media effects on public opinion about the enlargement of the

European Union. J. Common Mark. Stud. 44(2):419–36
De Vries CE. 2007. Sleeping giant: fact or fairytale? How European integration affects national elections. Eur.

Union Polit. 8(3):363–85
De Vries CE. 2010. EU issue voting: asset or liability? How European integration affects parties’ electoral

fortunes. Eur. Union Polit. 1(11):89–117
De Vries CE, Edwards E. 2009. Taking Europe to its extremes: extremist parties and public Euroskepticism.

Party Polit. 15(1):5–28

428 Hobolt · de Vries



PL19CH22-Hobolt ARI 30 March 2016 20:58

De Vries CE, Hobolt SB. 2012. When dimensions collide: the electoral success of issue entrepreneurs. Eur.
Union Polit. 13(2):246–68

De Vries CE, Steenbergen MR. 2013. Variable opinions: the predictability of support for unification in mass
European publics. J. Polit. Mark. 12(1):121–41

De Vries CE, Van der Brug W, Van Egmond MH, Van der Eijk C. 2011. Individual and contextual variation
in EU issue voting: the role of political information. Elect. Stud. 30(1):16–28

De Wilde P, Trenz HJ. 2012. Denouncing European integration: Euroscepticism as policy contestation. Eur.
J. Soc. Theory 15(4):537–54

Easton D. 1965. A Framework for Political Analysis. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall
Easton D. 1975. A re-assessment of the concept of political support. Br. J. Polit. Sci. 5(4):435–57
Eichenberg RC, Dalton RJ. 1993. Europeans and the European Community: the dynamics of public support

for European integration. Int. Organ. 47(4):507–34
Evans G. 1998. Euroscepticism and conservative electoral support: how an asset became a liability. Br. J. Polit.

Sci. 284:573–90
Finke D. 2010. European Integration and Its Limits: Intergovernmental Conflicts and Their Domestic Origins.

London: ECPR Press
Franklin MN, Marsh M, McLaren L. 1994. The European question: opposition to unification in the wake of

Maastricht. J. Common Mark. Stud. 35:455–72
Franklin MN, Van der Eijk C, Marsh M. 1995. Referendum outcomes and trust in government: public support

for Europe in the wake of Maastricht. West Eur. Polit. 18(3):101–17
Franklin MN, Wlezien C. 1997. The responsive public: issue salience, policy change, and preferences for

European unification. J. Theor. Polit. 9(3):347–63
Gabel MJ. 1998. Interest and Integration: Market Liberalization, Public Opinion and European Union. Ann Arbor:

Univ. Mich. Press
Gabel MJ, Hix S. 2005. Understanding public support for British membership of the single currency. Polit.

Stud. 53(1):65–81
Gabel MJ, Palmer HD. 1995. Understanding variation in public support for European integration. Eur. J.

Polit. Res. 27:3–19
Gabel MJ, Scheve K. 2007. Estimating the effect of elite communications on public opinion using instrumental

variables. Am. J. Polit. Sci. 51(4):1013–1028
Garry J, Tilley J. 2009. The macro economic factors conditioning the impact of identity on attitudes towards

the EU. Eur. Union Polit. 10(3):361–79
Garry J, Tilley J. 2015. Inequality, state ownership and the EU: how economic context and economic ideology

shape support for the EU. Eur. Union Polit. 16(1):139–54
Green-Pedersen C. 2012. A giant fast asleep? Party incentives and the politicisation of European integration.

Polit. Stud. 60(1):115–30
Haas EB. 1958. The Uniting of Europe. Stanford, CA: Stanford Univ. Press
Hakhverdian A, Van Elsas E, Van Der Brug W, Kuhn T. 2013. Euroscepticism and education: a longitudinal

study of 12 EU member states. Eur. Union Polit. 14(4):522–41
Harteveld E, De Vries CE, Van der Meer T. 2013. In Europe we trust? Exploring three logics of trust in the

European Union. Eur. Union Polit. 14(4):542–65
Hellström J. 2008. Who leads, who follows? Re-examining the party-electorate linkages on European inte-

gration. J. Eur. Public Policy 15(8):1127–44
Hix S, Marsh M. 2007. Punishment or protest? Understanding European Parliament elections. J. Polit.

69(2):495–510
Hobolt SB. 2007. Taking cues on Europe? Voter competence and party endorsements in referendums on

European integration. Eur. J. Polit. Res. 46(2):151–82
Hobolt SB. 2009. Europe in Question: Referendums on European Integration. Oxford, UK: Oxford Univ. Press
Hobolt SB. 2014. Ever closer or ever wider? Public attitudes towards further enlargement and integration in

the European Union. J. Eur. Public Policy 21(5):664–80
Hobolt SB. 2015. The 2014 European Parliament elections: divided in unity? J. Common Mark. Stud. 53:6–21
Hobolt SB, Brouard S. 2011. Contesting the European Union? Why the Dutch and the French rejected the

European constitution. Polit. Res. Q. 64(2):309–22

www.annualreviews.org • Public Support for European Integration 429



PL19CH22-Hobolt ARI 30 March 2016 20:58

Hobolt SB, De Vries CE. 2015. Issue entrepreneurship and multiparty competition. Comp. Polit. Stud.
48(9):1159–85

Hobolt SB, Leblond P. 2009. Is my crown better than your euro? Exchange rates and public opinion on the
European single currency. Eur. Union Polit. 10(2):209–32

Hobolt SB, Leblond P. 2013. Economic insecurity and public support for the euro before and during the
financial crisis. In Mass Politics in Tough Times: Opinions, Votes and Protest in the Great Recession, ed. N
Bermeo, LM Bartels, pp. 128–47. New York: Oxford Univ. Press

Hobolt SB, Spoon J-J. 2012. Motivating the European voter: parties, issues and campaigns in European
Parliament elections. Eur. J. Polit. Res. 51(6):701–27

Hobolt SB, Spoon J-J, Tilley J. 2009. A vote against Europe? Explaining defection at the 1999 and 2004
European Parliament elections. Br. J. Polit. Sci. 39(1):93–115

Hobolt SB, Tilley J. 2014. Blaming Europe? Responsibility Without Accountability in the European Union. Oxford,
UK: Oxford Univ. Press

Hobolt SB, Van der Brug W, De Vreese CH, Boomgaarden HG, Hinrichsen MC. 2011. Religious intolerance
and Euroscepticism. Eur. Union Polit. 12(3):359–79

Hobolt SB, Wratil C. 2015. Public opinion and the crisis: the dynamics of support for the euro. J. Eur. Public
Policy 22(2):238–56

Holsti OR. 1992. Public opinion and foreign policy: challenges to the Almond-Lippmann consensus. Int. Stud.
Q. 36:439–66

Hooghe L. 2003. Europe divided? Elites versus public opinion on European integration. Eur. Union Polit.
4(3):281–304

Hooghe L. 2007. What drives Euroskepticism? Party-public cueing, ideology and strategic opportunity. Eur.
Union Polit. 8(1):5–12

Hooghe L, Marks G. 2001. Multi-Level Governance and European Integration. Lanham, MD: Rowman &
Littlefield

Hooghe L, Marks G. 2004. Does identity or economic rationality drive public opinion on European integra-
tion? PS: Polit. Sci. Polit. 37(3):415–20

Hooghe L, Marks G. 2005. Calculation, community and cues: public opinion on European integration. Eur.
Union Polit. 6(4):419–43

Hooghe L, Marks G. 2009. A postfunctionalist theory of European integration: from permissive consensus to
constraining dissensus. Br. J. Polit. Sci. 39(1):1–23

Hooghe L, Marks G, Wilson CJ. 2002. Does left/right structure party positions on European integration?
Comp. Polit. Stud. 35:965–89

Inglehart R. 1970. Cognitive mobilization and European identity. Comp. Polit. 3(1):45–70
Kaltenthaler KC, Anderson C. 2001. Europeans and their money: explaining public support for the common

European currency. Eur. J. Polit. Res. 40(2):139–70
Karp JA, Banducci SA, Bowler S. 2003. To know it is to love it: satisfaction with democracy in the European

Union. Comp. Polit. Stud. 36(3):271–92
Kayser MA, Peress M. 2012. Benchmarking across borders: electoral accountability and the necessity of

comparison. Am. Polit. Sci. Rev. 106(3):661–84
Koenig-Archibugi M. 2004. Explaining government preferences for institutional change in EU foreign and

security policy. Int. Organ. 58(4):137–74
Kritzinger S. 2003. The influence of the nation-state on individual support for the European Union. Eur.

Union Polit. 4:219–41
Kuhn T, Stoeckel F. 2014. When European integration becomes costly: the Euro crisis and public support

for European economic governance. J. Eur. Public Policy 21(4):624–41
Leconte L. 2010. Understanding Euroscepticism. London: Palgrave Macmillan
Lindberg L, Scheingold S. 1970. Europe’s Would-Be Polity. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice Hall
Mair P. 2000. The limited impact of Europe on national party systems. West Eur. Polit. 23(4):27–51
Mair P. 2007. Political opposition and the European Union. Gov. Oppos. 42(1):1–17
Marks G, Steenbergen MR. 2002. Understanding political contestation in the European Union. Comp. Polit.

Stud. 35(8):879–92

430 Hobolt · de Vries



PL19CH22-Hobolt ARI 30 March 2016 20:58

Marsh M. 1998. Testing the second-order election model after four European elections. Br. J. Polit. Sci.
28(4):591–607

McLaren L. 2002. Public support for the European Union: cost/benefit analysis or perceived cultural threat?
J. Polit. 64(2):551–66

McLaren L. 2006. Identity, Interests and Attitudes to European Integration. London: Palgrave Macmillan
McLaren L. 2007. Explaining opposition to Turkish membership of the EU. Eur. Union Polit. 8(2):251–78
Mendez F, Mendez M, Triga V. 2014. Referendums and the European Union: A Comparative Inquiry. Cambridge,

UK: Cambridge Univ. Press
Milner HV, Tingley D. 2013. The choice for multilateralism: foreign aid and American foreign policy. Rev.

Int. Organ. 8:313–41
Müller W, Jenny M, Ecker A. 2012. The elites–masses gap in European integration. In The Elites of Europe:

A Study into the Europeaness of Europe’s Political and Economic Elites, ed. H Best, pp. 167–81. Oxford, UK:
Oxford Univ. Press

Norris P. 1999. Critical Citizens: Global Support for Democratic Government. Oxford, UK: Oxford Univ. Press
Reif K, Schmitt H. 1980. Nine second-order national elections: a conceptual framework for the analysis of

European election results. Eur. J. Polit. Res. 8(1):3–44
Rohrschneider R. 2000. The democracy deficit and mass support for an EU-wide government. Am. J. Polit.

Sci. 46(2):463–75
Rohrschneider R, Loveless M. 2010. Macro-salience: how economic and political contexts mediate popular

evaluations of the democracy deficit in the European Union. J. Polit. 72(4):1029–45
Sánchez-Cuenca I. 2000. The political basis of support for European integration. Eur. Union Polit. 1(2):147–71
Scharpf FW. 1999. Governing in Europe: Effective and Democratic? Oxford, UK: Oxford Univ. Press
Schneider G, Weitsman PA. 1996. The punishment trap: integration referendums as popularity contests.

Comp. Polit. Stud. 28(4):582–607
Schoen H. 2008. Turkey’s bid for EU membership, contrasting views of public opinion, and vote choice:

evidence from the 2005 German federal election. Elect. Stud. 27(2):344–55
Schuck A, De Vreese CH. 2006. Between risk and opportunity: news framing and its effects on public support

for EU enlargement. Eur. J. Commun. 21(1):5–32
Siune K, Svensson P. 1993. The Danes and the Maastricht Treaty: The Danish EC Referendum of June 1992.

Elect. Stud. 12(2):99–111
Siune K, Svensson P, Tonsgaard O. 1994. The European Union. The Danes said “no” in 1992 but “yes” in

1993: how and why? Elect. Stud. 13(2):107–16
Spoon J-J. 2012. How salient is Europe? An analysis of European election manifestos, 1979–2004. Eur. Union

Polit. 13(4):558–79
Steenbergen MR, Edwards EE, De Vries CE. 2007. Who’s cueing whom? Mass-elite linkages and the future

of European integration. Eur. Union Polit. 8(1):13–35
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