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ABSTRACT

The erosion of popular support that has accompanied the expansion of Europeanlevel governance has given rise to interesting debates about the origins of public support
for the European Union (EU). The utilitarian explanation that focuses on rational costbenefit calculations competes with a cultural approach that ties evaluations of the EU to
dominant societal values and individual socialization experiences. A third approach
regards domestic political dynamics as an important determinant of public support for the
EU. Empirical tests of these explanations have been limited almost exclusively to current
EU member states, while the growing differentiation of popular attitudes in the Central
and Eastern European candidate countries has received much less attention. This
dissertation brings the Western European literature to bear on the EU's Eastern
enlargement, seeking to explain extensive variations in the level of popular support for
the EU both within and across post-communist societies. Hypotheses derived from the
utilitarian, cultural and domestic politics explanations are tested with individual- and
national-level data from a variety of candidate countries and, for purposes of comparison,
three non-applicant Eastern European states. The results lend some support to all three
explanations, suggesting that support for the EU is influenced by micro-level
expectations of gain, changes in macro-economic conditions, the prevalence of
democratic norms, and trust in domestic political incumbents. The dissertation also
examines the implications of growing popular euroskepticism for the integration process,
situating the discussion of popular attitudes in post-communist societies in the broader
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discourse on European-ievel democracy and legitimacy. The dissertation reviews the
controversy over which standards of legitimacy are suitable in a non-state polity such as
the EU. and presents an overview of the various institutional channels through which
European electorates can influence European governance. In sum, the dissertation adds
an interesting bottom-up dimension to the predominantly elite-centered study of the
Eastern enlargement and contributes to the construction of general theories about the
logic of public support for regional integration and international governance.
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I. INTRODUCTION

In the post-Cold war period, the European Union

(EU) has entered an era of

ambitious reforms marked by an acceleration of the parallel processes of deepening,
widening, and democratization. Deepening refers to the EU's extensive internal reform
process, triggered by the expansion of European level governance into new functional
areas combined with the inadequacy of existing institutions and policies in face of
growing membership and changed global context. Widening refers to the process of
bringing new members into the Union. After three decades of gradual enlargement, the
Union encompasses virtually all of Western Europe and is currently preparing for the
accession of a large group of countries from the former communist bloc. Finally,
democratization refers to the goal of reconciling European-level governance with the
ideals of popular sovereignty, democratic authorization, and public control. The need for
democratization arises from the realization that popular support for elite-designed
unification plans can no longer be taken for granted.

The inadequacy of existing

channels of popular participation has led to a growing alienation between the decision
making elites and the European masses. The EU's current transformation is complicated
by the fact that the three goals often compete for resources, attention, and commitment.
They also are fundamentally intertwined and complementary in nature: institutional and
policy reform is an important precondition for enlargement; the prospect of drastically
increased membership affects the workings of the EU common institutions; the success of
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expanding European-level governance to new functional areas and new countries is
ultimately dependent on solving the problem of popular consent.
This dissertation approaches the integration puzzle from an unusual perspective,
focusing on the problem of popular consent in the context of the EU's Eastern
enlargement. As such, the dissertation benefits from -- and contributes to — two distinct
bodies of literature. First, the dissertation contributes to the literature on the Eastern
enlargement. Attention, to date, has focused mostly on the preferences and strategies of
EU and Central and Eastern European (CEE) political elites. The dilemmas of integrating
up to a dozen new countries into existing European structures have given rise to a rich
literature that focuses on the costs and benefits of enlargement (Mayhew 1998), the
evolution of enlargement policies (Baun 2000, Avery and Cameron 1998, Grabbe and
Hughes 1998), strategies pursued by candidate country governments (Henderson 1999,
Gower and Redmond 2000), and the institutional and economic implications of
enlargement (Nello and Smith 1998). Much of this literature, however, seems to be
preoccupied with candidate country eligibility and progress in meeting the accession
criteria. The political will and a reasonable social consensus regarding the desirability of
accession are often taken for granted. In light of this focus on goal achievement, the
attitudes of the CEE publics have been given only peripheral attention.

There is,

however, a host of reasons why CEE public opinions merit closer consideration,
including eroding support in many candidate countries, uncertainty about the outcomes of
accession referendums that will be held once accession negotiations are completed, and
concerns about the legitimacy of the elite-designed enlargement process.
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While the literature on the Eastern enlargement has paid little attention to mass
opinions, the attitudes of Western European publics have been studied in much greater
detail. There is a growing literature that examines the problem of popular consent in the
context of Western European integration and the current problems of European-level
governance. A central claim in the literature is that further progress in European
unification is contingent on solving the problems of questionable legitimacy, the
democratic deficit, and eroding public support (Beetham and Lord 1998. Dehousse 1995,
Kincaid 1999, Wallace 1993, Wallace and Smith 1995). In fact, the problem of popular
consent must be understood in terms of two interrelated issues: (a) limited mass support
for European integration and (b) inadequate and undeveloped mechanisms of popular
participation, representation, and electoral accountability.
Mass attitudes toward European unification have always been somewhat ambivalent
and undefined. Large segments of European electorates remain poorly informed or
simply uninterested in issues of European governance (Lindberg and Scheingold 1970.
Niedermayer and Sinnott 1995). The problem has been exacerbated in the 1990s.
Growing levels of euroskepticism and the increasing mobilization of opposition signify
the end of the so-called "permissive consensus" that characterized public attitudes
throughout earlier decades (Franklin. Marsh and McLaren 1994. Franklin, van der Eijk,
and Marsh 1995, Sitter 2001). This erosion of support has generated increased interest in
understanding variations in popular support across member-states and over time. A
growing literature e.\amines the correlates of public support for the EU at the individual
level, focusing on expectations of economic gain, cultural value orientations, and
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attitudes regarding domestic political actors (Gabel and Palmer 1995, Gabel 1998a,b,
Jannsen 1991, Anderson and Reichert 1996). At the national level, researchers have
focused on changes in macro-level economic conditions (Eichenberg and Dalton 1993.
Mahler, Taylor and Wozniak 2000).
The second element in the problem of popular consent - undeveloped avenues of
popular input into the EU policy process — has also received increasing attention in the
post-Maastricht period. A general conclusion in the literature is that the expansion of
European-level governance has brought about a "democratic deficit." This deficit arises
from the fact that, at the European level, most decisions are made by electorally
unaccountable institutions while the only directly elected body, the European Parliament,
has very limited powers. In an attempt to analyze and remedy the EU's legitimacy crisis,
the literature has examined various institutional channels through which European
electorates can exert influence on European decision-making. These studies focus on the
powers of the European Parliament (Hix 1998, 1999, Westlake 1998), voting behavior in
European elections (Blondel, Sinnott, and Svensson 1998), interest mediation and party
politics in the EU (Hix and Lord 1997, Greenwood and Aspinwall 1998, Greenwood
1997), European-issue referendums in member-states (Bogdanor 1994, Franklin, van der
Eijk, and Marsh 1995, Hug 2000), and links between European decision-making and the
domestic political arena (Mair 2000, Gabel 2000, Anderson 1998, Sitter 2001).
The theoretical and methodological approaches developed to study the problem of
popular consent in Western Europe are highly relevant to the study of public opinion in
the CEE context. In fact, the EU's Eastern enlargement constitutes a fertile ground for

15

new tests of the various "Western" theories about the variations and dynamics of public
attitudes towards the EU, the relationship between public attitudes and mass political
behavior, and the influence of public attitudes on the European policy process. Are there
any similarities between broad trends of public opinion in the East and the West? How do
Western theories about the sources of public support for integration fare in the Eastern
European context? What does the Western European empirical literature tell us about the
effectiveness of the mechanisms of representation and participation that will be available
to CEE publics upon accession to the EU?
These broad themes are reflected in the specific goals of this dissertation. There are
three of them. The first is descriptive: the dissertation seeks to measure levels of support
for the EU among CEE publics, focusing on variations within and across nations and the
fluctuations of support over time. The second goal is analytical: building on theoretical
propositions derived from the Western European empirical literature, the dissertation
seeks to explain variations in public support for integration in Central and Eastern
Europe. This goal - testing existing theoretical propositions about the determinants of
public support with new data from the CEE countries -- constitutes the empirical core of
this dissertation. These two goals, however, lead to broader questions about the
importance and impact of popular preferences. In anticipation of the "so what?" question,
the dissertation situates the analysis of CEE public attitudes in the broader discourse on
European-level democracy and legitimacy. The third goal of this dissertation, then, is to
demonstrate why CEE public attitudes matter, an effort that concentrates on the relevance
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of the public as a political actor and the need to reconcile European-level governance
with democratic norms.
The core arguments of this dissertation can be summarized as follows:
1) The EU's Eastern enlargement mirrors the Western

European integration

experience in that the enlargement process is dominated by generally pro-European elites,
while the considerably less enthusiastic publics have very limited control over integrationrelated decision-making.
2) Public opinion, however, remains crucial to the integration process because (a) the
legitimacy of European-level governance is contingent on popular consent, and (b) the
EU's institutional reforms, designed to strengthen the mechanisms of popular control, are
turning European electorates into an increasingly influential political actor.
3) There are notable similarities in the broad dynamics of CEE and Western European
public attitudes toward the EU. Both in the East and the West, altitudes toward the EU are
characterized by an erosion of the "permissive consensus;" in both the East and the West,
there are extensive cross-national variations in public support for European integration.
4)

Public attitudes towards European integration in CEE countries are complex,

determined by a number of individual-level socioeconomic and attitudinal variables, as
well as macro-level conditions. On the individual level, support for the EU is determined
by expectations of economic gain, cultural value orientations, and attitudes toward
domestic political incumbents. On the national level, evaluations of the EU appear to
covary with changes in broad macro-economic conditions and the sectoral structure of the
economy.

17

This introductory chapter provides a rationale for the study of public opinion in
the CEE candidate countries, and presents an overview of the main theoretical and
methodological approaches that inform this study. It concludes with an overview of the
organization of this dissertation.

LI EUROPEAN [NTEGEIATION: AN ELITE-DRIVEN PROCESS

In both Eastern and Western Europe, integration has been driven by elite visions and
interests, while mass attitudes have reflected, at best, a "permissive consensus" or a
"vague, uninformed benevolence" (Shepherd 1975:31). The elitist foundations of the EU
have been reflected in the academic literature that has conceptualized the Community as
an international organization and an economic regime (Moravcsik 1993, 1998). The
conceptualization of the community as, first and foremost, an economic organization has
strengthened the emphasis on instrumental efficiency and technocratic administration
while downplaying the potential for value conflict and hence, the need for a truly
democratic decision-making process (Wallace 1993. Wallace and Smith 1995, RisseKappen 1996). This approach is grounded in the assumption that popular sovereignty
rests with national governments that exercise their electoral mandates when negotiating
treaties between member-states (Moravcsik 1998). This conceptualization regards
European integration as a foreign policy issue, invoking the realist requirements of
"expertise, secrecy and continuity in the practice of foreign policy" (Rourke, Hiskes and
Zirakzadeh 1992:20).

IS

National governments, however, are not the only relevant actors in the integration
process.

Reacting

to

approaches

that

conceptualize

integration

in

terms of

intergovernmental bargaining, various supranational approaches emphasize the influence
of the Community's supranational institutions in the integration process. These studies
have focused on the role of the European Commission (Moravcsik 1995, Pollack 1998,
Garrett and Tsebelis 1995), the European Court of Justice (Mattli and Slaughter 1996,
1998, Stone Sweet and Brunell 1998), and the European Parliament (Tsebelis 1994,
1995). While these institutions were created as agents of the member states, they have,
over time, acquired considerable autonomy and political influence. In particular, legal
doctrines that establish the supremacy of European law over national legislation have
helped extend the mandate of supranational institutions into realms never envisioned by
the original treaty designers (Sandholtz 1998, Stone Sweet and Brunell 1998. O'Reilly
and Stone Sweet 1998. Pierson 1996). Supranationalist conceptualizations of the
integration process, however, remain equally elite-centered. While supranational activism
may challenge traditional member-state prerogatives, popular control over supranational
decision-making is weakly institutionalized. The directly elected European Parliament
plays a merely consultative role in most policy areas, while authoritative decision-making
rests with non-elected, non-accountable bodies such as the European Commission and the
Council of Ministers.
The EU's Eastern enlargement reflects the elitism of the Western European
integration experience. Currently, thirteen countries are seeking membership in the
Union. This diverse group includes ten Central and Eastern European countries (Bulgaria.
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the Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, Slovakia, Slovenia,
Romania), as well as Cyprus, Malta, and Turkey. The challenging process of integrating
these countries into European political and economic structures has evolved through
complex interaction between member-state governments, candidate country political
elites, and the EU's supranational institutions. While the main political decisions
regarding enlargement criteria and policies result from intergovernmental bargaining
between member-states, the Community's supranational institutions, especially the
European Commission, have been an important source of policy initiative and technical
expertise. Candidate country political elites have generally limited bargaining power vis
a-vis the member states. However, they have played a crucial role in the integration
process by committing their countries to extensive and often costly reforms in order to
meet the accession criteria. Although integration has far-reaching effects on the CEE
domestic societies, enlargement is conducted largely through the customary mechanisms
of foreign policy, such as diplomatic negotiations and intergovernmental treaties. As a
result, CEE publics have very little control over the integration process and are
essentially presented with a fait accompli. Although accession treaties will be put to
popular referendums once accession negotiations are completed, the political and
economic costs of vetoing enlargement after a decade of gradual integration are so large
as to make such vetoes virtually inconceivable.

20

1.2 WHY STUDY PUBLIC ATTITUDES TOWARD EUROPEAN INTEGR-^TION?

If national and supranational elites remain the primary agenda-setters and decision
makers, operating with remarkable autonomy from their electorates, why should we pay
attention to the attitudes of the European publics? Specifically, why pay attention to the
opinions of CEE electorates if enlargement appears to be conceived and implemented by
political elites?
The Western European integration experience offers several compelling reasons why
we should pay attention to public attitudes. The first reason is the collapse of the
"permissive consensus" in the early 1990s. The term "permissive consensus," introduced
by Lindberg and Scheingold (1970) refers to the prevalence of vaguely favorable
opinions among European publics who regard European politics as an issue of low
salience and therefore, have given their leaders relatively free hands to pursue integration.
While general benevolence and low levels of mobilization characterized public attitudes
throughout the 1970s and 80s. the expansion of European-level governance under the
Maastricht treaty brought about a rapid decline in public evaluations of EU membership.
Instead of the promised "ever closer union" of the European people, Maastricht decisions
have given rise to increased alienation between the European elites and masses.
The second argument regarding the importance of public opinion is based on broader
normative concerns centered on the belief that good governance is impossible without the
consent of the governed. This approach concentrates on a set of norms, such as popular
sovereignty, democratic representation, and mass participation that have become almost
universally recognized principles for organizing political life at the level of the nation-
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State. The argument, then, states that supranational governance should be based on a
similar normative foundation. The dilemmas of EU governance are seen as a part of the
larger problem of how to legitimize international and supranational institutions whose
growing powers have led, in the absence of a popular mandate, to the reduction of
democratic control.
There is a general consensus in the literature that European-level governance falls
short of the democratic ideal. Various studies have diagnosed the EU with illnesses such
as "a democratic deficit," "a crisis of representation," and technocratic elitism (Dehousse
1995, Wallace and Smith 1995, Abromeit 1998). While many propose institutional
solutions to this legitimacy problem, others refer to more fundamental obstacles to the
creation of a supranational democracy. In particular, any institutional solutions to the
democratic deficit must address the question of whether the European public constitutes a
demos, or whether it should properly be regarded as consisting of multiple demoi (Weiler,

Haltem. and Meyer 1995). In the absence of a shared identity, majoritarian decision
making may be untenable because electoral minorities lack the trust that their vital
interests will be protected (Beetham and Lord 1998:28). A major challenge for the
European polity, then, is ensuring a correspondence between citizens' preferences and
collective policy decisions, while avoiding the potentially divisive impact of majoritarian
solutions.
Third, we should pay closer attention to popular attitudes because EU's institutional
reforms are turning the European publics into increasingly influential political actors.
These reforms are strengthening the channels of popular participation and representation
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with the intention of making the EU more democratic. The publics can influence the
integration process through voting on national and supranational elections, participating
in European-issue referendums, or registering support for intermediary associations, such
as political parties and interest groups. In fact, growing levels of post-Maastricht
euroskepticism have already been translated into negative referendum votes, low turnout
at European elections, and increased support for euroskeptic parties. Problems with
ratifying the Maastricht treaty in Denmark, France, and Ireland, the contested
Scandinavian accession referendums, and the Danish, Swedish and British opt-outs from
the euro zone are compelling examples of the impact of public opinions. Recent e.vamples
of negative referendum votes include the rejection of the Maastricht Treaty by the Danes
in 1992, a renewed veto on Norwegian membership in 1994, the Danish "no" to the euro
in 2000, and the rejection of the Treaty of Nice by the Irish public in 2001.
All three arguments about the importance of public opinion are equally valid in the
context of the proposed enlargement. First, mass support for EU accession has been
declining. Cross-national surveys such as the Eurobarometer show that, in the early
1990s, CEE public attitudes were characterized by high levels of euro-enthusiasm while
negative images of the EU were virtually absent. Over time, however, unquestioned
enthusiasm has been replaced by more cautious attitudes. As the differential effects of
integration have become increasingly evident, opposition to accession has become
increasingly mobilized. While supporters of accession still outweigh opponents in most
countries, a "permissive consensus" among the electorate can no longer be taken for
granted.
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The erosion of support in many candidate countries raises concerns about the
legitimacy of the planned accession. Joining the EU is not a simple foreign policy matter
that can be decided by a narrow group of policy makers. Because of the far-reaching
effects of accession on the sovereignty, constitutional order, and political and economic
systems of the candidate countries, a reasonable societal consensus is essential. In fact,
the legitimacy problem has specific implications in the CEE conte.xt: joining the EU
extends the democratic deficit to a region that has recently shed authoritarianism and
struggled to establish decision-making by electorally accountable leaders. In addition,
delegating decision-making authority to supranational institutions raises concerns about
national sovereignty and autonomy after decades of Soviet domination. While European
integration and post-communist transitions have been mutually reinforcing processes,
there is some potential for friction between the goals of integration, democratic
governance, and national sovereignty.
.Arguments about the public's role as a political actor are also gaining relevance. In
the pre-accession period, CEE publics have had very limited opportunities to influence
the accession process. While publics can e.xert some influence through national elections
and intermediary associations, such as political parties and interest groups, these linkages
remain weak because in the domestic arena, European issues remain low in salience and
generally fail to compete with domestic concerns. Once accession negotiations are
completed, however, all successful CEE candidates are expected to hold popular
referendums on joining the EU. These referendums turn the publics into a collective vetoplayer that has the ability to reject the entire elite-designed accession project.
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Referendums, however, are likely to be highly manipulated because the sunk costs of preaccession adjustments make a reversal of the process extremely costly. In addition, it is
widely expected that the first wave of enlargement will take place before the 2004
elections to the European Parliament. Electing representatives to the EU's representative
assembly will constitute another channel of influence available to the CEE publics
immediately after accession.

1.3 EXPLAINING PUBLIC SUPPORT FOR EUROPEAN INTEGRATION

Concerns about the legitimacy of the Eastern enlargement, as well as uncertainty
about public choices on an accession referendum point to the importance of
understanding the factors that drive mass evaluations of the EU. Why are the publics of
some candidate countries more enthusiastic about membership than others? Why does the
level of support vary considerably over time? What kind of micro-level calculations and
macro-lcvel effects influence individual decisions to support or oppose membership?
Because most studies on CEE public attitudes toward the EU tend to be descriptive,
attempts to explain variations in public support, have, with few exceptions, been ad hoc.
A more systematic analysis of CEE public attitudes, therefore, must turn to the literature
on Western European integration for theoretical insight.
Theoretical explanations of public support for European integration generally fall
into three categories. These explanations focus, respectively, on rational utility
calculations, cultural value orientations, and domestic political factors. Furthermore,
determinants of mass opinion can be examined at two distinct levels of analysis. Micro-

level approaches analyze the effect of individual perceptions, attitudes, and cost-benefit
calculations on decisions to support or oppose membership in the EU. Macro-level
studies, in contrast, examine how aggregate levels of support vary in response to
national-level economic and political conditions and cultural transformations. Building
on the existing literature. Table I presents a general framework for analyzing the sources
of public support for the EU.
Table 1. Determinants of public support for European integration
j
Micro-level

Macrolevel

Rational utility
calculations
Individual expectations
of "pocketbook" and
"sociotropic" gain;
individual
competitiveness
Structure and
performance of
national economies;
macro-level economic
competitiveness;
prospects of increased
aid and trade

Values and identity

Domestic politics

Individual identity and
value orientations

Trust in the incumbent
national government;
partisan identification

National identity and
political culture

Governmentopposition dynamics;
domestic institutional
structure; societal
cleavages
i
i

The rational calculus approach rests on the assumption that the effects of integration
vary across different regions and segments of the population, and that individual support
for European integration reflects differential expectations of gain and loss. On the microlevel, individual competitiveness is often seen as an important predictor of support for
integration, because it arguably determines an individual's ability to exploit the economic
opportunities created by market liberalization (Gabel 1998a.b. Gabel and Palmer 1995). On
the macro-level, the rational calculus approach draws on theories of economic voting,
arguing that support for EU membership at the national level is influenced by broad macro-
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economic conditions, as well collective benefits states derive from EU membership, such
as intra-EU trade and positive net returns from the EU budget (Eichenberg and Dalton
1993, Anderson and Kaltenhaler 1996, Anderson and Reichert 1996).
The value-based approach ties support for European integration to individuals'
belief-systems and national value orientations. Inglehart (1977), for example, argues that
support for international integration is related to the "cognitive mobilization" of
European masses in the post-war period and to the consequent "silent revolution,"
marked by increasing prevalence of post-materialist attitudes among the younger
generations (Janssen 1991, Anderson and Reichert 1996, Gabel 1998a). According to this
approach, post-war cohorts with higher levels of "political literacy" are less likely to
place high value on the materialist functions associated with the nation-state and more
likely to appreciate the opportunities arising from international integration.
The third approach regards domestic politics as an important determinant of mass
attitudes towards the EU. Arguing that political parties constitute an important link between
the European masses and political elites, various studies have examined the relationship
between partisan allegiance, party positions, and mass support for the EU (Shepherd 1975,
Inglehart, Rabier and Reif 1991, Hug and Sciarini 2000, Gallagher 1996, Pierce, Valen, and
Listhaug 1983, Midtbo and Hines's 1998). In addition, the recognition that national
governments are primary advocates of integration has led to increased interest in incumbent
popularity as a potential determinant of public support for integration (Franklin, Marsh, and
McLaren 1994, Franklin, van der Eijk, and Marsh 1995, Hug and Sciarini 2000).
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The empirical sections of this dissertation derive specific hypotheses from these broad
theoretical perspectives emerging from the Western European empirical literature, and test
these propositions with data from a variety of Central and Eastern European countries.

1.4 DATA AND METHODS

The empirical sections of this dissertation have both descriptive and analytical
components: the dissertation seeks to provide an accurate overview of the variations and
trends in public attitudes towards European integration, while also testing theoretical
propositions about the possible causes of the observed cross-national and temporal
variations. These complementary goals place many demands on our data. Because our
analysis focuses on a large number of countries, it is necessary to ensure consistency in
coding and sampling techniques. inter\'iewing methods and question wording across
nations. In order to describe how public attitudes change over time, we need reliable timeseries data that ask the same kinds of questions from year to year. Because we are
interested in analyzing the factors that influence popular support for the EU, we need a
survey that does not focus solely on popular attitudes toward integration but also includes
valid and reliable measures of the hypothesized determinants of public support.
Because there is no one sourcc that satisfies all of these criteria, this dissertation
draws on multiple sources of data. The most widely used source on CEE public attitudes is
the Central and Eastern Eurobarometer (CEEB) that was conducted annually in up to
twenty post-communist countries between 1990 and 1997. The series was modeled after the
European Commission's Standard Eurobarometer that has monitored member-state public
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opinion since the 1970s. I rely on the CEEB series for a descriptive summary of the
variations and trends in CEE public opinion over the course of the 1990s. In addition, I use
CEEB data in the cross-national time-series design employed in Chapter 7 to examine
macro-level determinants of public support in the candidate countries.
The CEEB data, however, are less well suited for individual-level analysis. Because of
the limited thematic coverage of the CEEB sur\'ey, it is difficult to construct meaningful
measures of the theoretical concepts central to the existing empirical literature. Instead, I
use data from the New Democracies Barometer (NDB) to test propositions about
individual-level determinants of public support for the EU. The NDB is a cross-national
survey series conducted by the Centre for the Study of Public Policy at the University of
Strathclyde, Scotland to monitor popular reactions and adaptations to the economic and
political transformations in post-Communist countries. Its broad thematic coverage enables
us to focus on a wide range of socio-economic and attitudinal predictors of individual
attitudes towards the EU.
The study uses different research designs for individual and national level analysis.
Individual-level hypotheses are tested with survey data from nine Central and Eastern
European countries at various stages of political proximity to the European Union. I include
three non-applicant CEE countries along with six candidate countries in order to maximize
variation on a variety of background variables, such as the domestic institutional context,
level of economic development, and political and economic ties to the EU. Such diversity
in case selection ensures greater generalizability of findings and allows for interesting
comparisons among countries at different stages of the enlargement process. Hypotheses
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about individual-level determinants of public support are tested with data from 9000
respondents from nine countries (fieldwork conducted in 1998), making this dissertation
one of the most comprehensive analyses of the determinants of CEE public attitudes
published to date. The chapter on macro-level determinants on public support, in contrast,
uses a cross-national time-series design, focusing on ten candidate countries over a period
of six years (1992-1997). WTiile cross-sectional time-series designs have been used to
analyze national-level support in member-states (e.g. Mahler. Taylor and Wozniak 2000),
this is the first time-series analysis of macro-economic determinants of mass support in the
CEE context.

1.5 ORGANIZATION

The dissertation is divided into two parts. Drawing on the Western European
integration experience, the first part lays out a broad rationale for studying public attitudes
towards European integration, focusing on issues of legitimacy, participation, and
representation in the EU. It also summarizes the theoretical and empirical literature on the
determinants of public support. The second part of the dissertation applies these
perspectives to the EU's Eastern enlargement, testing Western models with data from a
variety of Central and Eastern European countries.
More specifically, chapter 2 sets the context for an analysis of public attitudes by
showing how competing conceptualizations of European integration give rise to multiple
modes of governance and legitimation in the EU. The chapter gives a brief overview of the
intergovemmentalist,

neofunctionalist,

and

supranationalist

accounts

of

European
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integration and shows how the EU's dual identity as a supranational polity and an
international organization leads to tensions between different decision-making structures
and policy-making modes. It discusses three competing models of legitimacy, focusing on
the liberal-democratic standard, the legitimation model characteristic to international
organizations, and various technocratic and post-parliamentary solutions.
Chapter 3 concentrates on institutional channels of popular participation and
representation in the EU. The chapter discusses four channels through which citizens can
influence European decision-making, including national and supranational representation,
intermediary associations such as political parties and interest groups, legal actions through
national courts and the European Court of Justice, and finally, popular referendums on
European issues. Assessing the effectiveness of each channel allows us to draw conclusions
about the degree of popular control over EU decision-making.
Chapter 4 turns to the Western European empirical literature on the determinants of
public support for the EU. After briefly outlining the main trends in member-state public
opinion, the chapter lays out three theoretical explanations that have been developed to
explain cross-national variations in the level of public support. These explanations focus on
rational cost-benefit calculations, cultural value orientations, and domestic politics as
possible sources of popular attitudes. The chapter presents a critical overview of the
empirical literature that has tested these propositions with data from current EU memberstates.
The remaining chapters apply these perspectives to the EU's current enlargement.
Chapter 5 provides an overview of the main actors and policies of the Eastern enlargement.
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After discussing the relative importance of intergovernmental and supranational actors in
the enlargement process, the chapter turns to the attitudes of CEE political elites and
publics. Relying on available survey data, the chapter presents an overview of the main
trends and cross-national variations in CEE public attitudes towards the EU. Chapters 6 and
7 seek to explain these variations. Building on the theoretical and methodological
approaches summarized in chapter 4, Chapters 6 and 7 test theoretical propositions about
the determinants of support with empirical data from Central and Eastern Europe. Chapter
6 focuses on individual-level determinants, using cross-national survey data from the New
Democracies Barometer (1998). Chapter 7 shifts attention to macro-level determinants,
examining how public support at the national level is affected by variations in macroeconomic conditions. The final chapter summarizes the findings, explains the contributions
to the relevant literature and discusses the implications for enlargement policy-making at
both the national and the European level.
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2. MODES OF GOVERNANCE AND LEGITIMATION IN THE EU

The European Union is widely regarded as a social science puzzle whose precise
location in the landscape of disciplinary divisions and conceptual frameworks remains
disputed. The field is characterized by a bewildering array of conceptual frameworks,
including

functionalism,

federahsm,

neofunctionalism,

transnationalism.

neoinstitutionalism, intergovemmentalism, supranationalism. and many more.' These
approaches variously conceptualize the EU as an international organization, a regime, an
instance of unprecedented regionalism in global political economy, a complex and multitiered policy system, a transnational society, or finally, as a sui generis phenomenon that
does not fit into any of the above-mentioned categories. Several of these distinctions reflect
a lack of consensus about the proper disciplinary homeland for EU studies. Scholars
disagree about whether theories located in the international relations or comparative
politics discourses are better equipped to explain European integration, or whether new
approaches, capable of transcending these divisions, are required (Hix 1994. Caporaso
1997, Rosamond 2000, Jordan 1997, Hurrell and Menon 1996).
Many of these theoretical debates revolve around the issue of who or what drives
European integration. The neo-functionalist theory challenged state-centered approaches of
regional integration by emphasizing functional pressures and spill-over effects that led to
the expansion of European-level governance into new policy areas. While neofunctionalist
reasoning was largely abandoned during the stagnation of European integration in the
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1970s (Haas 1975), the debate about the logic of European integration has resurfaced in a
new rivalry between liberal intergovemmentalism and various supranational governance
approaches (Moravcsik 1998, Sandholtz 1998. Stone Sweet and Brunell 1998).
Intergovemmentalism lies clearly within the universe of traditional international relations
theory that postulates the primacy and sovereignty of nation states that act as unitarv'
rational actors on the international arena vis-a-vis other functionally similar units.
Intergovemmentalist theories regard the EU as a forum for interstate bargaining, claiming
that integration proceeds though the practice of ordinary diplomacy under conditions of
highly institutionalized exchange (Moravcsik 1998). Supranationalist approaches, in
contrast, tend to conceptualize the EU as an (emerging) polity - a political and economic
system characterized by complex interactions between different layers of rules, procedures,
and authority. This approach argues that to the extent that the EU manifests polity-like
features, our understanding of its functioning can be enhanced by comparing it to other
political systems, using the theoretical and methodological tools of various CP approaches,
such as new institutionalism. federal theory, "most similar" and "most different" cases
designs, policy network analysis, lobby and interest groups analysis, consociationalism, the
Lipset-Rokkan thesis, and many others (Anderson 1995, Hix 1994).
These debates about the nature of the EU have important implications for the study
of public opinion in the process of European integration. Because democratic theory has
developed largely in the context of the nation-state, it is not clear what standards of
legitimacy should be applied in a non-state polity such as the EU. This chapter is
' For two systematic and thorough overviews of the diverse theoretical approaches to European integration.
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organized around the argument that the European political system is characterized by
three modes of governance that, in turn, correspond to three alternative models of
legitimacy, including the liberal-democratic, intergovernmental and technocratic models.
Since these modes of governance and legitimacy are grounded in competing
conceptualizations of the EU. this chapter opens with a

brief over\'iew of

intergovernmental, neofunctionalist and supranationalist approaches to European
integration, focusing on alternative explanations of the logic of integration and
disagreement about who constitute the primary actors. Next, the chapter follows Weiler,
Haltem and Mayer (1995) in distinguishing among three modes of European governance,
and links these distinctions to Beetham and Lord's discussion of competing modes of
legitimacy in the European Union (1998, 2001). The chapter concludes with an
assessment of European democracy in light of the liberal-democratic standard of
legitimacy.

2.1 CONCEPTUALIZING THE EU

What is the EU? Who or what drives European integration? This chapter focuses on
three theoretical perspectives thai provide different answers to these questions. The
intergovemmentalist approach interprets the EU through the lens of international relations
theory and posits member-state governments as the main actors. Supranationalist
approaches use the tools of comparative politics to analyze the integration process and
focus on the growing autonomy and influence of the EU's supranational institutions.
Finally, the neofunctionalist paradigm emphasizes the technocratic nature of the
see Rosamond (2000) and Hix (1994).
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Community and regards integration as a result of functional pressures and bureaucratic
inertia.

While

these approaches do not exhaust

the

range of EU-theorizing,

neofunctionalism. supranational ism. and intergovernmental ism can be regarded as proto
typical paradigms of integration that underlie finer

theoretical distinctions. These

perspectives have been at the center of the "grand debates" of European integration: what
started as a rivalry between neofunctionalist and state-centered approaches in the 1950s
and 60s (Haas 1968. Hoffman 1964, 1966) has been transformed into a debate between
intergovernmentalist and supranationalist approaches in the 1990s. Many, if not most,
reviews of the state of EU studies are structured around this central schism (Anderson
1995, Puchala 1999, Marks, Hooghe, and Blank 1996), and it is common for articles on
the topic to locate themselves in terms of the supranationalist-intergovemmentalist
controversy (Stone Sweet and Brunell 1998. Pierson 1996, Hix 1994).
2.LI Intergovernnienialisni
In simple terms, intergovemmentalism can be defined as a theoretical approach to
European integration that posits member-state governments as the key actors, asserts the
instrumentality of supranational institutions, and regards integrative outcomes as the result
of interstate bargaining. These assumptions locate intergovemmentalism within the
universe of traditional international relations theory. Consistent with IR perspectives that
focus on institutionalized forms of collective action among nation states (Keohane 1984.
Krasner 1983, Haggard and Simmons 1987), the intergovernmental ist perspective treats the
EU as a regular, albeit unusually well-developed and institutionalized international regime.
Because of the assumption that integration proceeds though the practice of ordinarv'
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diplomacy,

theories

of

interstate

bargaining

occupy

a

prominent

place

in

intergovemmentalist frameworks.
Andrew Moravcsik's liberal intergovemmentalism represents the most elaborated
version of this argument. Moravcsik challenged the generally accepted neofunctionalist
account of integration in a series of articles (1993, 1994, 1995), preparing the way for a
fully developed liberal intergovemmentalist theory in The Choice for Europe (1998). The
book seeks to explain why governments have chosen to coordinate policies and surrender
sovereign prerogatives within an international institution. Arguing that this choice is most
evident from the "constitutive" grand bargains of treaty amendments, the book focuses on
five constitutional decisions, including the Treaty of Rome, the consolidation of the
Common market in the 1960s, the founding of the European Monetary system, the Single
European Act (SEA), and the Maastricht Treaty. Other intergovemmentalist analyses of
major treaties include Garrett (1992) on the SEA, and Lange (1993) and Martin (1993) on
the Maastricht Treaty.
Liberal intergovemmentalism advances a tripartite explanation of the broad logic of
European integration, arguing that the form, substance and timing of major steps toward
integration are explained by (a) national interests defined in terms of commercial
advantage, (b) the relative bargaining power of national govemments, and (c) the efforts to
enhance the credibility of interstate commitments (Moravcsik 1998). This approach relies
on the logic of two-level games (Putnam 1988): domestic bargaining among sectoral
interest groups, political parties, and executive officials leads to the formulation of national
interests which then have to be defended at the intemational bargaining table. An important
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element of Moravcsik's framework, therefore, is a theory of intergovernmental negotiations
that focuses on the preferences and relative bargaining power of nation-states. An
important corollary of the intergovernmental approach is the instrumentality of
supranational institutions, such as the Commission or the European Court of Justice. Like
many other intergovemmentalist studies (Garrett 1992, Martin 1993. Garrett and Tsebelis
1996), Moravcsik uses a principal-agent heuristic to model the relationship between
governments and supranational institutions. According to liberal intergovemmentalism,
governments pool authority in international institutions in order to control the temptation to
defect. While supranational institutions provide important technical assistance and policy
expertise, national governments carefully limit the scope of supranational mandates to
prevent challenges to their own autonomy and sovereignty. As a result, supranational
instimtions remain the servants of member-state principals and do not. as a rule, exert
independent political influence on the integration process.
2.1.2 Neofunctionalism
While intergovernmental approaches argue that "the integration process did not
supercede or circumvent the political will of national leaders; it reflected their will"
(Moravcsik 1998: 4), neofunctionalism provides a very different explanation of the logic
of European integration, emphasizing "low politics" issues and the activities of non
governmental actors. While neofunctionalism was largely abandoned in the 1970s (Haas
1975), elements of neofunctionalist reasoning have resurfaced in a number of recent
studies, including Burley and Mattli (1993), Mattli and Slaughter (1996. 1998). Marks et
al. (1996) and Sandholtz and Stone Sweet (1998). Because neofunctionalism represented
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the main challenge to state-centric approaches for decades, it is worth recalling the main
claims of its original advocates, such as Ernst Haas (1968).
Neofunctionalism conceptualizes integration in terms of process, not outcomes. In
contrast to federalist approaches that focused on high politics and ideological visions,
neofunctionalism modeled European integration as an incremental and technical process.
Central to the neofunctionalist attempt to e.xplain the logic of integration is the concept of
spill-over: because integrative objectives in one policy area cannot be adequately achieved
without extending supranational authority into related functional domains, economic
integration generates a political dynamic that drives integration further. According to this
logic, integration begins in strategically chosen areas of "low politics." Over time,
functional pressures resulting from integration in certain sectors lead to the expansion of
integration into new functional areas, creating the need for supranational institutions and
political integration (Rosamond 2000:51, Tranholm-Mikkelsen 1991). As evident from this
description, neofunctionalism emphasizes

functional dynamics over intentionality.

According to Haas, integration proceeds by "trial and error, by miscalculation on the part
of the actors desiring integration... Tunctionalism' and 'incrementalism' rather than
'federalism' and 'comprehensive planning' are the key terms used in describing the theory"
(Haas 1968: xix. cited in Rosamond 2000:55). To the extent that intentionality matters,
neofunctionalism focuses on the preferences of non-state actors: "(t)he economic
technician, the planner, the innovating industrialist, and trade unionist advanced the
movement not the politician, the scholar, the poet, the writer" (Haas 1968: xix. cited in
Rosamond 2000:51). Given that the goals of integration were conceptualized in terms of
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non-controversial values such as economic welfare, European governance was regarded as
a depoliticized managerial process that relies on rationalistic and scientific methods instead
of ideology.
2.1.3 Theories of supranational governance
As neofunctionalism has gradually been abandoned, there has been no general theory
capable of bringing together the diverse reactions to intergovernmentalist arguments.
There are at least three prominent strands of literature that insist on the relevance of
supranational actors. The first

approach builds on old transactional ist perspectives

(Deutsch et al. 1957), arguing that supranational institutions respond to societal demands
for integration created by growing transnational exchange (Sandholtz 1998, Stone Sweet
and Brunell 1998, Stone Sweet and Caporaso 1998, O'Reilly and Stone Sweet 1998). The
second approach builds on the new institutionalist tradition, focusing on issues of
institutional choice and autonomy and arguing that gaps in member-state control are likely
to result in substantial supranational activism. This literature reflects the general division
of new institutionalism into rational choice, historical institutionalist and sociological
variants (Hall and Taylor 1996, Aspinwall and Schneider 2000, Pierson 1996. Pollack
1997, 1998, Tsebelis 1994). Finally, elements of the neofunctionalist logic have resurfaced
in the growing literature on multi-level governance that focuses on decision-making at
different territorial tiers of authority (Marks, Hooghe, and Blank 1996, Hooghe 1995).
All three approaches conceptualize the EU as an emerging polity and rely on the tools
of comparative politics, not international relations, to analyze European integration. These
approaches question the ability of member states to retain tight control over European
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policy-making and argue that the unique resources of supranational institutions make them
important actors in the integration process. The outcomes of European integration,
according to these perspectives, are explained not only by intergovernmental bargaining
but also by the influence and entrepreneurship of supranational actors in conducting their
day-to-day activities (Sandholtz 1998. Stone Sweet and Brunell 1998, Stone Sweet and
Caporaso 1998, O'Reilly and Stone Sweet 1998, Pierson 1996).
The proposition that transnational exchange, cumulating societal demands, and
responsive actions by supranational institutions explain the logic of European integration
has been tested with data from a number of policy areas and time periods. These include
the liberalization of the telecommunications sector in the late 1980s (Sandholtz 1998), the
Europeanization of air transport services in the recent decades (O'Reilly and Stone Sweet
1998), and the construction of a rule-of-law polity in Europe (Stone Sweet and Brunell
1998. Stone Sweet and Caporaso 1998). These studies argue thai as cross-border exchange
grows, the patchwork of national regulations gives in to the pressure for homogenization.
typically understood as liberalization and subsequent reregulation at the European level.
The literature argues that supranational institutions are more responsive to such societal
demands than the national governments (O'Reilly and Stone Sweet 1998. Stone Sweet and
Brunell 1998. Stone Sweet and Caporaso 1998). Often, the Commission acts as the initiator
of reform, while the European Court of Justice creates legal precedents to support the
Commission's activism (Sandholtz 1993. 1998). National courts and private litigants
constitute another important link between societal demands and moves toward greater
integration (Stone Sweet and Bmnell 1998). Contracting among individuals, third-party
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dispute resolution, and the production of legal norms have led to a gradual
constitutionalization of European law. Constitutionalization is defined as a process through
which EC treaties have evolved from a set of legal arrangements into a "vertically
integrated legal regime conferring judicially enforceable rights and obligations on all legal
persons and entities" (Stone Sweet and Brunell 1998: 65). Increasing legal integration,
thus, is a key indicator of the EU's gradual transformation into a supranational polity.
To the extent that the EU can be regarded as a polity and a political system, it can be
analyzed using the tools of comparative politics. One example of a successful application
of domestic governance approaches at the European level is the neoinstitutionalist
paradigm. Examples of institutionalist approaches to the EU include the "historical
institutionalism" advocated by Paul Pierson (1996), the "rational choice institutionalism" of
Mark Pollack (1997). and the "actor-centered institutionalism" of Fritz Scharpf (1997.
1999). Three themes are ccntral to this literature, including (a) the issue of institutional
choice and delegation, (b) the degree of supranational autonomy, and (c) the relative
importance of supranational and intergovernmental actors in different functional domains.
While institutionalist studies accept the proposition that member-state principals create
institutions and delegate authority in order to increase efficiency, reduce information
asymmetries, and lower transaction costs (Keohane 1984, Pollack 1997, 1998), they argue
that this principal-agent relationship tends to dissolve over time. As a result of their
accumulating resources and expertise, supranational institutions emerge as autonomous
actors with preferences different from those of their principals. Various interaction and
feedback effects, the problem of overload, lax oversight mechanisms, sectoral spill-over
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effects, and high issue density in EU decision-making limit member states' ability to
control policy development (Pierson 1996). These difficulties, therefore, foster increasing
delegation of policy-making authority to experts and technocrats. The emergence of
autonomous supranational agency, therefore, remains a strong possibility (Pierson 1996,
Pollack 1997, Scarpf 1997, 1999).
Institutionalist approaches have important similarities to theories of multi-level
governance. These theories provide another avenue for reconciling state-centric and
supranationalist approaches because they model the EU as a set of multi-tiered,
geographically overlapping governance structures (Marks, Hooghe and Blank 1996). While
multi-level governance approaches do not deny the importance of nation-states, they argue
that the construction of a European polity has resulted in substantial power-sharing among
subnational, national, and supranational actors. Complex interactions between the various
actors at each level have produced "multiple, interlocked arenas for political contest'"
(Hooghe 1995: 176). The defining feature of the EU political system, therefore, is a
complexity that grand theories of European integration often fail to capture (Rosamond
2000:109-113).

2.2 MULTIPLE MODES OF GOVERNANCE .A.ND LEGITIMACY

There is a growing consensus in the literature that sweeping generalizations
portraying EU-politics as a purely intergovernmental or a completely supranational affair
ignore the multi-faceted and asymmetrical nature of European integration (Anderson
1995, Rosamond 2000. Pierson 1996. Hix 1994). While member-state governments
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remain important actors, attempts to reduce European integration to a series of "grand
bargains" of major treaty revisions ignore substantial evidence from policy studies and
"new institutionalism" about the importance of post-decisional politics, implementation,
secondary legislation, judicial interpretation, social adaptations, and agent discretion
within established legal and institutional boundaries. There are, therefore, good reasons to
agree with Pierson (1996) that the process of integration has "embedded European
nation-states in a dense institutional environment that cannot be understood in the
language of interstate bargaining."
The EU's dual identity as an intergovernmental organization and a supranational
polity creates tensions between multiple modes of governance and representation in the
Union. Weiler, Haltem and Mayer (1995) distinguish between three modes of governance,
including the intergovernmental (international), supranational, and infranational modes.
The intergovernmental mode regards the EU political arena as one of relatively low level
of institutionalization and argues that diplomatic negotiations constitute the predominant
mode of political process. Supranational approaches regard the EU as a highly integrated
and institutionalized system with supranational institutions as the primary actors. Finally,
the infranational mode focuses on the administrative process and functional interest
mediation, emphasizing the role of various second-level organs of governance, such as
administrative bodies, and corporate and social-industrial NGOs (Weiler, Haltem and
Mayer 1995:26).
The EU's decision-making structures combine all three modes of governance.
Authoritative decision-making powers are shared by the Council of Ministers, constituted
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by the representatives of national governments, and the European Commission, a
technical-administrative body designed to provide politically neutral expertise.

The

directly elected European Parliament constitutes the main supranationalist institution.
Although its role in the decision-making process has been primarily consultative, recent
institutional reforms have made the Parliament a more equal player in a number of policy
areas. The three modes of governance also are reflected in the pillar-structure of EU
policy-making. In areas falling under the Community pillar (mostly issues related to the
common market), decision-making proceeds largely in the supranationalist mode, as
evident from qualified majority voting in the Council of Ministers and the codecision
powers of the European Parliament. In areas that fall under the two remaining pillars
(Common Foreign and Security Policy. Justice and Home Affairs), the predominant
decision-making mode is intergovernmental. Most decisions require unanimity in the
Council, and the Parliament yields only consultative influence.
Different conceptualizations of the EU and the corresponding modes of governance
have important implications for democracy and legitimacy at the European level. Because
democratic theorv- and practice have developed almost exclusively in the context of a
nation-state (Weiler, Haltem and Mayer 1995: 28). it is not immediately clear to what
extent democratic norms, such as popular sovereignty, the consent of the governed, and
electoral authorization of government, can and should be applied in a non-state polity such
as the European Union. Approaches that conceptualize the EU as an increasingly state-like
supranational polity argue that European-level governance should be based on the same
normative foundations as national-level democracy. The intergovernmental model, in
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contrast, derives European-level legitimacy from democratic authorization of memberstate governments at the national level and the principle of national sovereignty at the
international level. Finally, technocratic conceptualizations of the EU as a managerial
regime emphasize legitimacy by results, while down-playing the importance of
parliamentary representation. Relying on the work of Beetham and Lord (1998. 2001). I
present a summary- of this debate, focusing, first, on the liberal-democratic standard of
legitimacy, followed by a discussion of two substitute forms of legitimacy, including the
intergovernmental and the technocratic model.
2.2.1 The liberal-democratic standard of legitimacy
Generally

synonymous

with

'rightful

political

authority,'

legitimacy

is a

multidimensional concept that has both an input and output dimension, relating,
respectively, to mechanisms of representation and acceptance of outcomes (Scharpf 1997).
Specifically, Beetham (1991) and Beetham and Lord (1998) distinguish among three
dimensions of legitimacy. According to these authors, a political authority is legitimate to
the extent that (a) "it is acquired and exercised according to established rules," (b) "the
rules are justifiable according to socially accepted beliefs" about rightful authority and
proper ends of government, and (c) "positions of authority are confirmed by the express
consent or affirmation of appropriate subordinates, and by recognition from other
legitimate authorities" (Beetham and Lord 1998: 3). These three dimensions correspond to
the principles of legality, normative justifiability, and legitimation. While the substantive
content of these principles is historically and culturally variable, the prevalent liberal
democratic interpretation, underlying the legitimacy of modem nation-state, associates
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legality with constitutional rule of law. normative justifiability with popular sovereignty
and rights protection, and legitimation with electoral authorization of government
(Beetham and Lord 1998:9).
In addition to procedural issues, the liberal democratic version of legitimacy focuses
on two additional dimensions, pertaining, respectively, to the existence of

a

demos with a

common identity and to popular satisfaction with the ends of governance. Identity issues
arise because the e.xercise of popular sovereignty and majoritarian democracy presume
the existence of a clearly delineated populace. Democratic legitimacy, thus, cannot exist
without a demos - a people with some form of shared identity — around which
democracy can be constructed (Weiler, Haltem and Mayer 1995; Chryssochoou 1998).
While in most established polities, the demos emerged as a result of a gradual process of
nation-building, new polities often struggle with problems arising from contested or
unstable identity. Satisfaction with the end results of governance constitutes another non
procedural legitimation criterion central to this debate. Performance-based legitimacy
combines two related elements: popular approval of the declared ends of government,
and satisfaction with the system's ability to deliver effective policy outcomes consistent
with these goals. In sum, this analysis adopts Beetham and Lord's (1998) three criteria of
liberal democratic legitimacy, including (a) democratic procedures, involving, at the
minimum, public control and political equality, (b) the existence of a demos with a shared
identity, and (c) performance, understood as satisfaction with both the ends and outcomes
of governance.
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While these criteria are almost universally accepted as the foundation of democratic
governance at the level of the nation-state, it is not clear that these standards can be
effectively applied at the supranational level. Should the EU, as a non-state polity, be
held to the liberal democratic standard of legitimacy that evolved in the context of the
nation-state? If so, how close does the EU political system come to meeting this standard,
and what methods and mechanisms should be used to make European governance more
consistent with the liberal democratic ideal? There is a growing literature that debates the
appropriateness of the liberal democratic model of legitimacy in the EU context. Several
studies have rejected the liberal democratic ideal as unsuitable for non-state polities
because of the absence of a demos and the predicted dire consequences of imposing
majority rule on a pluralist, diverse polity. Instead, these studies have made a case for
some form of substitute legitimation through various intergovemmentalist. technocratic,
or "post-parliamentary" arrangements (Majone 1994, Heritier 1997. 1999. Weale and
Nentwich 1998). Other scholars, notably Beetham and Lord (1998, 2001) have
convincingly demonstrated the limitations of these alternatives, arguing that none of the
proposed models delivers public control with political equality. Their case for holding the
EU to the liberal standard is strengthened by the argument that adoption of the same
standard does not necessarily mean reliance on same methods of legitimation. To assess
this debate. I will consider two models of substitute legitimation proposed by various
studies, followed by a discussion of their limitations.
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2.2.2 Legitimacy of an international organization
The model of legitimacy characteristic to international organizations denies the
existence of a transnational demos, emphasizes national channels of interest aggregation
and representation, and places strong emphasis on legitimacy by results (Beetham and
Lord 1998. Weiler. Haitem. and Mayer 1995). According to this model, popular
sovereignty rests with citizens of the individual member-states, and international
organizations derive their legitimacy trom the domestic authorization of constituent
governments. The legitimacy of international organizations is enhanced by their ability to
respond to problems and needs that are transnational in character and cannot be easily
met through other means. This approach is consistent with the intergovernmental
conceptualization of the EU in that it derives European-level legitimacy from domestic
authorization of member-state governments.
.A.S the EU has evolved into an increasingly integrated political, legal, and economic
system, the "lO" model of legitimacy has come increasingly under attack (Beetham and
Lord 1998. Wallace and Smith 1995). First, member state governments have only limited
control over EU decision-making and policy output. The ability of member-state
governments to exercise their political mandates and to act as agents of their constituents
is compromised by majority voting in the Council of Ministers, increased autonomy of
supranational institutions, and various spill-over effects and unintended consequences
(Sandholtz and Stone Sweet 1998. Scharpf 1997. 1999. Pierson 1996). Second, because
Community legislation has direct effect on member state citizens, indirect legitimation
through national governments results in a fundamental asymmetry between the input and
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output side of the European political system (Beetham and Lord 1998). Finally, it is not
clear that national governments have a true popular mandate for conducting European
affairs. Since national elections are generally dominated by domestic issues, popular
votes generally do not reflect preferences regarding European unification, making the
assumption of "one vote, dual mandate" highly dubious.
2.2.3 Technocratic legitimacy
The technocratic model, our second form of substitute legitimacy, emphasizes
legitimacy by results and advocates rule by experts and managers, as opposed to elected
officials (Weiler. Haltem. and Mayer 1995. Wallace and Smith 1995. Majone 1994).
Arguing that policy-making is plagued by a troublesome antagonism between democracy
and rationality (Dryzek 1989), technocratic models give priority to the latter. .According
to this approach, the ends of public life are best realized by a government consisting of
experts who rely on scientific knowledge to deliver efficient regulatory solutions. In
functional areas where there exists a broad societal consensus on desirable outcomes,
efficiency is enhanced by distancing political decisions from the sway of electoral and
majoritarian

politics (Majone 1994). Because the managerial ethos underlying

technocratic governance is deeply suspicious of ideology and politics, a technocratic
system operates largely outside of parliamentar>' channels and party politics (Weiler.
Haltem, Mayer 1995).
This reasoning has been applied to the EU as a justification for non-transparent
governance by elites in the absence of strong mechanisms of democratic control.
Technocratic assumptions were consistent with the initial conceptualization of the EU as
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a purely economic organization with limited and well-defined competencies. The
definition of the Community main task as "one of maximizing wealth - clearly a question
for experts, the technocrats" (Lindberg and Scheingold 1970: 269. cited in Wallace and
Smith 1995: 146). created a prismatic approach to problems that emphasized economic
efficiency and rationality over all other, potentially competing goals. This depoliticization of European-level governance has certain advantages. The technocratic
ethos allowed the elites to downplay the potential for conflict arising from the extreme
diversity of national interests in a continent with a history of devastating wars. By
neutralizing many of the deep cleavages in the EU. managerial rule provided an
alternative to the dangers of applying majority rule in a pluralist polity lacking a common
identity (Wallace and Smith 1995). By avoiding the normatively framed "great social
debates" characteristic to national polities (Dehousse 1995). Community decision-making
could be reduced to "a technical matter of implementation of agreed goals" (Beetham and
Lord 1998:18).
While technocratic models emphasize legitimacy by results, recent studies in this
tradition have also focused on various procedural arrangements that could enhance
legitimacy without strengthening EU's underdeveloped representative mechanisms. This
literature on "post-parliamentary politics" puts forth a variety of proposals, including
increasing the transparency of decision-making, instituting horizontal policy constraints
on governance through strengthening informal policy networks, strengthening EU's
image as a "negotiated and deliberative order" or "contested polity" open to inputs from
various groups, and providing for flexible integration in a multi-level polity where the
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possibilities of establishing legitimacy \'ar>' across different types of governmental
function, issue-area, region, and method of policy-making (Heritier 1999. 1997; Banchoff
and Smith 1999. Andersen and Bums 1998). Many of these arguments build on the
assumption that because the EU is primarily concerned with regulation, not
redistribution, technocratic governance could deliver outcomes that are consistent with
the democratic ideals of consistency, fairness, and transparency namely because of the
absence of electoral answerability (Majone 1994).
The technocratic model of legitimacy, however, suffers from a number of deepseated flaws. First, the alleged benefits of efficient, neutral rule by experts rest on the
mistaken assumption that public good is knowable and that scientific knowledge can
eliminate value conflict. As pointed out by Beetham and Lord (1998), this proposition
resembles mle by Plato's benevolent

philosopher-kings who possess privileged

knowledge of what is good for the society. The assumption of enlightened rule by
e.xperts. however, is untenable, because in the rare case a true societal consensus on broad
policy goals exists, the implementation of these goals involves a "myriad of value
choices" which cannot be reduced to technical application of knowledge (Beetham and
Lord 1998: 20). Second, de-politicization as a deliberate goal is no longer viable at the
present stage of EU's development. While the question of legitimacy "would have
remained purely academic had the Community concerned itself solely with quotas and
tariff restrictions"'(Dehousse 1995: 120). the EU's expanding policy scope and growing
membership have led to an inevitable politicization of the Community in the 1980s and
1990s. Although the original goals of economic efficiency and maximization of wealth
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have not disappeared, they increasingly compete with other priorities and issues quite
comparable to those that feed national-level political debates. Third, the allegedly
superior outcomes delivered by technocratic governance do not compensate for the
fundamentally unequal access to the system. According to Weiler. Haltem and Mayer
(1995), the technocratic model limits panicipation to certain groups privileged by the
process, such as functional interests and experts; the process lacks transparency and
procedural formality, precluding "real equality of voice." This lack of public
accoumability is inconsistent with the principle of popular sovereignty. Thus, the reality
of technocratic rule through a tangled web of administrative bodies conflicts sharply with
the Union's declared democratic ideals and the principle of an "ever closer Union among
the European peoples" (Wallace and Smith 1995. Beetham and Lord 2001).
In light of the many untenable assumptions that underlie the international,
technocratic, and post-parliamentary versions of substitute legitimacy, one is bound to
agree with Beetham and Lord (1998, 2001) that the ideals of deliberative democracy can
only be realized by "bringing representative institutions back in." Only a direct from of
legitimacy based on the liberal-democratic criteria of legality, normative justifiability and
popular legitimation can ensure the support and loyalty of European citizens (Beetham
and Lord 1998: 22). How does the EU fare when measured against the criteria of
democratic procedure, agreement on identity and boundaries of the demos, and effective
perfomiance in respect of socially accepted goals?
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2.3 EU'S LEGITIMACY CRISIS: DEMOCRATIC DEFICIT, NO DEMOS. QUESTIONABLE
PERFORMANCE

There is a clear consensus in the literature that the EU falls short of the liberal
democratic standard on all three dimensions. With regard to procedures, democratic
representation

and

popular

control

over

decision-making

are

only

weakly

institutionalized. With regard to identity, it is not clear that a European demos capable of
exercising popular sovereignty exists, or even can be constructed (VVeiler. Haltem and
Mayer 1995, Chryssochoou 1998, Kostakopoulou 1998, Closa 1998). With regard to
performance,

public

opinion

polls

have

recorded

growing disagreement

and

dissatisfaction with both the ends and means of EU policy-making in the post-Maastricht
period. I will consider each argument in turn.
The inadequate development of institutions guaranteeing democratic control has
been extensively documented by the literature on the democratic deficit (Beetham and
Lord 1998, Dehousse 1995, Weiler, Haltem and Mayer 1995).

the core of this

literature is the argument that European-level governing remains undemocratic because
the political system is dominated by non-elected, non-accountable institutions, while the
directly elected European Parliament has very limited powers. European integration,
then, appears to be realized by a "dispossession of the national legislative powers, which
is only partly compensated for by the emergence of the European Parliament" (Dehousse
1995: 122). More specifically, the problem of democratic deficit has been defined by a
European Parliament committee as:
the combination of two phenomena: (i) the transfer of powers from the Member
States to the EC; (ii) the exercise of these powers at the Community level by
institutions other than the European Parliament, even though, before the transfer, the
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national parliaments held power to pass laws in the areas concerned (Committee on
Institutional Affairs 1988. cited in Wallace and Smith 1995: 147).
The weakness of supranational representation, combined with the erosion of the
powers of national parliaments has strong implications for popular control over EU
decision-making. According to Beetham and Lord (1998: 73). this trend has resulted in
the diplomatization of domestic policy: "(b)y applying foreign policy methods to Union
activities constructed around a domestic agenda, governments have extended executive
privilege to the core of democratic politics and subjected them to a bargaining format that
requires secrecy rather than transparency." More importantly. European level governance
is not consistent with the principle of electoral authorization of government central to the
liberal-democratic standard of legitimacy. As argued above, indirect legitimation of
European governance through national elections does not work: because electoral
competition is structured around national, not European issues, an electoral victory grants
a mandate for conducting national, not European affairs. Even if such a mandate existed,
the ability of member-state governments to exercise popular sovereignty is severely
curtailed by majoritarian decision-making and supranational activism at the European
level. On the supranational level, electoral authorization is similarly undeveloped;
elections of the European Parliament have virtually no consequence for executive power
allocation and the Parliament itself has very limited legislative powers. Clearly then, the
EU political system does not meet the procedural requirements of the liberal democratic
model of legitimacy.
The second liberal democratic criterion of legitimacy ~ shared identity ~ has given
rise to debates about the possibility of constructing a European demos f'Weiler, Haltem

55

and Mayer 1995, Kostakopoulou 1998. Closa 1998, Beetham and Lord 1998). Who is the
demos and can it be meaningfully sovereign at the EU level? The rigorous interpretation
of the "no demos" thesis, upheld by the German constitutional court, implies a definition
of a demos in terms of an organic, ethno-culturally homogeneous Volk. Absent such a
demos, the argument goes, there can be no democracy.

sufficient sense of common

identity is important, because the "divisiveness of competitive electoral politics" is only
sustainable on the basis of such unity

the agreement on nationhood typically provides

in nation-states (Beetham and Lord 1998: 28). .A.bsent such social cohesion, "electoral
minorities lack the necessary trust in the majority that their vital interests will be
protected" {Ibid. 28). .A. series of studies, however, have contested the Volkish definition
of identity, arguing that a demos constructed around civil values, and emerging out of the
practice of European citizenship, is a conceivable and sufficient basis for a legitimate
polity (Kostakopoulou 1998. Closa 1998). These studies argue that a civic value-based
demos can coexist with national ethno-cultural identity, resulting in "multiple.
o\crlapping

and

strategically

interacting

publics

formed

on

various

levels"

(Kostakopoulou 1998: 16!). To the extent that it is possible to construct an identity based
not on the common past but on a common future, there is ground for optimism regarding
the emergence of a European demos (Beetham and Lord 1998: 29).
EU's standing with regard to system performance, the third criterion of legitimacy, is
equally questionable. While the architects of the European Community believed that
popular approval was forthcoming once citizens realize the benefits of integration (Wallace
and Smith 1995). public opinion surveys show mixed patterns of support for EU's priorities
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and policy initiatives. While the Community's original goal of increasing economic welfare
was relatively non-controversial, the new functions assumed since Maastricht have elicited
more varied reactions. .A.ccording to a Eurobarometer survey conducted in spring 2001.
many new policy areas enjoyed high levels of public support. Eighty-nine per cent of EU
citizens supported tackling unemployment and 88 per cent approved of the emphasis on
fighting crime and drug trafficking. A similar percentage of respondents supported EU's
environmental policies and 84 per cent appreciated EU's efforts to increase consumer
protection (Eurobarometer 55. 2001). Other EU policies with far-reaching domestic effects
remain much more controversial. According to the same Eurobarometer survey, the
average level of support for the common currency was 59 per cent; support for common
foreign policy was 65 per cent, while the plan to e.xpand the EU Eastwards had the support
of only 43 per cent of respondents. Overall, public dissatisfaction with the ends and means
of European integration has intensified in the post-Maastricht period. The expansion of
European governance into new areas has triggered debates about the proper scope of EU
policy-making. Increasing reliance on majoritarian decision-making heightens national
sensitivities and encourages national opt-outs, contributing to the emergence of multi-speed
Europe. The EU. then, is increasingly perceived as a "contested polity" (Banchoff and
Smith 1999). characterized by a lack of consensus regarding the scope and content of
European governance.
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2.4 CONCLUSIONS

Problems with European democracy begin with a lack of consensus regarding what
the EU is. Competing conceptualizations of the EU as an intergovernmental organization,
a supranational polity, or a technocratic regime imply different models of legitimacy.
Approaches that regard the EU as an increasingly state-like polity generally accept the
proposition that the EU should be held to the same liberal-democratic standard as the
nation-state. Legitimation of European governance, according to this argument, must
involve direct representation of citizens at the supranational level and electoral
accountability of the EU's decision-making institutions. A competing conceptualization
of the EU as an international organization, in contrast, emphasizes domestic authorization
of member-state governments. It argues that the current legitimacy crisis can be cured by
returning to a purely intergovernmental mode of governance characterized by consensual
decision-making and member-state right to veto. Finally, a conceptualization of the EU as
a technocratic regime emphasizes legitimacy by results, not procedure, arguing that a
government consisting of experts not subject to the sway of electoral politics is best
equipped to deliver effective regulatory solutions.
For the time being, none of these competing modes of governance and legitimacy is
adequate by itself The political entity that has emerged from half a century of integration
is puzzling namely because it does not fit into e.xisting analytical categories rooted in
state-centric political doctrines. In the words of Jacques Delors. the EU is and will remain
an "unidentified political object" (Dehousse 1997: 39). With its dual identity as a
supranational polity and an intergovernmental organization, the EU will continue to
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balance all three modes of governance and legitimation. Attempts to replace the EU's
"impossible status quo" (Dehousse 1997) with a "pure" political form are risky and
untenable. Conceptualizations of the EU as an international organization or a technocratic
regime are clearly outdated and inconsistent with the growth of supranational authority
and the rapid constitutionalization of the EU legal system. While the liberal democratic
model would alleviate the democratic deficit by increasing parliamentary control at the
supranational level, this model of legitimacy implies a majoritarian logic that is untenable
in the absence of a shared identity or. at the minimum, a demos constructed around
shared civil values. In conclusion, the EU will, for the foreseeable future, continue to
balance different modes of governance and legitimacy.
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3. INSTITUTIONAL CHANNELS OF POPULAR INFLUENCE

While Chapter 2 examined broad problems of legitimacy in the EU. this chapter
turns to specific institutional mechanisms through which member-state electorates can
influence European-level governance. The importance of institutions in shaping political
behavior and outcomes is established by the institutionalist literature that places
individual and group behavior in the conte.xt of broader structural constraints and
incentives (March and Olsen 1984. Steinmo. Thelen. and Longstreth 1992). Simply put.
institutions can be defined as sets of rules that determine which preferences have access
to the political system, how much weight they are given, and how the configuration of
preferences is translated into policy outcomes. Institutionalism. however, comes in many
versions. Rational choice institutionalism regards individuals as self-regarding utility
ma.\imizers with stable, ordered preferences, and conceptualizes institutions as solutions
to collective action problems (Hall and Taylor 1996. Tsebelis 1994. 2000. Crawford and
Ostrom 1995. Ostrom 1990. Ostrom. Gardner and Walker 1994). The effects of
institutions, according to rational choice institutionalism, are primarily regulative: by
determining the structure of the game, institutions shape the strategies that actors adopt in
pursuit of their goals. The historical and sociological versions of institutionalism.
however, argue that institutions ha\'e broader constitutive effects: institutions are seen as
"cognitive templates" that structure not only actors' strategies but also their interests and
identities (Hall and Taylor 1996. Thelen. Steinmo. and Longstreth 1992).
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These approaches are relevant to our attempt to analyze the role of public
preferences and mass participation in the EU political process. As I argued in the
introduction, the problem of popular consent consists of two issues, including (a) limited
mass support for European integration and (b) inadequate and undeveloped mechanisms
of popular participation, representation, and electoral accountability. These two problems
are interrelated: had European integration been subjected to stronger popular control from
the beginning, the EU. presumably, would have evolved in a direction more consistent
with public preferences, precluding the current alienation between the regime and the
masses.
The EU institutional structure has important regulative effects. Channels of popular
participation determine the strategies available to the European publics, and decide the
influence of public preferences in the EU policy process. In the long run. however, it is
also important to consider the constitutive potential of these mechanisms. Consistent with
the logic of sociological institutionalism. the proponents of a political union have long
hoped that mass participation in the European political process will eventually shift
allegiances and identities from the national to the European level. In light of these
considerations, it is important to ask: What kind of opportunities for institutionalized
mass political participation does the EU political system offer? What avenues of political
input are available to European citizens and how much influence do popular preferences
have on EU decision-making?
While the literature on the EU institutional system is ver>' extensive, few studies
have attempted to provide a comprehensive listing of the various ways in which the
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European publics can influence European-level decision-making. Hix (1999) identifies
six avenues of citizen input in his presentation of the EU political system. These include
participation in national elections, participation in European elections, legal action
through the national courts and the European Court of Justice, influence through
"intermediary associations" such as political parties and interest groups, and indirect
influence of public opinion on the activities of the European Commission. This list,
however, omits public votes on European issues on national referendums. While
referendums are not a strongly institutionalized part of the policy process in most
member-states, binding referendums on integration-related issues transform the public
into a veto-player with decisive, authoritative influence on integrative policy. Adding
referendum votes to Hix's categorization, this chapter focuses on the following channels
of popular participation and influence:
1) mechanisms of national and supranational representation
2) intermediary associations, such as political parties and interest groups
3) legal action through national courts and the European Court of Justice
4) direct votes on European issues on national referendums.
This chapter will examine each of these mechanisms in greater detail. Because the
literature relevant to each category is extremely extensive, this overview will focus on the
availability and "potency" of each channel of popular input, while avoiding discussion of
voting behavior or preference formation. The chapter concludes with a summary
assessment of the degree of public influence over European decision-making.
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3.1 NATIONAL AND SUPRANATIONAL REPRESENTATION

In national political systems, popular input is ensured by mechanisms of
representative democracy, such as competitive multi-party elections, democratically
accountable executives, and political parties and interest groups serving as important
intermediaries between the masses and the elites. In the EU political system, linkages
between masses and elites are more complex, due to the EU"s dual identity as an
intergovernmental organization and a multi-le%'el polity with interlocking tiers of
authority. As noted by Kincaid (1999). the EU is a case of "compounded representation":
citizens are represented as nationals in the European Council, the European Commission,
and the Council of Ministers, as individuals in the European Parliament, and as both
nationals and individuals in the European Court of Justice. Institutions based on the direct
democratic representation of individuals, however, have only a consultative role, while
authoritative decision-making rests with bodies comprised of national representatives
appointed by member-state governments. The mechanisms of national and supranational
representation are outlined in Figure 1. The figure shows how popular votes in national
and European elections arc linked to EU policy output through a variety of national and
European level institutions. Bclou'. 1 will focus on both national and European elections
as mechanisms of popular control over EU decision-making.
National elections constitute a potentially important channel through which citizcns
can express their preferences and interests regarding European politics. Member-state
electorates elect representatives to the national parliaments; go\emments emerging from
parliamentar>' majorities arc represented at the Council of Ministers which approves all
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EU law. and national heads of government represent states at the European Council
which sets the agenda for further integration (Gabel 2000). However, the ability of
member-state citizens to e.xert influence on European affairs through national channels of
representation is limited for a number of reasons. Above all. the connection between
national elections and European policy process remains fundamentally indirect, and mass
preferences are obscured by the multiplicity of links in this representative sequence.

Figure 1. National and supranational representation in the EU policy-making proccss
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For national elections to constitute a meaningful link between citizens and
European-level policy-making. European issues must figure

in individuals' voting

calculations. In other words, "(t)o affect EU policy electorally, citizens must work
through national elections and political parties wherein voters can be cross-pressured by
domestic concerns and by EU concerns rather than being able to cast separate ballots for
national and EU candidates" (Kincaid 1999: 45). Because European issues generally have
low salience for the masses and political parties alike (Reif and Schmitt 1980,
Niedermayer 1991, Blondel, Sinnott and Svensson 1998, Hix 1999, Marsh 1998, van der
Eijk and Franklin 1996), they generally fail to compete with domestic policy issues for
political priority and voter attention. Faced with limited choice between political parties,
voters cannot afford to engage in European issue-voting in national elections given the
prevalence of more pressing domestic concerns and cleavages. One clear indicator of the
secondary status of European issues is the parado.v that, as a rule, domestic
euroskepticism is not translated into vote for euroskeptic parties (Taggart 1998). Even in
countries with significant levels of skepticism regarding the EU. only a small percentage
of voters vote for strongly anti-European parties. In national elections in the 1990s, only
an average of 8 percent of voters in member-states voted for such parties, while strongly
pro-European parties won an average of 66 per cent of the vote (Mair 2000). In the
absence of European issue voting in national elections, it is not clear that elected national
officials enjoy a popular mandate to conduct European affairs.
Even if we assume that preferences regarding European issues arc adequately
e.xpressed in electoral vote, the representation of these preferences is distorted by national
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and supranational composition and voting rules. In multi-party systems, programmatic
promises often become obscured in the process of forming coalition governments. Once a
government has been formed, its ability to carry out its popular mandate is severely
limited by qualified majority voting in the Council of Ministers that is increasingly
replacing the consensus-based procedures that allowed national representatives to veto
unacceptable policy proposals. In sum, these problems have led many scholars to contend
that the national representative link between member-state citizens and European-level
governance has weakened to the e.\tent that it no longer e.xists (Wallace 1993).
If mechanisms of national representation constitute a weak link between the masses
and European-level governance, can citizens have more direct impact through electing
representatives to a specifically European institution, the European Parliament? The
European Parliament, established in 1957 by the Treaty of Rome, has been directly
elected since 1979. Elections are held every five years in all member-states. While the
introduction of direct elections was widely expected to provide new legitimacy to the
entire EU project, the democratizing impact of European elections has been weaker than
anticipated. Specifically, the idea and practice of supranational representation suffers
from two interrelated problems, including (a) the limited powers of the European
Parliament and (b) the "second-order" status of EP elections that are dominated by
national, not European, political parties and policy issues.
The powers of the European Parliament remain very limited compared to its national
counterparts. The European legislative process is dominated by the Council of Ministers
and the European Commission, while the role of the Parliament is mostly consultative.
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As a result of recent institutional reforms under the Maastricht treaty, however, the EP is
gradually assuming some of the powers and responsibilities normally associated with a
representative assembly, including legislative powers, the power to supervise the
executive, and the power of the purse.
EU legislative decisions are a result of a complex process that involves two readings
by each of the three major actors, including the Council, the Commission, and the
Parliament. The three main mechanisms for reaching legislative decisions are the
consultation, cooperation, and codecision procedures." The degree of Parliament's
influence varies according to the type of legislation under consideration. In areas related
to justice and home affairs, as well as common foreign and security, the Parliament
merely gives a non-binding opinion under the consultation procedure. The cooperation
procedure stipulates that the Council must take the Parliament's views into account,
although a parliamentary veto can be overruled by the Commission and the Council. In
policy areas falling under the Community pillar, such as the single market, the
environment, consumer protection, and research and technology, the cooperation rule has
been largely replaced by the codecision procedure, introduced by the Maastricht treaty.
According to the codecision procedure, no legislative act can be adopted without the
formal agreement of both the Parliament and the Council." In sum, the Parliament enjoys

" For a more detailed discussion of the Parliament's formal powers and political influence, see Corbett
(1998). Hix (1999). Kreppel (1999). Shackleton (2000) and Tsebelis (1994. 1995).
• The codecision procedure, which grants the Parliament a right to veto policy proposals, was designed to
increase the influence of the EU's most democratic institution. Some prominent studies, however, suggest
that the outcome diverges from this intention. Tsebelis (1994. 1995) argues that instead of increasing the
EP's role, co-decision weakens the Parhament's position in policy matters, as it largely eliminates the
conditional agenda-setting powers granted to the Parliament under the cooperation procedure.
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a reasonably strong policy role in areas related to the single market, while yielding only
consultative influence injustice and home affairs, as well as foreign and security policy.
A long-standing criticism of the EU political system is the lack of legislative
oversight of the executive, and the absence of a meaningful link between EP elections
and the exercise of executive power. Gradual change in this area is effected by the EP's
emerging powers of appointment (Westlake 1998). Concrete steps include the
synchronization of the Parliament's and the Commission's terms, consulting the
Parliament on the appointment of the Commission president and a parliamentary vote to
approve the Commission as a whole. The parliament can also dismiss the Commission
through a motion of censure, requiring the support of two-thirds of the parliamentarians.
Although such a motion failed in 1999, growing dissatisfaction eventually led to the
collective resignation of the Commission.
The Parliament also has significant budgetary powers. The draft budget is a result of
negotiations between the Parliament and the Council on the basis of the Commission's
proposals. The Parliament can make changes in limited areas, such as regional spending
and cultural and educational programs, or reject the entire budget with a two-thirds
majority (and a majority of all MEPs voting). Rejection, however, is rare, because the
process emphasizes coordination in advance. The budget is signed into law by the
President of the Parliament, and spending is monitored through the Committee on
Budgetary Control. As evident from the above, the European Parliament's role in the
legislative process and e.xecutive oversight is mucli more modest than that of its national
counterparts. Even if citizen interests are effectively represented, the limited authority of
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the Parliament prevents popular preferences from having significant influence on
European-level decision-making. However, the trend is clearly towards greater
parliamentary control, as evident from the introduction of the codecision procedure and
the Parliament's growing powers of executive oversight.
The second set of problems with European elections stems from the fact that EP
elections are so-called "second-order national elections," dominated by national, not
European, issues and parties (Reif and Schmitt 1980, Reif 1984 and 1985. Niedermayer
1991, Blondel, Sinnott and Svensson 1998, Hix 1999, Marsh 1998, van der Eijk and
Franklin 1996). These studies argue that in addition to having limited powers, the
European Parliament also has a questionable mandate due to the way European elections
are set up. The "second-order national elections" thesis argues that European elections
resemble local government elections in that they provide another venue for vote and
publicity seeking but remain relatively inconsequential in terms of the actual power
allocation. Three symptoms are considered to be indicative of the second-order status,
including low turnout, positive outcomes for small and opposition parties, and negative
outcomes for incumbent government parties (Reif and Schmitt 1980. Reif 1984, Blondel.
Sinnott and Svensson 1998, van der Eijk and Franklin 1996). These symptoms are
believed to reflect the low salience of European issues, the lack of a truly European party
system, limited electoral competition, and the independence of power allocation from
election results (Blondel, Sinnott and Svensson 1998). While limited space here forbids a
full discussion of the supporting evidence. I will focus on low turnout rates as one the
most obvious indicators of the second-order status.
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Table 2. Turnout at European Parliament elections, 1979-1999
Country

Turnout at EP elections, %

Mean turnout at

1979

1984

1989

1994

1999

EP
elections,
19791999

National
elections.
1979-1999

Austria

n.a.

n.a.

n.a.

n.a.

49.0

49.0

87.2

Belgium"

91.4

92.2

90.7

90.7

90.0

91.0

92.7

Denmark

47.8

52.3

46.2

52.9

50.4

49.9

86.2

Finland

n.a.

n.a.

n.a.

n.a.

30.1

30.1

70.9

France

60.7

56.7

48.7

52.7

47.0

53.2

70.5

Germany

65.7

56.8

62.3

60.0

45.2

58.0

83.6

Greece"

79.6"

77.2

79.9

71.7

70.1

75.5

82.2

Ireland

63.6

47.6

68.3

44.0

50.5

54.8

71.3

Italy"

84.9

83.4

81.0

74.8

70.8

79.0

87.5

Luxembourg"

88.9

88.8

87.4

88.5

85.8

87.9

88.0

Netherlands

57.8

50.6

47.2

35.6

29.9

44.2

81.0

Portugal

n.a.

72.6"

51.2

35.5

40.4

49.9

74.4

Spain

n.a.

68.9"

54.6

59.1

64.3

61.7

73.9

Sweden

n.a.

n.a.

n.a.

n.a.

38.3

38.3

87.7

UK
Mean, all member
states
Mean, states
without
compulsory voting

32.3

32.6

36.2

36.4

23.0

32.1

74.7

65.9

63

62.8

58.5

52.3

57.0

80.8

54.7

50.7

51.8

50.1

44.9

47.4

78.3

j

•* States with compulsory or quasi-compulsory voting, as identified by Blondel (1998:36). In Italy.
compuisor>' voting was abolished in 1993.
" Election held in T981
Election held in 1987
Sources: Turnout figures for EP elections 1979-1994 are from Blondel (1998:31). 1999 figures are based
on European Parliament (1999) and Financial Times (1999). Turnout figures for national elections come
from International Institute for Democracy and Electoral Assistance (2001).

i
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As predicted by the "second-order national election" thesis, turnout at the European
Parliament elections is low compared to national parliamentary elections (see Table 2).
Average turnout in EP elections for all member countries for the 1979-1999 period was
57 per cent, compared to an average participation rate of 81 per cent in national elections.
When countries with some form of compulsory voting requirement are excluded, the
difference is even more drastic: a mere 47 per cent turnout at EP elections compared to
78 at national elections. Furthermore, low turnouts cannot be attributed to initial low
levels of EU-socialization: on the contrary, turnout rates have fallen significantly over the
twenty year period, from 67 per cent in 1979 to 52 in 1999. Turnout rates also vary
widely across nations, ranging from more than 90 per cent in Belgium to only 23 per cent
in Britain in 1999."^
Studies focusing on the causes of abstention have reported findings consistent with
the "second-order elections" thesis. Blondel, Sinnott and Svensson (1998) find that
roughly 40 per cent of abstention is reportedly circumstantial while 60 per cent can be
classified as voluntary, with lack of interest in European politics as the most frequently
cited reason, followed by distrust and dissatisfaction with EU institutions and policies.
According to the same source. European citizens feel no particular attachment to the EP:
a third of all respondents believed that the EP did not have enough power, and roughly a
quarter thought that the Parliament was inefficient. Other studies have provided

In pan. variations in turnout can be attributed to institutional factors. As one would expect, turnout is well
above average in countries with compulsory or quasi-compulsory voting (Belgium, Greece, Luxembourg,
and Italy until 1993). Furthermore, in countries with mandator>' voting, the difference between turnout in
national and EP elections was relatively small (see Table 2); in all other countries, however, the difference
is substantial to drastic, reaching around 40-50 percentage points in Sweden, Finland, Austria. Netherlands.
Denmark, and the UK.
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convincing evidence that when citizens do participate in EP elections, European issues
play, at best, a secondary role in determining individual vote. Blumler and Fox (1982)
found that only a minority of voters could identify even one European issue that emerged
in the 1979 campaigns, although there were significant differences between countries.
Kuchler (1991) asked respondents to rank various national and European-level issues
according to their perceived importance and found that less than three per cent of
respondents ranked an European issue as "most relevant" and less than ten per cent
ranked any European issues among the top three (reported in Marsh and Franklin
1996:26). Clearly, then, the low salience of European issues e.xplains why so many voters
do not bother to vote on EP elections.
Another reason why EP elections remain "second-order" is the absence of genuine
European-level parties and the low salience of the European cleavage for national parties.
This is the issue we turn to next. Having considered political parties as a central element
in the European representation puzzle, we return to an assessment of electoral
mechanisms in the concluding section of this chapter.

3.2 INTERMEDIARY ASSOCI.\TIONS

3.2.1 Political parties

Democratic theory regards political parties as an important link between masses and
elites, and the notion of party government has become the dominant doctrine of
democratic rule. The premise that government policy should be in line with the
preferences of the majority of the electorate is reflected in the so-called Responsible
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Party Model. This model rests on the following assumptions: voters can choose between
at least two parties with different policy proposals; parties have sufficient internal
cohesion to implement policies; voters have policy preferences and are aware of the
differences in party positions; voters vote according to policy preferences, choosing the
party that best represents their position (Schmitt and Thomassen 1999: 113-116). Below,
I will assess the effectiveness of political parties as intermediaries between the European
masses and elites by focusing on two key elements of the Responsible Party Model,
including party distinctiveness with regard to European issues, and the importance of the
European cleavage for EU citizens. First, however, it is necessary to clarify the link
between national parties and the European political arena.
Political parties are important actors in the EU political system. They constitute
national governments that pursue policies at the European level and are represented in the
EU's intergovernmental decision-making institutions, such as the Council of Ministers
and the European Council. By competing in European elections, political parties also
constitute the directly elected European Parliament that enjoys growing influence in the
EU policy-making process. Although political parties have the potential to act as
powerful intermediaries between the European masses and elites, party politics at the
European level is very undeveloped. As party politics continue to be structured at the
national level, there is no European-level party system. The closest approximation of
European-level parties are European party federations and EP party groups (Gaffney
1996, Hix and Lord 1997. Schmitt and Thomassen 1999). Party federations bring
together leading party figures within each party family (Socialist, Christian-Democratic,
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etc.) and seek to cultivate common principles and values. EP party groups, in contrast, are
reminiscent of parliamentary factions. All euro-deputies are registered and affiliated with
one of such groups; the groups seek to structure the behavior of MEPs and are concerned,
above all, with voting cohesion and group unity. The two largest groups are the Party of
European Socialists (PES) and the predominantly Christian-Democratic European
People's Party (EPP); these two groups have been central to all parliamentary majorities.
While national parties associate with these groups, the fit is less than perfect: only PES
and EPP attract members from all countries and it is not unusual for four or five national
parties that may be domestic electoral rivals to belong to one party group (Pedersen 1996:
20-23).
Given that European-level parties are little more than loose alliances of national
parties, our discussion of party distinctiveness and European issue-voting focuses
primarily on national parties. There is a growing literature on party distinctiveness with
regard to European issues (Mair 2000, Taggart 1998, Gabel 2000, Schmitt and
Thomassen 1999, van der Eijk and Franklin 1996). It is generally recognized that
European parties compete in a two-dimensional political space (Hix 1999). While
national parties and European party groups are reasonably well differentiated on the leftright dimension, they generally lack distinctiveness on the pro/anti-Europe dimension

(Schmitt and Thomassen 1999, van der Eijk and Franklin 1996). With few exceptions,
mainstream parties regard European unification as a good thing, and opposition to
integration appears to be limited to radical fringe parties at both ends of the ideological
spectrum. As noted by Mair (2000), Taggart (1998), and Sitter (2001), there is a strong
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link between the adoption of strongly euroskeptic positions and party's status as a protest
or outsider party. Examples of such euroskeptic fringe parties include the Austrian
Freedom Party, the French National Front, the Italian National Alliance, and the Swedish
Left Party.
The lack of party distinctiveness can be attributed to a number of factors. One school
of thought regards the lack of party distinctiveness as a function of the low salience of
European issues. Because parties at the European level do not compete for executive
office, there is no incentive to form clear programmatic positions with regard to European
integration (Mair 2000). Because national parties nominate candidates, organize and
finance electoral campaigns, they determine the electoral agenda. Consistent with the
second-order election thesis (Reif and Schmitt 1980), national parties use European
elections as an opportunity to discuss national political differences and to register support
or opposition on the basis of these differences (Franklin, van der Eijk and Marsh 1996:
367, Guyomarch 2000). As a result, European issues are injected into the national
campaign only occasionally.
A related argument attributes the lack of party distinctiveness to a conscious
reluctance to introduce a new electoral cleavage. Franklin, van der Eijk and Marsh (1996;
370-371), for instance, argue that parties have an interest in keeping potentially divisive
European issues off the agenda in both EP and national election campaigns for the sake
of party unity. Because the European cleavage cuts across existing societal and partisan
divisions, it has the potential to destabilize existing lines of social conflict and electoral
competition. As a result, parties often do not put forward any policies with relevance to
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European affairs. This argument is consistent with the finding that party systems at the
domestic level have proved very resilient to any direct impact of Europe (Mair 2000).
While the thesis of "no distinctiveness, fringe parties aside" appears to accurately
characterize party positions in most member-states, the European cleavage is much more
prominent in Scandinavian and British party politics. In Scandinavia, many political
parties are internally divided over the issue of EU membership, at least four governments
have fallen because of the European question, and government-sponsored referendum
proposals have been rejected by the electorates on several occasions (Sitter 2001, Raunio
1999). Instead of being exclusively a fringe party phenomenon. Scandinavian
euroskepticism has been associated with a broader government-opposition dynamic.
According to Sitter (2001:25), euroskepticism reflects party competition along three
traditional lines of conflict, including, in increasing order of opposition to European
integration
(i) competition between center-left or center-right catch-all or cartel parties,
which tend to play down ideology and alternate in government; (ii) competition
from value- or interest-based parties of the old left or right that have opted not to
pursue the catch-all strategy; and (iii) anti-establishment opposition in the form of
left-socialists and 'new politics' on the left and 'new populists' on the right.
Among catch-all parties that alternate in government, fundamental criticism of the
main goals of integration is rare and positions on European integration can be explained
largely in terms of socio-economic policy. Such parties are less likely to invoke the
European cleavage when in opposition because they realize that once in government, they
would pursue rather similar policies toward Europe. Value- or interest-based parties that
compete along the second dimension have adopted a wide range of positions on European
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integration. Sitter (2001:26) argues that regionally-based and minority parties embrace
euro-optimism or euroskepticism depending on whether they see the state as a threat to
their identity, values and interests, or as a guardian of these. Finally, anti-establishment
parties of the radical left and right reject European integration for ideological reasons, or
as a part of a broader strategy of domestic dissent and anti-elite protest. As evident from
these dimensions of electoral competition, parties can be expected to avoid radical
euroskepticism to the extent that they have a real chance to participate in the formation of
government (Sitter 2001:27).
Many studies have examined the interrelated propositions that voters have policy
preferences regarding European integration, are aware of the differences in party
positions, and vote according to policy preferences. A general finding is the low salience
of European issues for the majority of EU citizens. Van der Brug and van der Eijk (1999)
analyzed data from the 1994 EP elections and concluded that voters in most EU countries
are only vaguely aware of the differences between parties. While differences on left-right
dimension are assessed more accurately, adequate perceptions of party positions on
European issues are unlikely to develop, because parties often do not put forward any
policies with relevance to European affairs for fear of compromising party unity (van der
Eijk and Franklin 1996:370). As the perceived homogeneity of parties suggests, policy
voting is undeveloped. Van der Eijk, Franklin and van der Brug (1999) analyze survey
data from European Election Study 1994 and conclude that there is hardly any
motivational basis, in terms of specific European issues and policies, for voters' party
preferences. When controlling for socioeconomic factors and ideology, issue preferences
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play virtually no role in predicting party choice. This conclusion is supported by the
finding that euroskepticism rarely gets translated into vote for euroskeptic parties (Mair
2000, Taggart 1998). These findings lead to rather grim conclusions about parties' ability
to act as intermediaries between the masses and the regime. In the absence of Europeanissue policy voting, political parties fail to represent public preferences regarding
European integration at either the national or the European level.
In sum, political parties are important because they constitute the EU's
governmental, intergovernmental and supranational actors. However, political parties
play a limited role in translating popular preferences regarding European integration into
actual decision-making. In both national and European elections, party choice reflects
preferences on national, not European issues. On both the national and the European
level, meaningful representation exists along the ideological dimension but not the
European dimension. While parties are highly differentiated on ihe left-right scale, they
generally lack distinctiveness with regard to European issues.
3.2.2 Interest groups

Interest groups constitute another type of intermediary organization between mass
preferences and European-level governance. European-level interest representation has
been on the rise since the end of the 1980s. According to a Commission estimate, there
were 3000 interest groups seeking to influence European public affairs in the early 1990s,
although other sources have considered this number to be somewhat exaggerated
(Greenwood and Aspinwall 1998: 2). An estimated 10, 000 individuals are involved in
European-level interest representation, working on behalf of various collective or private

78

interests (Greenwood 1997). Lobby groups in Brussels are extremely diverse and
increasingly

specialized:

they

include

companies,

associations,

international

organizations, regions and locales, trade unions, representatives of public interests and
many other groups (Aspinvvall 1998). Working with such pressure group is now accepted
practice in the EU pohtical system (Kincaid 1999).
Interest representation reflects the unique multi-level structure of EU policy process:
groups can exert influence at the European, national, and local level, or at all three levels
simultaneously. The European level is just one of the arenas where interest groups can do
"forum shopping" among authoritative institutions in an effort to achieve their objectives
(Kincaid 1999: 46). On a basic level, interest groups can follow either a "national route"
or a "Brussels strategy" in seeking to exert influence: they can approach national officials
or lobby supranational institutions directly. Two important factors determine the relative
value of different access points. First, for obvious reasons, interest groups prefer EU's
authoritative institutions to those with more limited roles (Kincaid 1999); secondly,
interest group influence is most successful if exerted in the early stages of the legislative
process (Greenwood (1997). Accordingly, the main target of lobbying activity is the
European Commission whose primary responsibility is to draft legislation and propose
policy initiatives. Many of the key interest groups have acquired insider status and are
linked to the Commission through institutionalized policy networks consisting of various
advisory, expert and consultative committees (Greenwood
Commission

has

actively encouraged

European-level

1997: 40-41). The

interest

aggregation and

representation by creating and funding such groups in policy areas where they are absent
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or weak (Greenwood 1997). Such linkages have become strongly institutionalized
because powerful interest groups have valuable resources to offer to the Commission,
such as specific information and policy expertise (Hix 1999).
The second important target of lobbying activity is the European Parliament, mostly
because of its power to amend legislation, although its recently acquired role as a policy
initiator and veto-player has added to its significance. The main mechanisms through
which interest groups can exert influence on the Parliament's deliberations are the
committee system, rapporteurs, and the so-called intergroups (Greenwood 1997)."
Although less promising as an access point, the Council of Ministers has some appeal as
a target for last-minute interest representation (Greenwood 1997: 27). Specifically,
growing reliance on qualified majority voting in the Council of Ministers has helped
interest groups achieve their objectives because it has made the overall atmosphere more
conducive to bargaining and deal-making.
The effectiveness of interest groups as intermediaries between European masses and
political elites is difficult to assess because much of the interaction is weakly
institutionalized, and the degree of interest group influence varies greatly across policy
areas and institutional settings. On the one hand, interest groups have been remarkably
successful in overcoming cultural, linguistic, and political transaction costs associated
with multinational collective action (Aspinwall 1998: 197). On the other hand, interest
^ Commission proposals and the Parliament's own initiatives are first considered in standing committees,
the largest of which - Committee on the Environment, Public Health, and Consumer Affairs and the
Council of Economic and Monetary Affairs and Industrial Policy - are the prime targets of organized
lobbying. The rapporteurs are MEPs appointed by the Committees to prepare responses to Commission
proposals. Intergroups are unofficial groupings of MEPs organized around areas in which members have
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groups remain deeply problematic as a channel of representation, as interest access to the
EU political system remains fundamentally unequal. The patterns of access and influence
appear to be consistent with Olsen's logic of collective action: since specific interests are
easier to organize than diffuse interests, EU lobbying is dominated by private companies
and business interests (Hix 1999, Greenwood 1997. Greenwood and Aspinwall 1998).
Public

interest

groups,

such

as

consumer

associations,

labor

unions,

and

environmentalists were not well represented in Brussels until the early 1990s. The rapid
extension of EU competencies into new areas, such as workplace safety, environmental
and social policy and consumer protection, however, has made European institutions an
increasingly important target for these groups. To ensure adequate representation of
public interests, the EU is assuming increasingly corporatist features. The Maastricht
"social agreement," for instance, introduces institutionalized dialogue between European
Trade Union Confederation (ETUC) and the Union of Industrial and Employers'
Confederations (UNICE). and obligates the Commission to consult both sides before
submitting proposals for social policy legislation (Hix 1999: 196).

3.3 LEGAL ACTION THROUGH NATIONAL COURTS AND THE ECJ

The European legal system constitutes another link between societal interests and
European-level decision-making, with private litigants and national judges acting as
important intermediaries. With the constitutionalization of the treaty base, the European
Court of Justice (ECJ) has become an extraordinarily powerful supranational institution

panicular interests, .\lthough the exact importance of intergroups as a channel of interest representation is
difficult to assess, it is likely that it has been underestimated (Greenwood 1997).
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that exercises judicial review over EU laws and practices and has the right to declare
national laws "EU-unconstitutional" (Garrett, Keleman, Schulz 1998). With powers more
similar to the US Supreme Court than to any existing intemational legal body, the ECJ
has effectively become a constitutional court for Europe (Garrett, Keleman, Schulz 1998,
Alter 2000). An important element in the legalization of the EU has been the preliminary
ruling procedure that allows coalitions of subnational and supranational actors to bypass
the state in interpreting and enforcing European law (Mattli and Slaughter 1996. 1998;
Alter 1998, 2000; Stone Sweet and Brunell 1998; Alter and Vargas 2000).
Under the preliminary ruling mechanism, established by Article 177 of the Treaty,
cases brought to national courts by private litigants can be referred to the European Court
of Justice for a clarification of the meaning of relevant EU law. The original intent of
member-states in establishing the preliminary ruling procedure was to keep supranational
authorities, such as the Commission, from exceeding their powers (Alter 1998, 2000).
The Court's activism, however, has led to a major transformation of the preliminary
ruling mechanism. Relying on the doctrines of direct effect and supremacy, the Court has
gradually turned the preliminary ruling system "from a mechanism to allow individuals to
challenge EC law in national courts into a mechanism to allow individuals to challenge
national law in national courts" (Alter 1998:122). Instead of merely interpreting

European law, the Court now routinely assesses the extent to which national regulations
are in conformity with relevant EU legislation (Alter 1998. 2000). As member-states are
legally bound to uphold the body of EU law, national courts have becomc de facto
enforcers of European law in the national sphere. They identify conflicting national laws.
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punish domestic actors for non-compliance, and assess fines for violations (Alter 2000:
492).^
Private litigants have played an important role in the legalization of the European
polity (Mattli and Slaughter 1996. 1998; Alter 1998. 2000; Stone Sweet and Brunell
1998; Alter and Vargas 2000). Without individual litigants there would be no cases
presented to national courts and hence, no basis for legal integration (Mattli and
Slaughter 1998:186). While the preliminary ruling mechanism is a potentially very
effective tool for influencing national policy and advancing the legalization of the EU,
individual litigants also face many obstacles in achieving their goals. The litigation
process under the preliminary ruling procedure is a complex one. Alter (2000: 489)
argues that to effectively use the European legal system, litigants must overcome four
successive thresholds:
First, there must be a point of European law on which domestic actors can
draw and favorable ECJ interpretations of this law. Second. litigants must
embrace EU law to advance their policy objectives, using EU legal arguments in
national court cases. Third, national courts must support the efforts of the litigants
by referring cases to the ECJ and/or applying the ECJ's legal interpretations
instead of conflicting national policy. Fourth, litigants must follow through on
their legal victory, using it as a part of a larger strategy to pressure the
government to change public policy.

" Not surprisingly, the ECJ's discretion in interpreting EU law and assessing the compatibility of national
law with the acquis comniioiautaire has led to tremendous advances in the legalization of the European
polity. The preliminary ruling procedure is frequently regarded as a mechanism through which the EU's
supranational institutions respond to societal demands, often circumventing the state. This argument is
central to neofunctionalist and supranationalist analyses of the ECJ that emphasize the gradual dissolution
of the principal-agent framework and the relative autonomy of supranational institutions (Stone Sweet and
Brunell. .^Iter 1998. Mattli and Slaughter 1998).
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A detailed discussion of the various factors influencing each of these steps is presented
in Alter (2000). She argues that successful litigation is more likely in areas where
Community law is particularly well developed, such as the four freedoms and the common
market, and in areas where it creates direct effects (legal rights and obligations) for EU
citizens (Alter 2000: 494-496). Further, the willingness of private litigants to use the
preliminary' ruling mechanism to challenge national policy is affected by variations in
domestic institutional structure, the overall litigiousness of the society, and the resources of
the litigant, including both financial resources and legal know-how (Alter 2000: 496-497).
Even if litigants have successfully mobilized, national courts may refuse to refer a
case to the ECJ. Many studies have shown that the willingness of national judges to make
references varies from country to country (Stone Sweet and Brunell 1998). Variations in
the number of references have been attributed to the level of transnational activity (Stone
Sweet and Brunell 1998), general domestic dispositions with regard to the EU, the
domestic institutional context, and anticipated effects on national law (Alter 2000).
Finally, even in case of a favorable ruling by the ECJ, additional political pressure may
be required to get the national government to make substantive changes in national
policy, as opposed to merely compensating the litigant or manipulating the language of
national law.
Although scoring successes at all four levels of the litigation proccss is difficult, the
EU legal system has produced many success stories. These successes are not limited to
corporate actors pursuing specific, concentrated benefits. Increasingly, various public
interest pressure groups have used the Article 177 litigation tool to effect changes in
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national policy. The preliminary ruling mechanism has been used in a variety of policy
areas, including employment law and gender equality, freedom of movement, taxation,
social security, discrimination, and electoral disputes (Harlow 1992, Harlow and
Rawlings 1992, Alter and Vargas 2000).' However, the preliminary ruling mechanism
may impact policy-making even when not invoked: as noted by Alter (2000). the mere
possibility that questionable national policies can be challenged by individual litigants
may motivate member-states to avoid violations in the first place.

3.4 REFERENDUMS

Referendums are a particularly interesting and controversial channel of citizen input
into the European political system.^ On the one hand, referendums are hailed as a
particularly promising means of enhancing popular participation and legitimacy (Butler
and Ranney 1994, Gallagher and Uleri 1996). By allowing citizens to vote directly on
European issues, referendums turn national electorates into a collective veto-player with
the power to ratify or reject "constitutional decisions" regarding European integration
(Tsebelis 1995. 2000, Hug 2000). On the other hand, referendums remain e.xtremely
infrequent and with few c.xceptions, do not constitute an institutionalized part of decision.Alrcr and Vargas (2000). for instance, show how a previously weak domestic group was able to influence
the UK's gender equality policy at the height of the Conservative Pany rule, successfully overcoming
obstacles at all four levels.
There is a growing literature on referendums as a supplement to modem representative democracy.
Referendums are seen as an instrument for enhancing legitimacy and participation, a tool for deciding
constitutional and territorial issues, and a way of solving political deadlocks and value conflicts (Butler and
Ranney 1994, Gallager and Uleri 1996. Setala 1999). On the other hand, referendums have been criticized
for giving too much authority to "ignorant mass opinion" and for invoking social cleavages by imposing a
"majority tyranny" on a heterogeneous polity (Bogdanor 1994). The literature on referendums focuses on
referendum classification (Setala 1999, Gallagher and Uleri 1996, Butler and Ranney 1994), the role of the
referendum in the decision-making process (Hug 2000. Setala 1999, Tsebelis 1995, 2000). and referendum

making in most European countries. Namely because of tiieir potential to empower the
masses, referendums tend to be highly manipulated. In most countries, EU referendums
are called by the government, not constitutionally required: as a result, elites refrain from
holding a referendum when it is likely that masses might veto a proposal in which the
elites have too much at stake."^
Table 3. National referendums on European integration
Date

Country

Issue

Turnout. %

April 1972
May 1972
Sept. 1972
Oct. 1972
June 1975
Feb.1986
May 1987
June 1992
June 1992
Sept. 1992
May 1993
June 1994
OcL 1994
Nov. 1994
Nov. 1994
May 1998
Sept. 2000
June 2001
Average:

France
Ireland
Norway
Denmark
United Kingdom
Denmark
Ireland
Denmark
Ireland
France
Denmark
Austria
Finland
Sweden
Norway
Denmark
Denmark
Ireland

Allow EC enlargement
Accession
Accession*
Accession
Continued membership
Single European Act
Single European Act
Maastricht Treaty*
Maastricht Treaty
Maastricht Treaty
Edinburgh Agreement
Accession
Accession
Accession
Accession*
Treaty of Amsterdam
Join EMU*
Treaty of Nice*

60.2
70.3
79.2
90.1
64.5
75.4
43.9
83.1
57.3
69.8
86.5
81.3
70.8
83.3
89.0
74.8
87.5
34.8
72.3

Yes as %
of valid votes
68.3
83.1
46.5
63.3
67.2
56.2
69.9
49.3
69.1
51.0
56.7
66.6
56.9
52.2
47.8
55.1
46.9
46.1
58.4

• the proposal was rejected
Sources: Setala (1999). Ghallagher and Uleri (1996). various news sources.

voting behavior (Pierce. Valen and Listhaug 1983. Franklin, Marsh, and McLaren 1994. Franklin, van der
Eijk and Marsh 1995. Hug and Sciarini 2000).
" For instance, with the exception of Denmark, no member-states held referendums on the common
currency despite widespread popular opposition to the adoption of the euro.
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Since the founding of the European Community, full and aspiring members have
held a total of eighteen referendums on integration-related issues (see Table 3). Seven of
these dealt with accession to the EC/EU. Nine referendums involved the ratification of
treaties and related agreements on further integration, including the SEA. the treaties of
Maastricht. Edinburgh, Amsterdam and Nice and the agreement on EMU. In addition,
France held a referendum in 1972 to decide whether it, as one of the original members,
should allow the enlargement of the Community, and in 1975, the United Kingdom voted
to continue membership.
The first question that we need to address, then, is: what e.xplains differential
reliance on the referendum mechanism? Why do some states hold frequent referendums
on European issues, while most EU member-states have had none? The general
referendum literature provides some plausible theoretical explanations. Bogdanor (1994)
focuses on three factors correlated with referendum frequency. First, referendums are
more frequent in countries were they are constitutionally required. Second, referendums
are rare in heterogeneous societies with deep-seated social cleavages and divisions.
Because the referendum is an inescapably majoritarian instrument of decision-making, it
involves certain risks for pluralist or consociational democracies. Such societies tend to
avoid majoritarian measures (e.g. by the use of proportional representation, coalition
governments, consensus-based decision-making) because the use of such "crudc"
instruments might threaten social stability by invoking the underlying conflicts and
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cleavages in tiie community.Third, referendums are infrequent in countries with a
recent history of authoritarian government because of the fragility of democratic
traditions and the risk that public votes might lend legitimacy to a new dictatorship.
Variations in the frequency of EC/EU referendums seem to be consistent with
Bogdanor's arguments. The top referendum holder is Denmark with si.x EU-related
referendums (accession. SEA. Maastricht, Edinburgh, Amsterdam, EMU). Ireland is
second with four referendums (accession. SEA. Maastricht. Nice), while France and
Norway rank third with two referendums each. Denmark and Ireland are the only EU
countries where a referendum is required for any constitutional amendment, although in a
number of other countries, the referendum constitutes one of the options for ratifying
changes to the constitution, often as an altemative to a qualified majority in the
parliament (Bogdanor 1994: 27). States that have repeatedly used direct votes to
legitimize integration policies are also among the most homogeneous unitary states in
Europe. Countries with prominent regional identities or federal arrangements (Germany,
Belgium) have not held any EU referendums, while the United Kingdom has held only
one, despite its high degree of domestic euroskepticism. Similarly, new democracies with
relatively recent experiences with authoritarian regimes (Spain. Portugal, Greece) have
not relied on direct votes, even to legitimize accession.
How actively has the referendum device been used, when available? The empirical
record of European-issue referendums shows that national publics have been active
participants, when given the opportunity to vote directly on European issues. The average
Examples include Belgium, Austria, and the Netherlands, with Switzerland as a great historical
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turnout in the eighteen EC/EU referendums held between 1972 and 2001 is 72 per cent.
Participation rales have been highest in the Scandinavian countries, frequently exceeding
80 per cent. The Irish publics, in contrast, appear to be the least active participants, with a
44 per cent turnout for SEA, 57 per cent for Maastricht, and 35 per cent for the treaty of
Nice. These participation rates, however, cannot be accurately assessed without
meaningful comparison to other national-level votes, such as turnout rates at other post
war referendums and at national elections. In some countries, post-war referendums have
been too infrequent to allow reasonable comparisons (Finland. Austria, Norway). In
countries that have held referendums on a variety of issues in the post-war period
(Denmark. Ireland, Sweden), accession referendums have produced higher turnouts than
any other type of referendum. Referendums on further integration, however, have not
yielded higher turnouts than referendums on non-integration issues. In addition, accession
referendum turnout appears to be very similar to voter participation rates in parliamentary
elections held before or after the referendum. Referendums on further integrative
reforms, however, have generally yielded turnouts below the level of election turnouts,
although the Danish and French votes on the Maastricht Treaty and, in the Danish case,
related proposals, constitute an e.xception."
What kind of public preferences have been expressed through the referendum
mechanism? In most occasions, the majority of voters have endorsed the proposals voted
on. Integration-related propositions have been rejected in five cases and have narrowly

exception.
" For data on referendum turnouts, see Setala (1999, .Appendix 2); for election turnouts, see Nordsieck

(2000).
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escaped defeat on a number of other occasions. Public votes on the enlargement of the
EU have produced two negative outcomes, as Norwegians vetoed accession in 1972 and
in 1994. While accession referendums in the other Nordic countries were also contested,
both the Finnish and Swedish accessions were, in the end, ratified by narrow margins (57
and 52 in favor, respectively). The other three rejections pertain to the reform process that
began with the adoption of the Maastricht treaty. The Maastricht treaty was put to a
referendum in Denmark. Ireland, and France. While the vote in Ireland was
overwhelmingly supportive (69 per cent in favor), the treaty was rejected by the Danes
(49 in favor) and barely escaped defeat in France (51 per in favor). Denmark later
adopted a modified version of the treaty following the favorable referendum outcome on
the Edinburgh agreement in 1993. The Danish referendum on the Monetary Union in
2000 and the Irish vote on the Treaty of Nice a year later illustrate continued popular
hesitations about the direction in which the EU is evolving. While Denmark was the only
country to hold a referendum on the EMU, the negative outcome (47 per cent in favor) is
widely believed to reflect broader popular sentiment towards the single currency. While
Danish skepticism did not come as a surprise after the rejection of Maastricht, the Irish
rejection of the Treaty of Nice dealt a strong blow to the integration-minded elites. In the
past. Irish voters had appeared to be enthusiastic supporters of Europe, with over 80 per
cent supporting accession and close to 70 per cent favoring SEA and Maastricht.
Our brief analysis of national referendums on European integration leads to three
general conclusions. First, referendums do not occur in a political and institutional vacuum
but interact with the national political setting. Societal and institutional conte.xt determines
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whether, and how often, a country relies on referendums in making its European policy. In
particular, our analysis of the European referendum record confirms Bogdanor's argument
that the referendum, as an unavoidably majoritarian policy instrument is generally avoided
in pluralist societies and in new democracies with strong authoritarian legacies.
Second, public opinion, expressed through referendum votes, has real political
impact. In particular, the effects of referendums seem to be two-fold. On the one hand,
referendums increase participation and legitimacy, removing the stigma of elitism from
EU's "constitutional" choices. On the other hand, referendums constitute a tangible vetopoint in the policy making process, transforming the public into a collective veto-player.
According to rational choice literature, increasing the number of veto-players reduces the
likelihood for policy change (Tsebelis 1995, 2000, Hug 2000). Referendums. therefore,
increase the probability of national opt-outs, contributing to the emergence of a multispeed Europe. The Europe of "variable geometry," therefore, is not just a result of
differences in domestic preferences but also a function of the domestic institutional set
up.
Third, post-Maastricht referendum outcomes reflect a growing gap between elite and
mass preferences and perceptions. Far from being a passive follower, the European public
is increasingly asserting itself as an independent actor. As a result, referendums entail
both opportunities and risks for pro-integrationist elites. Public votes can be a powerful
legitimizing device but can also result in a veto; dependence on domestic ratification
constitutes both a constraint and a bargaining advantage at international negotiations.
Domestically, EU referendums can expose conflict and alienation:
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the unwillingness of electors to endorse Maastricht when contrasted with the large
majorities for it in the legislatures of the member stales showed that the European
Community was beginning to give rise to that deepest and most intractable of all
political conflicts - that between the electorate and the political class. The
referendum is an instrument peculiarly well equipped to expose such a conflict"
(Butler and Ranney 1994:96).
At the same time, direct popular votes can prove helpful in overcoming domestic
political deadlock. Because the ideal of popular sovereignty lends generally undisputed
legitimacy to referendum decisions, direct public votes can be used when representative
channels have become blocked, lack legitimacy, or fail to deliver outcomes. The Danish
referendums on accession, the SEA. and Maastricht are examples of such authorization of
last resort.

3.5 CONCLUSIONS

This chapter focused on four avenues of popular input into the EU political system,
including national and supranational representation, intermediary associations, such as
political parties and interest groups, legal channels, and direct votes on national
referendums. These channels of popular influence vary extensively in terms of
availability, policy-making influence, and the strength of the representative mandate.
The mechanisms of supranational and national representation are universally
available to the member-state publics. However, both national and European elections
generally fail to endow clectcd representatives with a substantive mandate to conduct
European affairs. The weakness of the mandate results from the fact that in both national
and European elections. European issues generally fail to compete with more pressing
national concerns for political priority and voter attention. In national elections, the
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assumption of "one vote, dual mandate" does not seem to work because electoral
campaigns generally pay minimal attention to European issues. At the European level,
elections of the European Parliament have remained "second-order national elections"
dominated by national parties and domestic policy issues. .A.n analysis of two European
elections by Franklin, van der Eijk and Marsh (1996: 368) states this point with
exceptional rigor:
...the European Parliaments elected in 1989 and 1994 had no mandate whatoever
in terms of the European arena. In particular, the incoming Parliaments on each
occasion had no mandate to deal with the most important conflict dimension
which operates in that arena, namely the future course of European integration...
This lack of a European electoral mandate is entirely due to the segmentation of
the European elections into separate national contests with national parties setting
the agenda for each contest and determining the issues that were discussed.
Even if national and supranational representatives enjoyed a clear popular mandate,
their ability to e.xercise this mandate depends on their institutionally defined roles and
influence in the EU policy-making process. Although national governments are among
the most powerful actors on the European arena, their ability to exercise a popular
mandate is compromised by supranational composition and voting rules. The growing use
of qualified majority voting in the Council of Ministers is a prime example of such
constraints. The European Parliament, however, suffers not only from a weak mandate
but also from very limited powers. The Parliament's role in the legislative process is still
largely consultative, and the EP has only recently acquired limited powers of executive
oversight. In sum. the channels of supranational and national representation are
characterized by universal access, weak popular mandates, increasing constraints on the
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autonomy of national governments, and limited, albeit growing powers of the European
Parliament.
Any discussion of popular control in the EU political system must address the role of
political parties, and in particular, their ability to act as intermediaries between the
European masses and elites. The main conclusion emerging from our analysis is the lack
of party distinctiveness with regard to European issues. Because European elections have
virtually no consequences for the allocation of executive power, the European cleavage is
of secondary importance for political parties. In fact, to the extent that the European
cleavage cuts across other relevant social cleavages and policy dimensions, parties have
an incentive to suppress it for the sake of party unity. As a result, mainstream political
parties in most member-states put forward surprisingly uniform positions regarding
European integration. To the extent that there is any differentiation in party positions,
euroskepticism seems to be influenced by the general government-opposition dynamic
and traditional lines of party competition. Since involvement in the European arena is a
governmental prerogative, euroskepticism is largely an opposition party phenomenon. In
fact, the propensity to adopt euro-critical positions reflects the likelihood that a given
party will participate in a governing coalition. Parties that alternate in government avoid
fundamental criticism of the broad goals of integration, even though they may criticize
the specific strategies and instruments used by national incumbents. Fringe parties at both
ends of the political spectrum, however, offer much more virulent critiques of the EU,
often as a part of a broader anti-establishment. anti-"existing world order" stance. The
lack of distinctiveness among mainstream parties is important because undeveloped and
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undifferentiated party positions limit tiie public's ability to influence the process of
European integration. In the absence of a meaningful choice between alternative
positions, voting for a political party conveys no information about voters' preferences
regarding European issues.
Interest groups constitute another important intermediary between masses and
European-level decision-making. Because the multi-tiered European political system
provides multiple access points, interest groups can engage in lobbying activities at the
national, subnational, as well as the European level. Interest representation at the
European level is on the rise, as the number of interest groups lobbying the Commission,
the Parliament, and the Council has multiplied in the 1990s. Many interest groups are
extremely influential and enjoy institutionalized access to EU decision-making. However,
interest groups do not constitute a channel of popular representation in any traditional
sense because interest access to European decision-making remains fundamentally
unequal. While individual interest groups may be very successful in ensuring the
system's responsiveness, the system of interest representation as a whole does not
provide for adequate mediation between potentially conflicting societal interests.
The EU's legal system provides another point of access to the EU political system.
With the increasing constitutionalization of the treaty system, European law has acquired
direct effect on EU citizens and supremacy over national legislation. Empowering
individuals by granting them legal rights under EU law. the ECJ has forged "strategic
alliances" with private litigants and national courts to enhance its own autonomy and
jurisdiction despite opposition from national governments. Specifically, cases brought to
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national courts by private litigants can be referred to the European Court of Justice under
the preliminary ruling mechanism. The court, then, uses its power of legal interpretation
to enforce compliance with the acquis commiinaiiiaire. As an avenue of popular
influence, however, the mechanism remains highly specific and requires a confluence of
factors to be effective. Also, the preliminary ruling mechanism can only be used to
increase the EU's powers, not to challenge them.
Finally, European-issue referendums in member states constitute a particularly
interesting channel of popular influence. Direct votes turn the public into a collective vetoplayer with decisive influence over the constitutional decisions of European integration. On
the other hand, European-issue referendums remain extremely infrequent and with few
exceptions, do not constitute an institutionalized part of decision-making in most European
countries. A nation's propensity to rely on the referendum device has been explained by
different constitutional provisions, the degree of societal homogeneity, and the strength of
democratic traditions. Consistent with these predictions, integration-related referendums
have been more frequent in socially homogeneous countries where all constitutional
amendments must be ratified by popular vote. In countries where referendums are held,
popular vetoes can have far-reaching policy implications. In particular, referendums seem
to encourage national opt-outs and thus, the emergence of a multi-speed Europe.
Referendums are also a litmus test of the relationship between the masses and the political
elites. Because referendums occur in the very final phases of the policy process, the sunk
costs of a given policy proposal are usually high. As a result, referendums tend to be highly
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manipulated. High levels of manipulation by pro-integration elites make popular vetoes,
when they occur, a clear indicator of domestic alienation and mass-elite conflict.
In sum, the EU lacks a coherent system of popular representation and electoral control.
Institutional channels of popular influence reflect the contested nature of the Union.
Combining different modes of governance and legitimacy, the EU political system tries to
piece together a legitimacy by providing multiple points of societal access at multiple tiers
of authority. Few of these channels, however, provide authoritative influence, electoral
accountability, or even a genuine representative mandate. The situation, however, is
changing. The rising importance of the public as a political actor is evident from the
growing powers of the European Parliament, recent attempts to europeanize European
elections, increasing reliance on popular referendums. the rise of European-level interest
representation, and the growing relevance of the European cleavage in domestic party
politics.
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4. EXPLAINING POPULAR SUPPORT FOR EU MEMBERSHIP
As evident from chapters 2 and 3, popular support for integration is crucial for the
legitimacy of European integration. Increasingly, public preferences can influence
integration-related decision-making through a variety of institutional channels, including
national and European elections, referendums, legal channels, political parties and
interest groups. Public preferences, expressed through these channels, are increasingly
differentiated. In an attempt to understand the growth of popular euroskepticism in the
1990s, the literature has given increasing attention to the logic of attitude formation and
change. What determines public support for European integration? Why are publics in
some countries considerably more supportive of integration than others? What individuallevel characteristics and macro-level conditions covary with public evaluations of
European-level governance?
Attempts to understand the origin and dynamics of public support for the EU have
given rise

to a rather extensive literature that has, until recently, focused almost

exclusively on the attitudes of the Western European publics. This chapter begins with a
brief summary of the key trends in public attitudes in EU member-states, followed by a
critical overview of the main theoretical and methodological approaches used to account
for variations in public support. The discussion of the determinants of public support is
structured around three broad approaches, focusing on rational utility calculations,
cultural value orientations, and the influence of domestic political context. The chapter
reviews the main theoretical propositions associated with each approach and evaluates
their performance in light of empirical evidence and the appropriateness of methods.
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4.1 END OF THE "PERMISSIVE CONSENSUS"?

Many studies have argued that, throughout most of the post-war period, public
attitudes toward European unification have reflected a "permissive consensus." a term
introduced by Lindberg and Scheingoid (1970) who, in turn had borrowed it from V.O.
Key's analysis of American public opinion (1961). Simply put. permissive consensus
refers to a situation where a "large majority of European citizens in all member states
were either not interested in European anification, and so had no opinion about their
governments' actions on the issue, or generally supported their government's efforts to
promote further integration" (Hix 1999:135). In other words, permissive consensus refers
to the prevalence of vaguely favorable opinions among European publics who generally
regard European politics as an issue of low salience and, therefore, have given their
leaders relatively free hands to pursue integration. This phenomenon has been supported
by Eurobarometer survey data, as demonstrated by a number of studies (Niedermayer and
Sinnott 1995, Hix 1999).
Political developments since Maastricht, however, have led to a collapse of the
permissive consensus. In the words of Franklin, Marsh and McLaren (1994), the "antiEurope bottle" has been finally uncorked. Support for EU membership went through a
rapid decline in the early 1990s, and opposition appeared to be increasingly vocal and
mobilized. This decline of public support for the EU has been well documented by the
Eurobarometer surveys. The European-wide opinion poll, conducted every six month in
all member-states, includes a battery of questions that enable us to track trends in public
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support for European unification and evaluations of EU membership. The survey
questions include the following:
"In general, are you for or against efforts being made to unify Western Europe?"
"Generally speaking, do you think that (your country's) membership in the Common
Market (EC. EU) is a good thing, a bad thing, or neither good or bad?"
"If you were told tomorrow that the European Community (Union) had been
scrapped, would you be very sorry about it. indifferent or relieved?"
"Taking everything into consideration, would you say that (your country) has on
balance benefited or not from being a member of the European Community (EU.
Common Market)?"
These four measures are referred to as the "unification", "membership",
"dissolution," and "benefit" indicators. By constructing net indexes of each measure by
subtracting the percentage of negative responses from the percentage of positive
responses, we obtain four timelines shown in Figure 2. As evident from the chart, all
four measures recorded rapid erosion of public support in the early 1990s. Net
evaluations of membership, for instance, decreased by more than 30 percentage points
between 1992 and 1997. Even though we can detect some improvement in public
evaluations of membership since 1997, the overall level of support remains far below the
average levels of enthusiasm of the past quarter century.
The level and dynamics of public support, however, vary extensively across member
states. As evident from Table 4, support for the EU remains particularly strong in Ireland,
Luxembourg, followed by Greece, Portugal, and the Netherlands. In spring 2001, 72 per
cent of the Irish publics considered EU a membership a "good thing" and 83 per cent
believed that their country had benefited from membership. The most skeptical publics
can be found in the United Kingdom and the new member-states that joined in 1995.
According to Eurobarometer 55, conducted in spring 2001. a plurality of Swedish,
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Austrian, and British publics believes that their countries have not, on balance, benefited
from EU membership. In Sweden, the opponents of EU membership outweigh the
supporters and in the United Kingdom, the populace is effectively split over the issue of
membership.
Figure 2. Public attitudes toward European unification and EU membership, 1973-2000'^
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" Net scores, calculated by subtracting the percentage of negative responses from the percentage of positive
answers.
Source: Eurobarometer 1973 - 2000

The trajectories of public support, however, vary greatly across nations and regions.
The enthusiasm of Irish and Luxembourgian publics seems to be unaffected by eroding
patterns of support in most member-states since the early 1990s. Support in the UK had
been considerably below the EU average at least since the early 1980s (Eurobarometer
55: 29). The new member-states (Austria, Finland, and Sweden) started out with low

levels of support immediately after their respective accessions in 1995. The most
compelling evidence for the end of the permissive consensus thesis comes from some of
the original member countries, such as Germany and Belgium, where the erosion of mass
support over the 1990s has been particularly conspicuous. In the short term, the erosion
of public support is most notable in Belgium, the Netherlands, and Spain, where
evaluations of EU membership worsened significantly between 2000 and 2001 (Table
4).'Table 4. Public attitudes towards the EU in 2001. by member-state*
EU membership
Austria
Belgium
Denmark
Greece
Germai^
Finland
France
Ireland
Italy
Luxembourg
Netherlands
Portugal
Spain
Sweden
United Kingdom
EU

Benefit from EU membership

Good thing

Bad thing

34
54
48
57
45
36
49
72
57
72
63
57
57
33
29
48

21
8
21
10
11
23
12
4
7
3
9
8
7
37
24
13

(+1)
(-8)
(-5)
(-4)
(+4)
(-4)
(0)
(-3)
(-3)
(-3)
(-10)
(-7)
(-10)
(-1)
(+4)
(-3)

1

(-4)
(-2)
(-3)
(+2)
(-4)
(+1)
(-2)
(-5)
(-2)
(-3)
(+3)
(+3)
(+1)
(-1)
(0)
(-1)

No

Yes

38
55
61
69
39
38
47
! 83
49
66
63
68
54
27
29
45

(-4)
(-5)
(-4)
(-6)
(+2)
(-4)
(-2)
(-3)
(-2)
(-3)
(-2)
(-3)
(-12)
(+1)
(+4)
(-2)

i
1

j
i
1

1

42
23
24
19
37
44
28
5
24
16
20
16
21
55
38
30

(-6)
(-2)
(+2)
(+6)
(-5)
( 0)
(-1)
(-1)
(-5)
(-3)
(0)
(+5)
(-5)
(-1)
(-6)
(-1)

* Numbers in parentheses refer to change from previous year.
Sourcc: Eurobarometer 55. 53 (European Commission 2001)

For more detailed information on variations within each country', see summary graphs in any recent issue
of the Standard Eurobarometer.
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Before we turn to theoretical propositions about the determinants of these crossnational and temporal variations, it is necessary to clarify some broad methodological
issues central to constructing a reliable framework for analyzing the correlates of public
support. We focus on two such issues, including the dependent variable problem and the
distinction between micro-level and macro-level analysis.

4.2 THE DEPENDENT VARIABLE PROBLEM

What, precisely, is meant by public support for the EU? How should public support
be measured? The dependent variable problem arises because studies focusing on the
determinants of popular attitudes have operationalized public support for the EU in
different ways. In principle, there are two ways to obtain information about public
support for the EU: we can ask individuals directly, using public opinion surveys, or we
can deduce the level of support from manifest or reported political behavior, such as
voting on EU-related referendums or European Parliament elections. The Western
European empirical literature has utilized both types of dependent variables. Studies
focusing on individual attitudes towards the EU have relied on survey data, typically
from the Eurobarometer series (Gabel and Palmer 1995, Gabel 1998. Eichenberg and
Dalton 1993, Jannsen 1991). These studies have used a variety of questions to gauge
support for the EU, focusing on the EU's image, general evaluations of membership,
referendum voting intentions, and suppon for specific EU policies, such as enlargement
or the adoption of a common currency. Other studies, in contrast, have used reported or
aggregate measures of manifest political behavior, such as referendum or election results
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(Franklin, van der Eijk and Marsh 1995, Svensson 1984, Mitbo and Hines 1998, Hug and
Sciarini 2000).
While diverse conceptualizations of the dependent variable help illuminate different
aspects of public attitudes and political behavior, the literature has paid little attention to
the relationship between the possible dependent variables, and in particular, the
connection between latent preferences and manifest political behavior. To what extent do
the various instruments measure the same underlying phenomenon? What is the
correlation between, say, evaluations of EU membership and vote on a European-issue
referendum? To what e.xtent is the level and dynamics of support, recorded by these
various instruments, determined by the same factors? Two interrelated points help cast
light on these issues.
First, citizens' manifest political behavior - participation in referendums and
elections, support for parties and interest groups - is not a direct function of their
preferences regarding European integration but is also determined by the constraints and
incentives created by national and European-level institutional structures. This point is
consistent with the institutionalist literature that argues that political behavior reflects a
duality of intentionalism and structural determinism (Hay and Wincott 1998. Hall and
Taylor 1996). The decision to participate and cast a particular kind of vote is partly
determined by context-specific, structure-induced considerations, such as: does my vote
make a difference? Do the expected benefits of voting outweigh the costs of political
participation? (Downs 1957). While responses to survey questions are not completely
free from contextual and structural influence, the impact of institutional considerations is
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likely to be smaller, compared to highly manipulated and structured decision-situations
where individual votes have real consequences for the political process. In general, then,
we expect that survey responses correspond more clearly to underlying preferences
regarding integration, while in actual participation situations, institutional structures
shape the extent and manner in which these preferences are expressed.
This distinction between manifest political behavior and underlying, latent
preferences as alternative measures of public support for the EU may explain inconsistent
performance of theoretical propositions about the determinants of mass support for the
EU. Because most theoretical explanations of public support focus on the origins of
preferences (intentionality, not structure), we would expect these theoretical models to
perform better when the dependent variable is conceptualized and measured in terms of
reported altitudes towards the EU. as opposed to actual referendum or election vote. Such
expectations have been supported by other studies of mass political behavior; the
literature on economic voting, for instance, has found that hypotheses about the effects of
economic

conditions on

incumbent

support

perform

better

when

support

is

conceptualized in terms of incumbent popularity, measured by opinion polls, as opposed
to actual electoral vote for incumbent parties or leaders (Lewis-Beck 1988). Casting
proposed relationships as popularity functions, as opposed to voting functions, is likely to
yield stronger results because reliance on survey data minimizes the "structural noise"
that obscures the link between preferences and actual political participation. This finding
is relevant to us because it suggests that inconsistent or conflicting findings

in the
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literature may arise, at least partly, from different conceptualizations of the dependent
variable.
The second element of the dependent variable problem is best expressed by the
question: support for what kind of European Union? Because the EU is constantly
evolving, support for the EC/EU in 1975 and 1995 may refer to two quite different
phenomena. As the EU is becoming a truly contested polity (Banchoff and Smith 1999),
support for European integration is no longer unidimensional. As a minimum, the leftright dimension must be considered in addition to the old anti/pro-Europe dimension (Hix
1999). The EU's multidimensional development raises questions about the relationship
between diffuse and specific support (Easton 1975): to what extent does support for the
EU hinge on support for specific policies, such as EMU. enlargement, or common foreign
and security policy? How does popular approval or disapproval of the EU's specific goals
affect overall evaluations of the Union? While detailed answers to these questions require
further research, the contested and constantly evolving nature of the EU must not be
ignored when discussing mass support for integration. In fact, the collapse of the
permissive consensus in the early 1990s does not necessarily mean that popular
preferences regarding European integration have changed. It is possible that citizens'
preferences have remained relatively stable, while the EU has increasingly distanced
itself from the range of outcomes acceptable to the public.
In conclusion, the dependent variable problem lies in the fact that the literature on
determinants of public support for the EU has used a variety of different dependent
variables, while giving little attention to the implications of these choices. As the

106

institutionalist literature has made clear, political behavior is determined by structureinduced considerations as well as latent preferences. This reasoning implies that studies
that rely on sur\'ey data to operationalize pubh'c support are likely to find stronger
correlations between support and the hypothesized socioeconomic and attitudinal
predictors of EU-attitudes. On the other hand, cross-national analyses of public attitudes
that measure support in terms of voting behavior should include measures of institutional
context in order to account for the possible structural effects.

4.3 THE LEVEL OF ANALYSIS PROBLEM

Another methodological issue that requires clarification is the so-called level of
analysis problem (Singer 1969). When trying to explain support for European integration,
both the dependent and independent variables can be conceptualized and measured at
either the individual or the national level. While both approaches have the potential to
contribute to our understanding of the causes and dynamics of popular attitudes, the
literature would gain from greater clarity in specifying the relationship between micro
and macro-level explanations to avoid possible analytical fallacies.
Existing literature on public support for European integration has used both individual
and aggregate measures of mass support for the EU, and different studies have focused on
either micro-level variables or macro-level conditions as possible correlates of these
attitudes. Individual-level approaches typically use survey data, focusing on socio
economic and attitudinal correlates of mass support (Gabel and Palmer 1995, Anderson and
Reichen 1996, Gabel 1998a,b, Hug and Sciarini 2000, Wessels 1995, Franklin, Marsh, and
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McLaren 1994, Franklin, van der Eijk, and Marsh 1995). Macro-level studies, in contrast,
focus on cross-national variations in support, expecting a link between EU support and
national-level economic conditions or social and cultural settings (Eichenberg and Dalton
1993, Mahler. Taylor, and Wozniak 2000, Inglehart, Rabier and Reif 1991). Although the
study of mass opinions towards the EU has benefited from this diversity of approaches, a
development of a coherent analytical framework hinges on clarifying the relationship
between

macro- and

micro-level

propositions.

For instance,

there are curious

inconsistencies between micro and macro approaches to economic competitiveness: on the
micro-level, individual competitiveness is often associated with higher levels of support for
the EU (Gabel 1998, Gabel and Palmer 1995), while on the macro-level, less competitive
regions and economic sectors are believed to be the key beneficiaries from integration
(Mahler, Wozniak, and Taylor 2000). Clearly, then, the development of systematic theories
about the determinants of support requires us to be specitlc about what kind of
relationships are expected at both the individual and the national level, and how the two
levels are connected. Heeding this advice, our overview of the Western European empirical
literature, as well as the empirical analysis in subsequent chapters, is organized around this
levels-of-analysis distinction.

4.4 THREE THEORETICAL APPROACHES TO ANALYZING MASS SUPPORT FOR THE EU

Most analyses of the various factors that shape popular attitudes toward the
European Union begin with a standard distinction between utilitarian and affective
support (Shepherd 1975, Bosch and Newton 1995, Dalton and Eichenberg 1993). This
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distinction builds on Easton (1965, 1975) who defined affective support in terms of a
non-material belief in the value of a political system and utilitarian support in terms of
economic or political gains that individuals and groups derive from the system. As noted
by Hix (1999: 139), the two aspects of support do not necessarily coincide: the
Eurobarometer series show that between SEA and Maastricht, utilitarian support,
measured in terms of perceived benefits from EU membership, increased significantly.
Affective support, operationalized in terms of the prevalence of European identity,
however, continued to decline. Following a brief upsurge of affective support in 1990,
both types of support have been declining since 1991, leading to the collapse of the
"permissive consensus."
We argue that the various theoretical explanations of public support for European
integration in Western Europe generally fall into three categories. In addition to utilitarian
and value-based factors, the domestic political context appears to be an important
determinant of public attitudes toward the EU. Each of these three explanations - the
utilitarian, value-based, and domestic politics approach - can be conceived at both the
individual and national level of analysis. Each of the three main approaches includes
several specific arguments about the determinants of public support for the EU. The
following sections of this chapter give a critical overview of the main theoretical
propositions, methodological approaches, and empirical findings
approach.

associated with each
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4.4.1 Rational utility calculations

The utilitarian explanation of public support for integration shares many assumptions
with rational actor approaches and theories of economic voting (Lewis-Beck 1988,
Kinder and Kiewiet 1979. Fiorina 1981). The utilitarian calculus approach rests on the
assumption that European integration creates costs and benefits that are differentially
distributed across individuals, social groups, regions, and countries (Gabel 1998. a.b).
Individuals are regarded as autonomous, rational actors who perform cost-benefit
calculations based on the expected distributions of benefits, supporting integration if
expected gains outweigh expected losses. However, the literature has been slow to
recognize that utilitarian expectations can be multidimensional and potentially
conflicting. It is therefore useful to take a closer look at the nature of utilitarian
expectations, relying on theories of economic voting that distinguish between four types
of utilitarian expectations. First, the literature distinguishes between retrospective and
prospective expectations (Lewis-Beck 1988, Harper 2000). The first reflect cost-benefit

calculations based on past experience, while the latter refer to considerations of future
gains and losses. This distinction is relevant to explanations of popular support for the
EU because European citizens' evaluations of integration may reflect their past
experiences with existing EU policies and institutions, such as CAP or Structural Funds.
Alternatively, they may reflect expectations regarding the future effects of new policies,
such as EMU or common foreign and security policy.'^

" Retrospective evaluations are central to the hypothesis that farmers should support the EU because of the
benefits they have received under CAP (Anderson and Reichen 1996), and to the proposition that countries
that have been net beneficiaries from the EU budget should be more supportive of membership than others
(Eichenberg and Daiton 1993. Anderson and Reichert 1996. and Mahler, Taylor and Wozniak 2000).
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The literature on economic voting makes a further distinction between pockeibook
and 5oc/ofrop/c expectations (Lewis-Beck 1988, Kinder and Kiewiet 1979, Fiorina 1981).
The first reflects cost-benefit calculations with regard to different aspects of individual
well-being, such as personal income, living standards, or improved career opportunities.
Sociotropic expectations, in contrast, reflect expected effects for collective well-being,
generally conceptualized in terms of the performance of the national economy (patterns
of inflation, unemployment, economic growth) and occasionally, broader public goods
such as political stability or social security. The prevalence of each type of expectations
among EU citizens has important consequences; even if the total benefits of integration
outweigh the costs, it may be difficult to convince individual "losers" that they should
sacrifice personal interests for the greater good (Tang 2000).
These distinctions are reflected in specific utilitarian propositions about the
determinants of mass support. On the micro-level, individual compeiinveness is
frequently regarded as the most important predictor of expectations of integration-related
gains and losses (Gabel 1998a,b, Gabel and Palmer 1995). Assuming that market
liberalization increases competitive pressures, Gabel (1998b: 938) e.xpects EU citizens to
derive benefits or losses from membership depending on their ability "to exploit the
economic opportunities created by market liberalization." Arguing that this ability
depends largely on the level of "human capital" conceptualized in terms of education,
skills, and experience, most existing studies have used standard socioeconomic
characteristics, such as income, education, and sex, as proxies for individual
competitiveness (Gabel and Palmer 1995, Gabel 1998a.b). Specifically, highly educated.
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well-paid males are expected to derive the greatest benefits from growing job competition
associated with increased market liberalization. Testing the hypothesis with sur\'ey data
from Western European member-states, most studies report that support for European
integration covaries with these socio-economic characteristics, leading to the conclusion
that individual competitiveness is an important determinant of public attitudes (Gabel and
Palmer 1995, Anderson and Reichert 1996, Gabel 1998a,b).'"*
While the individual competitiveness thesis is the predominant micro-level
utilitarian explanation of support, macro-level studies have focused primarily on the
effects of national-level economic conditions and the differential benefits that regions and
countries derive from membership. The first of these arguments is a supranational
corollar>' of the theory of economic voting, according to which changes in national-level
economic conditions affect popular support for incumbent parties and leaders. Economic
voting assumes that electorates hold governments responsible for the economic situation,
rewarding political incumbents for positive performance and punishing them for negative
policy outcomes (Lewis-Beck 1988, Kinder and Kiewiet 1979, Fiorina 1981). Macrolevel utilitarian explanations of mass support for the EU raise the question of whether the
economic voting hypothesis might plausibly contribute to our understanding of public
evaluations of international organizations and supranational institutions as well. If voters
'•* A further theoretical refinement was introduced by Gabel (1998a. b) who argues that the determinants of
competitiveness differ among skilled and unskilled workers. Among unskilled workers, employment
decisions are based predominantly on labor cost, while among skilled workers, employment decisions are
based on "the human capital resources the worker adds to productivity" (Gabel 1998b; 940). Assuming that
the value of human capital (individual productivity) is captured in wages. Gabel tests the hypothesis with
Eurobarometer sur\ ey data and OECD economic statistics form 1975-1992. He finds that among manual
workers, higher wages were associated with lower evaluations of EU membership, while among
professionals and executives, relative income had a positive effect on individual appraisals of membership.
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evaluate national governments based on economic performance, could EU citizens base
their evaluations of EU membership on a similar rationale? In other words, do politicians
in Brussels get their share of the blame, when times are bad?
There is a limited number of studies that have pursued this argument, examining
support for the EU in member-countries (Eichenberg and Dalton 1993. Mahler, Taylor,
and Wozniak 2000). These studies hypothesize that citizens of EU member states
consider the EU co-responsible for changcs in individual and national economic situation.
As decision-making authority has migrated increasingly to the supranational level and
Community law has acquired "direct effect" and "supremacy" over national legislation,
national governments cannot be regarded as fully autonomous actors and part of the
blame for economic difficulties should duly be assigned to supranational policy-making
bodies. The hypothesis that citizens use a yardstick of economic performance when
evaluating the EU is especially plausible because historically, the EU has been primarily
an agent of economic policy, whose self-defined mission is to increase member states'
economic welfare. Thus, several studies have looked for correlations between popular
evaluations of EU membership in Western Europe and changes in broad macro-economic
conditions, such as unemployment, economic growth, and inflation (Eichenberg and
Dalton 1993, Mahler, Taylor, and Wozniak 2000). These studies have reported mixed
findings. Focusing on eight Western European nations between 1973 and 1992,
Eichenberg and Dalton use gross domestic product, unemployment rates, and inflation as
indicators of economic performance. Controlling for the effects of various political
variables, including integrative referendums and East-West conflict, the authors report
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that inflation appears to be the strongest economic determinant of public support for the
EU, while GDP and unemployment have much weaker effects. The study concludes that
while EU citizens hold the Community accountable for policies affecting prices, they are
less likely to consider the supranational government responsible for employment
conditions or the overall strength of the economy. These results are confirmed by Mahler.
Taylor and Wozniak (2000) who focus on the same nations over a longer period of time,
and triple-test the hypotheses with national, regional, and individual-level data. Echoing
previous findings,

they report that inflation has a substantial negative effect on

evaluations of membership, while unemployment and general economic performance do
not have significant effects at either the national or the regional level.
Another macro-level utilitarian argument focuses on differential collective benefits,
such as aid and trade, that regions and countries derive from European integration. As we
have seen, micro-level studies examining individual support have argued that more
competitive individuals have better prospects of benefiting from market liberalization and
are hence more likely to have positive opinions about European integration. On the macrolevel, in contrast, less competitive countries and regions are often seen as asymmetrically
benefiting from integration (Eichenberg and Dalton 1993, Mahler. Taylor, and Wozniak
2000). Poorer countries contribute less to the EU budget than they receive in allocations,
and are thus net beneficiaries. Under the EU's structural policies, regions that suffer from
structural unemployment, decline of traditional industries, and low living standards are
entitled to extensive regional aid. Certain economic sectors, such as agriculture, enjoy a
subsidized status and protection from outside competition. Thus, micro and macro-level
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studies seem to build on different

logics

that

reflect

fundamentally different

conceptualizations of the EU. While micro-level studies have regarded the EU as. above
all, a liberalized market, macro-studies have emphasized the redistributive and regulative
aspects of European integration.'^ However, economic competitiveness is not the sole
determinant of differential benefits at the macro-level. Many studies argue that intra-EU
trade is an important indicator of the benefits nations derive from integration, e.xpecting
public support for the EU to covary with the EU's importance as a trade partner. To the
extent that successful trading on a liberalized market presumes national competitiveness,
this argument parallels the micro-level focus on individual competitiveness.
These differential collective benefits hypotheses have been tested by a number of
studies, including Eichenberg and Dalton (1993), Anderson and Reichert (1996), and
Mahler, Taylor and Wozniak (2000). All three studies expect aggregate levels of public
support to vary as a function of net returns from the EU budget, as well as a nation's
trade flow with the EU. In addition, Mahler, Taylor and Wozniak expect the so-called
Objective I regions that receive large allocations from EU's Structural Funds to be more
supportive of membership than others. The results lend quite significant, although not
uniform support to the collective utilitarian calculus perspective. Using data from eight
Western European nations observed from 1973 to 1992, Eichenberg and Dalton find that
the level of intra-EC trade relative to a nation's total trade had a strong positive effect on
public attitudes towards the community. Net returns from the EU budget, however, had

These different conceptualizations can be effectively linked to the distinction between "positive" and
"negative" integration as two complementary forces shaping the development of the Community. Negative
integration refers to the removal of barriers to free economic exchange, while positive integration relates to
subsequent re-regulation at the supranational level (Scharpf 1999).
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virtually no impact on citizen support for the community. Anderson and Reichert use data
from twelve member states observed in 1982, 1986 and 1990 and find that both budget
returns and trade levels were significant in two out of three years. The eight-nation,
pooled time-series analysis employed by Mahler, Taylor and Wozniak reveals a strong
positive effect of net returns from the EU budget and a strong correlation between levels
of EU-trade and public support. In addition, public approval of EU membership in the
Objective 1 regions was found to be well above the respective national average. The
literature, thus, lends rather strong support to the differential collective benefits thesis,
although the number of tests to date has been limited.
Criticisms of the utilitarian explanation coincide, in part, with a general critique of
rational actor approaches. The utilitarian explanation tend to assume that individuals have
perfect information about the effects of European integration, and that they are capable of
rational cost-benefit analysis. These assumptions are challenged by survey results that
reveal low levels of popular awareness and the prevalence of misconceptions about EU
institutions and policies (Blondel, Sinnott and Svensson 1998, OPTEM S.A.R.L. 2001).
Other studies have questioned individuals' ability to separate the effects of European
integration, globalization, and, in the case of CEE candidate countries, political and
economic transition (Tang 2000). The assumption of full information and perfect
rationality is flirther compromised by the fact that most empirical tests of the utilitarian
support argument do not measure expectations directly but rely on socioeconomic proxies
of individual competitiveness (Gabel 1998, Gabel and Palmer 1995). Finally, the
conceptualization of European integration as a process of market liberalization may be
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too narrow: as the single market project has been largely completed, European-Level
governance is expanding into a number of new policy areas ranging from social
regulations to foreign and security policy. The costs and benefits of these policies are
likely to be distributed according to a rationale quite different from the predictions of the
individual competitiveness thesis.
4.4.2 Value orientations

Rejecting the utilitarian conceptualization of the EU as a primarily economic
organization, an alternative e.xplanation ties support for European integration to
individuals' belief-systems and national value orientations. These studies regard EUsupport as a primarily affective phenomenon that reflects feelings of common identity
and general approval of the goals and ideals of European integration (Inglehart 1977,
1990; Inglehart and Rabier 1978). Many studies link support for European integration to
macro-level processes of social change, as well as individual learning and socialization
e.\periences. Specifically, support for the EU has been tied to macro-level cultural shifts
and value change, the cognitive mobilization of the electorate, and intra-societal norm
diffusion (Wessels 1995, Bosch and Newton 1995, Inglehart and Rabier 1978, Inglehart
1977, 1990).
The prominent example of a value-based explanation of public support for the EU is
Inglehart's theory of "silent revolution" (1977) according to which the economic and social
changes that have taken place in industrial societies after the Second World War have had
the effect of "cognitively mobilizing" the European public. Inglehart argues that higher
levels of education and information availability have contributed to an increasingly
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cosmopolitan and post-materialist outlook which is especially prevalent among younger,
better-educated, and higher-income individuals. This theory has been linked to public
support for European integration through two hypotheses. First, people with developed
political skills (higher levels of cognitive mobilization) are more capable of understanding
the complex process of international integration and are likely to perceive it as less
threatening. Second, people with post-materialist values are more likely to support
integration because the goals of integration are compatible with the post-materialist
cosmopolitan outlook, need for belonging, and a rejection of the materialist functions
associated with the nation-state (Jannsen 1991).
While the theoretical literature on societal changes and their impact on value
orientations is quite extensive, the empirical performance of the value-based argument has
been relatively unimpressive. Most recent studies (Janssen 1991, Anderson and Reichert
1996. Gabel 1998a) have reported that age and postmaterialist values have inconsistent or
insignificant effects on popular evaluations of EU membership. Jannsen, for instance,
tested the cognitive mobilization and post-materialist values hypotheses with data from
four EC member-states (Western Germany, France, Italy, and the United Kingdom),
observed from 1975 to 1988, and concluded that Inglehart's theory is "of almost no use in
explaining attitudes towards integration" (Jannsen 1991: 443). Furthermore, the various
value-based approaches often imply a peculiar teleology; because the alleged predictors of
public support, such as cognitive mobilization, cohort replacement and the accompanying
value shift are all unidirectional social processes, they cannot explain declining support for
integration. A good example of such implied teleology is Inglehart's assertion that

I [8

postmaterialist values become increasingly dominant as the post-war cohort accounts for an
ever-larger percentage of the population. A positive correlation between post-materialist
values and EU support, then, suggests that support for the EU should increase as a function
of generational replacement. This theory, obviously, cannot account for the collapse of the
permissive consensus in the post-Maastricht period.
In addition to theoretical limitations, one reason behind the poor empirical
performance of the various value-based propositions may lie in the use of poor operational
indicators of the key theoretical concepts. Given that Eurobarometer surveys do not include
direct measures of post-materialist values, many studies have relied on rough proxies, such
as age. education, and income to operationalize cognitive mobilization and post-materialist
values, building on Inglehart's proposition that such values are more prevalent among
young and educated high-income professionals (Jannsen 1991. Inglehart. Rabier, and Reif
1991). Reliance on such imprecise measures, however, compromises our ability to
adjudicate between rival theoretical explanations. Because many of the same socio
economic variables have also been used as proxies for individual competitiveness (Gabel
and Palmer 1995, Gabel 1998a,b), it is not clear whether the greater euro-enthusiasm of
educated, well-paid males, for example, should be interpreted as confirming the individual
competitiveness hypothesis or the post-materialist/cognitive mobilization thesis (see Gabel
1998. Gabel and Palmer 1995. Jannsen 1991, Bosch and Newton 1995. Wessels 1995).
4.4.3 Domestic politics

A third approach regards domestic politics as an important determinant of mass
attitudes towards the EU. It is frequently argued that political processes at the national level
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are central to the EU's legitimacy and popular image (Wessels 1995). A prominent
example of this logic is the argument that European Parliament elections are "second-order
national elections" because electoral competition takes place among nationally based
political parties that debate national, not European issues (Reif and Schmitt 1980, Blondel,
Sinnott, and Svensson 1998, Hix 1999). However, the logic can be extended to argue that
all mass attimdes toward European integration have second-order qualities to the extent
that they reflect domestic political dynamics. This claim is consistent with the argument
that because citizens are often poorly informed about European issues and cannot access
the EU political system directly, they use the more familiar context of domestic politics to
make sense of the European issue (Hix 1999: 143, Anderson 1998). The growing literature
linking mass attitudes towards the EU to support for national political parties and
incumbents reflects the relevance of this reasoning. In an attempt to present a systematic
summary of the various propositions of these studies, this section focuses on three main
arguments about the relationship between domestic politics and public support for the EU, I
will refer to these propositions as the ideological support, partisan support, and incumbent
support arguments.
The ideological support argument claims that individual support for European
integration correlates with one's ideological orientation measured on the left-right
dimension. Partisan allegiance and social class have often been used as indicators of
ideological orientation, and many studies have reported statistically significant correlations
between these factors and support for the EU. Traditionally, individuals identifying with
conservative parties are found to be more supportive of membership than left-oriented
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respondents (Shepherd 1975, Inglehart. Rabier and Reif 1991). However, with the decline
of social class and the traditional right-left dimension as the basis of voting, this correlation
has become increasingly obscure and contested. In fact, in many countries, right-wing
forces now constitute the main basis of opposition to the EU. Hix (1999) distinguishes
among three models of political competition in the European issue space, including a proEurope center and anti-Europe extremes, a pro-Europe right and an anti-Europe left, and
finally, an anti-Europe right and a pro-Europe left.'^ Overall, then, the link between
ideological orientation and EU support appears to be country-specific and over-arching
generalizations seem to fare poorly.
The second argument claims that even if the left-right dimension fails to predict
support, voters' opinions on European matters tend to be consistent with the position of the
political party that they identify with. This partisan support argument has been tested and
supported by a variety of studies (Anderson 1998, Hug and Sciarini 2000, Pierce, Valen
and Listhaug 1983). Other studies, however, have noted that parties are often divided over
integrative issues and that many voters ignore the position of their political party (Svensson
1984). Others have noted that causality can run both ways; as shown by Midtbo and
Hines's (1998) analysis of Norwegian electoral and referendum votes in 1993-94, political
parties both affect and are affected by referendum outcomes. Similar reciprocal patterns
have been described by Wessels (1995) who demonstrates that while the orientations of

According to Hix (1999), the first model is dominant in Ireland, Portugal. France. Belgium, and Germany.
The second model (pro-Europe right, anti-Europe left) is prevalent in Greece, Lu.\embourg, Sweden,
Denmark and Finland. The third model (pro-Europe left and anti-Europe right) can be found in Italy, Spain,
the Netherlands, the United Kingdom, and Austria.
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party supporters influence the formation of party platforms before elections, party
manifestos seem to influence the choices of party supporters during electoral campaigns.
A third domestic politics argument focuses on incumbent support as a predictor of
popular support for European integration. Because in most countries, national governments
have been the main advocates of European integration, their ability to mobilize public
support for integration depends partly on their overall popularity. The argument that
incumbent popularity influences public support for European integration has been
confirmed by a number of studies, including Franklin, Marsh, and McLaren (1994) and
Franklin, van der Eijk, and Marsh (1995). Analyzing votes on the Maastricht Treaty on
popular referenda in France, Denmark, and Ireland in 1992-1993, Franklin, van der Eijk,
and Marsh (1995) conclude that the Danish rejection of the treaty reflected the unpopularity
of the incumbent govemment rather than the independent judgment of the electorate on
integrative issues. Hug and Sciarini's (2000) analysis of European integrative referendums,
however, suggests that the relationship between incumbent support and referendum vote
depends on the institutional context and is likely to be strongest when the referendum is
binding and initiated by the govemment.

In sum, the Western European empirical

literature lends some support to all three domestic politics hypotheses, although different
domestic politics factors seem to matter in different nations (Anderson 1998).

4.5 CONCLUSIONS

While there is a reasonably stable consensus on the desirability of European
integration among the European political elites, the attitudes of the member-state publics
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are increasingly fragmented and polarized. The permissive consensus that granted memberstate elites significant autonomy in conducting European affairs in the earlier decades
seems to have eroded in the 1990s. The level of public support, however, varies extensively
across countries. While the publics of Ireland and Luxembourg are almost unanimously in
favor of membership, negative opinions are much more prevalent in the United Kingdom,
the Scandinavian countries, and Austria.
Attempts to explain these variations in the level of mass support have given rise to a
diverse literature on the determinants of public support. Theoretical propositions about the
logic of public attitudes generally fall into three categories, focusing on rational utility
calculations, cultural value orientations, and domestic political factors. While many of
these propositions can be tested at both the individual and national levels, the literature has
been concerned primarily with the micro-foundations of mass perceptions; only the
utilitarian approach has a well-developed, clearly distinguishable macro-version. Microlevel tests of the various theoretical propositions have used individual-level survey data
from the Eurobarometer series, using multivariate statistical techniques. Macro-level
studies, in contrast, have used pooled time series designs and aggregate economic data in
an attempt to explain variations across nations and over time.
The empirical performance of the three theoretical approaches varies. The Western
European empirical literature lends rather strong support to the utilitarian argument at both
the individual and national levels of analysis. Micro-level utilitarian studies report that
more competitive individuals, typically described as highly educated, well-paid males, have
better prospects of benefiting from market liberalization, and are, therefore, more likely to
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support European integration. On the macro-level, existing hterature lends some support to
the argument that individuals hold the EU co-responsible for changes in national-level
economic conditions, as high inflation rates, in particular, seem to have a negative effect on
public evaluations of the EU. Other studies show that aggregate levels of support vary in
response to patterns of aid and trade: countries and regions that are net recipients from the
EU budget and have high levels of intra-EU trade appear to be significantly more
supportive of membership than others.
The empirical record of value-based approaches is less impressive. Recent studies
focusing on the post-materialist and cognitive mobilization hypotheses report inconsistent
findings, suggesting that greater political skills and increasingly post-materialist value
orientations are not reliable predictors of public support for the EU. In addition, these
approaches often imply a peculiar teleology that is inconsistent with the collapse of the
permissive consensus in the 1990s.
The empirical literature lends some support to the three hypotheses at the core of the
domestic politics approach. The left-right dimension seems to be losing relevance as a
general predictor of EU-attitudes as the relationship between ideology and public support
has become increasingly country-specific. The performance of the partisan support
hypothesis is mixed: different studies have reached conflicting conclusions about the
propensity of party loyalists to support their party's position. Of the three hypotheses, the
incumbent support argument seems to have the most consistent empirical record. The
finding that support for the EU covaries with incumbent popularity is not surprising in light
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of the fact that national incumbents constitute the main link between the electorates and
European-level governance.
In conclusion, public attitudes towards the EU are complex, influenced by a variety of
factors. Consistent with the logic of methodological individualism, most existing studies
have tried to reduce cross-national variations to a sum of individual attitudes, focusing on
the logic of micro-level attitude formation and change. This literature has produced some
support for each of the three theoretical perspectives, showing that individual attitudes
towards the EU vary as a function of economic expectations, individual competitiveness,
value orientations, and attitudes towards domestic political parties and incumbents. The
tendency to rely on indirect operational measures of the key theoretical concepts, however,
has often compromised the literature's ability to adjudicate between rival theoretical
perspectives.
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5. ELITES, PUBLICS, AND THE EU'S EASTERN ENLARGEMENT
A lack of democratic control, questionable legitimacy and undeveloped channels of
citizen participation are characteristic not only of the Western European integration
experience but also of the EU's Eastern enlargement. The pace and scope of the planned
expansion is determined by interaction among CEE political leaders, member-state
governments and the EU's supranational institutions. In light of the virtual elite
consensus on the desirability of the CEE accession, popular will to join the Union has
often been taken for granted, and accession debates have focused predominantly on
candidate country eligibility and progress toward meeting the accession criteria (Mayhew
1998, Henderson 1999, Baun 2000, Avery and Cameron 1998). At the same time, public
control over the enlargement process has remained extremely limited. Opposition to the
Eastern enlargement among member-state publics is wide-spread.'^ In the candidate
countries, initial high levels of enthusiasm have quickly been replaced by more realistic
attitudes and, in some countries, significant levels of euroskepticism.
Chapters 2 and 3 of this dissertation suggested that public opinions matter because (a)
the legitimacy of European integration depends on popular consent and (b) the public is
becoming an increasingly powerful actor that can influence European level governance
through various institutional mechanisms. Both of these arguments are relevant in the
context of the Eastern enlargement. The legitimacy problematique has specific
implications in the CEE context because enlarging the EU to Central and Eastern Europe

' According to Eurobarometer No 55 (Spring 2001), 43 per cent of member-state publics were in favor of
the planned enlargement and 35 per cent opposed it. In addition. 44 per cent of respondents thought that
only some of the applicant states should be allowed to join the Union.
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exports the democratic deficit to a region that only recently shed authoritarianism and has
struggled to establish decision-making by freely elected representative assemblies and
electorally accountable officials. In addition, delegating decision-making authority to
supranational institutions is a potentially divisive issue in light of the region's recent
struggles to re-establish national sovereignty and autonomy after decades of Soviet
domination. While the processes of European integration and post-communist transition
are, in many respects, mutually reinforcing, there is potential for friction between the
goals of EU integration, democratic governance, and national sovereignty.
Popular hesitations about the desirability of membership make it more difficult to
predict the choices CEE publics will make as political actors. In the pre-accession period,
institutional channels of public input have been very limited. Of the various channels
analyzed in Chapter 3, only national elections, political parties and interest groups
provide a link between candidate country publics and enlargement decision-making.
Domestic authorization of governments, however, constitutes a weak, indirect link
because in national elections, low-salience European issues generally fail to compete with
domestic concerns. As argued in Chapter 3, the "one vote, dual mandate" formula that
underlies domestic authorization fails to endow the elites with a clear popular mandate
for conducting European affairs. As a result, relatively autonomous national elites pursue
integration under traditional foreign policy prerogatives, such as secrecy and separation
from popular control. The enlargement's claim to legitimacy rests on the e.xpectation that
all candidate countries will hold popular referendums on membership once accession
negotiations have been completed. A referendum, however, remains a dubious
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legitimation tool because most of the integrative reforms are carried out prior to
accession. Some of these reform processes, such as market liberalization and, in
particular, legal harmonization, create tremendous sunk costs that make a last minute
public veto on accession virtually inconceivable.
The purpose of this chapter is to provide the necessary context for a detailed analysis
of the determinants of CEE mass attitudes in Chapters 6 and 7. The chapter contends that
the logic of the Eastern enlargement is consistent with the characterization of European
integration as an elite-led process with contested legitimacy and limited avenues of
popular input and control. The first section presents a brief over\'iew of the main
developments, decisions and policies of the enlargement process. The second section
examines enlargement policy-making in light of the intergovemmental-supranationalist
debate, focusing on the preferences and influence of member-state governments,
candidate country political elites, and the EU's supranational institutions. Having
outlined the patterns of elite interaction that drive the enlargement process, the chapter
focuses on the attitudes of the CEE publics, presenting a detailed overview of the main
trends and cross-national differences in public support for EU accession.

5.1 THE EU'S EASTERN ENLARGEMENT: AN OVERVIEW

Since its founding in 1957, the Community has carried out four official and one
unofficial enlargements. In 1974, the United Kingdom. Ireland, and Denmark acceded to
the treaty of Rome originally signed by Belgium, France, Germany. Italy, Luxembourg,
and the Netherlands. Greece joined in 1981, followed by Spain and Portugal in 1986. An
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unofficial, and often overlooked enlargement took place in 1990 as a result of German
reunification, when 16 million former East Germans became citizens of the Union (Baun
2000: 2). In the most recent round of enlargement. Austria, Finland, and Sweden became
members of the Union in 1995. Accession negotiations with Norway have been
successfully concluded on two occasions but accession was vetoed by the Norwegian
publics in both 1972 and 1994.
Currently, thirteen applicant countries are seeking membership in the Union. Ten of
these are post-communist countries of Central and Eastern Europe. This group includes
the Visegrad four (Poland, Hungary, Slovakia, and the Czech Republic), the three Baltic
states (Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania), one former Yugoslav republic (Slovenia), as well as
Bulgaria and Romania. In addition to the CEE candidates, membership is sought by two
Mediterranean micro-states, Cyprus and Malta, both of which applied for membership in
1990. The country that has been on the applicant list for the longest period of time, since
1987, is Turkey. There is, however, a general consensus that Turkey will not be able to
satisfy membership criteria in the medium term, due to its human rights record and other
deviations from democratic norms.
Virtually all studies of the Eastern enlargement emphasize the uniqueness of the
planned expansion (Baun 2000: 4, Gower and Redmond 2000, Mayhew 1998: 180-185).
This uniqueness can be attributed to three factors: the unprecedented scale of the
proposed enlargement, the socioeconomic development gap between the candidate
countries and EU member-states, and as a result of the first two. the need for extensive
internal adjustment in the EU. In the past, the EU has expanded at the rate of three new
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members per decade.'^ Now, it is holding accession negotiations with twelve potential
member-states.'^ The admission of all twelve countries would increase the EU's
population by roughly 30 per cent, from 379 million to approximately 485 million. The
total land area of the union would also increase by one third (Mayhew 1998: 181). More
problematic than the increase in citizen body, however, is the number of new political
entities brought into the EU institutional framework. The accession of all twelve
candidates would almost double the number of member states. Clearly, the system
established by the Treaty of Rome for the six original members cannot function
effectively in a Union of twenty five or more members without extensive institutional
reform (Dehousse 1997, Mayhew 1998).
While the inevitability of institutional reform is related to the unprecedented increase
in the number of member-states, the need for policy reform is driven by the socio
economic development gap. The combined GDP of the ten CEE applicants was only an
estimated 4 per cent of the total EU GDP in 1995. The average per capita GDP in the
candidate countries, adjusted for purchasing power standards, comprised only one third
of the average EU level (Mayhew 1998: 181). This figure ranged from 59 per cent in
Slovenia, the wealthiest of the candidate states, to a mere 18 per cent in Latvia in 1995.
These differences are reflected in the structure of CEE and EU economies. In the EU
countries, the economy is dominated by the ser\'ice sector, and agriculture accounts for a
mere five per cent of total employment. In the candidate countries, the share of
agricultural employment ranged from 40 per cent in Romania to six per cent in the Czech
United Kingdom, Ireland, and Denmark in the 1970s; Greece, Spain, and Portugal in the 1980s; Austria,
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Republic in 1998; the figure is in the 20 per cent range in a number of countries,
including Bulgaria, Latvia, Lithuania, and Poland (OSCE 2001). The tremendous gap in
socio-economic development and the prominent differences in economic structure
necessitate extensive changes in EU policies. At the core of the debate is the reform of
the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) and the Structural Funds that provide assistance
to less developed regions. A reform of CAP is unavoidable, if populous agricultural
countries such as Poland, Bulgaria, and Romania are admitted because an automatic
extension of CAP benefits to new member states would effectively bankrupt the Union.
The Structural and Cohesion funds also need to be restructured because according to the
funding criteria currently in place, virtually all of Eastern Europe would qualify for
extensive regional assistance while current aid recipients, including the EU's "poor four"
(Ireland, Spain, Portugal, and Greece) would become disqualified."" These complex
problems certainly justify the emphasis on the uniqueness of the Eastern enlargement.
It would be wrong, however, to describe the Eastern enlargement as a completely sui
generis phenomenon. The EU has relied on standard policy instruments, such as

association agreements, in structuring its relations with the new democracies of Central
and Eastern Europe, and the enlargement policy process confirms closely to that of the
previous enlargements. For the purposes of this analysis, it is useful to distinguish
between two main stages of the evolving CEE-EU relationship in the post-Cold war
Finland, and Sweden in the 1990s.
Turkey is the only applicant countr>' that has not been invited to open accession negotiations.
The main objective of Structural Funds is to provide assistance to regions where GDP per capita is less
than 75 per cent of the EU average. In addition. Cohesion Funds allocate funding to countries with GDP
per capita less than 90 per cent of the ELI average (Ireland. Spain. Portugal, and Greece). Because GDP per
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period. The first stage, lasting roughly from 1989 to 1993, was characterized by
"introspective rhetoric" as the EU remained preoccupied with its own internal transition
process in an attempt to define its post-Cold war role (Smith and Timmins 1999). While
interested in CEE political stability and access to emerging markets, the EU avoided steps
that could be interpreted as a clear commitment to CEE accession. The main instruments
of EU policy towards the post-communist countries at the time were the "Europe
Agreements," modeled after association agreements that constitute a standard instrument
for structuring EU relations with third countries. The main objective of the agreements
was to gradually establish a free trade area between the EU and associated countries and
to facilitate the free movement of workers, goods, services, and capital."' The agreements
also require the CEE countries to approximate key elements of the acquis communautaire
(the body of EU law), include provisions for bilateral and multilateral political dialogue,
and lay out a structure for providing financial assistance to CEE economic restructuring.
The second stage of CEE-EU relations, starting in 1993, is characterized by an
explicit commitment to CEE accession and the formulation of an increasingly coherent
enlargement policy. At the European Council summit meeting in Copenhagen in
December 1993, heads of member state governments decided that the associated
countries could become members as soon as they satisfy certain economic and political

capita in the candidate states is roughly one third of the EU average, the entire region would qualify for
allocations from both funds under current criteria.
It is important to note, however, that trade liberalization ensured by the agreements was selective and
limited largely to industrial goods: the treaties provided for very limited market opening in agricultural
products, fisheries, and certain other sensitive sectors such as iron, steel and textiles. Limited liberalization
in areas where the CEEs had comparative advantages led to perceptions that the EU was not genuinely
committed to assisting CEE transitions but was carefully guarding its own interests, responding to pressure
from domestic interest groups (Mayhew 1998).
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conditions. These conditions, now known as the "Copenhagen criteria" include the
stability of institutions guaranteeing democracy, the rule of law. human rights and the
protection of minorities; the existence of a functioning market economy; the ability to
withstand the competitive pressures of a single market; and the legal and administrative
capacity to cope with membership obligations, including the aims of the EMU and the
political union. The final communique of the summit also notes that the "capacity of the
Union to absorb new members while maintaining integration momentum is also an
important consideration" (Council of Ministers 1993). While these criteria are often
criticized as vague, the meeting sent a clear signal that the long-awaited political
consensus on enlargement had been achieved and that the practical work on developing
an accession strategy could begin.
After a broad political consensus on accession criteria was achieved, the enlargement
process has confirmed closely to the strategy used to carry out previous enlargements. In
broad terms, the enlargement process consists of six key steps (modified from Avery and
Cameron 1998):
1) submission of applications
2) preparation and publication of Commission's opinions
3) opening of accession negotiations
4) conclusion of accession negotiations
5) ratification of the accession treaty by national parliaments, and, possibly, by
candidate country publics on a popular referendum
6) accession to the treaty.
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Table 5. Key steps toward EU membership
Association
Agreement takes
effect
February 1995

Application for
EU membership

Bulgaria

Association
Agreement
signed
March 1993

December 1995

Opening of
accession
negotiations
Febmary 2000

Czech Republic

October 1993

February 1995

January 1996

March 1998

Estonia

June 1995

February 1998

November 1995

March 1998

Hungary

December 1991

February 1994

March 1994

March 1998

Latvia

June 1995

February 1998

October 1995

February 2000

Lithuania

June 1995

February 1998

December 1995

February 2000

Poland

December 1991

February 1994

April 1994

March 1998

Romania

February 1993

February 1995

June 1995

Febmary 2000

Slovakia

October 1993

February 1995

June 1995

February 2000

Slovenia

June 1996

February 1999

June 1996

March 1998

Cyprus

December 1972 I June 1973

July 1990

March 1998

Malta

December 1970 ; April 1971

July 1990

February 2000

Turkev

September 1963

Country

i

1

December 1964 | April 1987

Source: European Commission. hup:./europa.eu.int/comm/enlargement

The steps taken by the candidate countries to date are summarized in Table 5. As
evident from the table, applications for membership were first submitted by Hungary and
Poland in spring 1994. followed by all other candidates in 1995. with the exception of
Slovenia whose application was delayed by a dispute with Italy. Through a series of
European Council Summits, Commission initiatives and reports, the Union developed a
tangible accession strategy for the CEE countries, and committed itself to pre-accession
financial assistance. Initially, the key elements of this strategy included the Commissionprepared White paper on the single market that laid out key areas of legislation that the
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candidates were expected to approximate. At the same time, the association framework,
established by the Europe Agreements, was expanded to take into account of the goal of
accession. Notably, the main instruments of EU financial aid to the associated countries
were reconfigured to help cover the costs of preparing for membership.
Important developments occurred in 1996-97, leading to the decision to open
accession negotiations with a selected group of candidates. In response to the CEE
applications for membership, the European Commission prepared official opinions (avis)
on CEE applications as a part of a comprehensive package of reports on enlargement,
known as Agenda 2000. The opinions, published in the summer of 1997, assessed each
candidate's progress in meeting the accession criteria specified in Copenhagen four years
earlier. All CEE candidates, with the exception of Slovakia, generally satisfied the
political criteria. Success in macro-economic stabilization and restructuring, however,
varied widely across the candidate states. According to the avis, the Czech Republic,
Estonia. Hungary, Poland and Slovenia could be regarded as functioning market
economies. Slovakia was judged to be close to this condition, while extensive reform
effort was required in Latvia, Lithuania, Bulgaria and Romania. With regard to the third
criterion - the ability to adopt and implement the acquis - continued effort was required
of all countries, even though Hungary, Poland, and the Czech Republic had made
satisfactory progress with the Single market legislation. Based on the these assessments,
the Commission recommended a differentiated two-tier enlargement strategy, suggesting
that accession negotiations be opened with five CEE countries, including the Czech
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Republic, Estonia, Hungary, Poland and Slovenia, while the inclusion of the remaining
candidates would depend on future progress in satisfying the Copenhagen criteria.
The Commission's recommendations were heeded by the European heads of state
and government. Convening in December 1997, the Luxembourg European Council
decided to open accession negotiations with the five best-prepared CEE candidates along
with Cyprus. While the remaining candidates expressed disappointment about their
exclusion from the first group, they were given an opportunity to catch up when the EU
adopted a more inclusive accession strategy in 1999. The destabilizing effects of the war
in Kosovo, as well as fear of the potentially divisive consequences of the two-tier
accession strategy led the Helsinki European Council, held in December 1999, to extend
the invitation to the remaining CEE candidates, including Bulgaria, Latvia, Lithuania,
Romania, and Slovakia. In addition, Malta was also invited to open accession
negotiations in this round. Although the Helsinki European Council abandoned the
principle of differentiation, the impact of the 1997 decision is still reflected in the
commonly used distinction between "first group" or "Luxembourg group" countries (the
Czech Republic, Hungary, Estonia, Poland, Slovenia, and Cyprus) and the "second
group" or "Helsinki group" states, including Bulgaria, Latvia, Lithuania, Romania,
Slovakia, and Malta.
A key component of the new, more inclusive enlargement strategy was the
conclusion of Accession Partnerships with all candidates. Accession Partnerships are
bilateral agreements between the candidate countries and the EU designed to provide a
tangible pre-accession strategy tailored to the unique situation of each candidate. Each
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partnership is accompanied by a National Programme for the Adoption of the Acquis,
detailing the country's commitments regarding legal harmonization. The Partnerships
also lay out the structure and schedule of EU financial assistance between 2000 and 2006.
The three main instruments of pre-accession financial assistance include the PHARE
program that has been operating since the early 1990s, as well as two new programs for
agriculture and regional development. Support for Agriculture and Rural Development
(SAPARD) will provide a total of 3.6 billion euros to the candidate countries in the 20002006 period; while financial assistance under Structural Policies for Pre-accession (ISPA)
is expected to amount to 7.3 billion euros over the seven-year period (Baun 2000; 103).
The Accession Partnerships, thus, indicate EU's commitment to a broad, inclusive
enlargement and were designed to lessen negative reactions to the differentiated approach
according to which negotiations were initially opened with only six candidates. At the
same time, the agreements clearly reinforce the individualized approach, strengthening
the bilateral basis of CEE-EU relations and allowing candidates to set their own pace.
Significant progress has been achieved in accession negotiations. The first stage of
negotiations, known as screening, consisted of an analytical examination of the acquis
with the goal of determining the degree to which national legislation was in compliance
with EU law. A general conclusion arising from the process was that while most
candidates were making steady progress in adopting the acquis, implementation tended to
pose more challenging problems. The screening process was followed by the opening of
substantive negotiations, structured around the 31 chapters of the acquis. While the pace
of negotiations depends on the preparation of each applicant and the complexity of issues
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to be solved, the number of chapters opened and provisionally closed has become a way
to measure candidates' progress." As many of the more controversial chapters, such as
agriculture, remain opened, some of the most complicated bargaining still lies ahead.
The precise time-table of enlargement remains uncertain and contingent on the
progress of the accession negotiations. In particular, the timing of accession depends on
candidates' progress in adopting and implementing the acquis. Many of the first-group
candidates, however, are working with the internal deadline of January 2003 when all
preparations for accession have to be completed. This deadline may not be unrealistic; the
EU has indicated that the most successful candidates may be admitted before the
European Parliament elections in 2004 to ensure their representation in the Community's
key institutions. According to most studies, the first wave of e.xpansion is likely to
include the six first group countries and possibly several from the second group. The
Romanian and Bulgarian accessions, however, probably will not occur before 2008-2010
(Baun 2000).

5.2 ENLARGEMENT -

At first

PATH-DEPENDENT PROCESS?

glance, the development of enlargement policy seems to confirm the

intergovernmental

argument about

the centrality of governmental

actors and

intergovernmental bargaining (Moravcsik 1998). Member-state heads of state and

"* By July 2001. Romania had opened founeen chapters for negotiation. Bulgaria nineteen. Malta twentyeight. while all other countries has opened twenty nine chapter covering the entire acquis with the
exception of chapters entitled "institutions" and "other." By the same date. Cyprus and Hungary had closed
twenty-two chapters, Slovenia twenty, the Czech Republic, Estonia, and Slovakia nineteen. Lithuania
eighteen. Malta seventeen. Poland and Latvia sixteen. Bulgaria ten and Romania seven chapters (European
Commission, 2001).
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government participate in the semiannual European Council that makes all key political
decisions regarding enlargement and requests technical assistance from supranational
actors such as the European Commission (see Table 6).
Table 6. Evolution of EU's enlargement policy through decisions of the European
Council
Selected European Council
meetings

Main decisions regarding enlargement

Edinburgh, December 1992

EC welcomes Commission's report on enhancing political
and economic relations with CEE countries.
EC decides that associated countries can become members as
soon as they meet certain criteria, including stability of
democratic institutions, existence of functioning market
economies, and legal and administrative ability to cope with
obligations of membership.
EC approves a comprehensive pre-accession strategy
proposed by the Commission; requests that Commission
prepare a White Paper on the single market and a report on
the impact of enlargement.
EC calls for rapid preparation of Commission opinions on
CEE applications for membership.
EC decides that accession negotiations will start with
individual countries according to their progress toward
satisfying the Copenhagen criteria.
Following Commission's opinions on CEE applications, EC
decides to open accession negotiations with the Czech
Republic. Hungary. Estonia. Poland, Slovenia, and Cyprus.
Also decides to establish Accession Partnerships with all
associated CEE countries.
Presents a financial perspective in the context of enlargement
up to 2006, with particular attention to pre-accession and
accession-related expenditure.
EC adopts a more inclusive enlargement strategy; decides to
open negotiations with Romania. Slovakia. Latvia, Lithuania,
Bulgaria, and Malta but confirms that further progress will
depend on each candidate's "own merits."

Copenhagen, June 1993

Essen, December 1994

Madrid, June 1995
Amsterdam, June 1997
Luxembourg, December 1997

Berlin. March 1999
Helsinki, December 1999

Nice, December 2000

Endorses the principle of merit-based differentiation

Laeken, December 2001

Decides that accession negotiations with nine applicant
countries (excluding Bulgaria. Romania, and Turkey) will be
concluded in 2002 so that these states can become members
before the 2004 European Parliament elections.

Source: European Parliament, http://w\\'\v.europarl.eu.int/summits/index_en.htm
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Furthermore, intergovernmental bargaining is the primary form of decision-making
regarding enlargement (Baun 2000:16). Such bargaining takes various forms. First,
member-states bargain with each other in order to reach agreements on enlargement
criteria and strategies, the formulation of common positions for accession negotiations,
and the nature of institutional and policy reforms. Second, intergovernmental negotiations
are conducted between member-states and each of the applicant countries. In fact,
accession negotiations are essentially intergovernmental conferences between the
applicant country and the member-states that have previously coordinated their
preferences into common EU bargaining positions."^
Attempts to reduce the enlargement process to governmental preferences and relative
bargaining power, however, ignore the contributions of the EU's supranational
institutions. The European Commission, in particular, has been a source of indispensable
expertise, policy initiative, and arbitration. The Commission's authority and activism are
evident from its role in designing and administering the key instruments of pre-accession
policy. In the late 1980s, the Commission gained the mandate to coordinate all Western
aid to the post-communist countries and played a key role in developing and
administrating the PHARE program that remains the main instrument of Community
financial assistance to the associated CEE countries (Niemann 1998). The Commission
also played a leading role in designing the Europe agreements and preparing the White
Paper that directs CEE efforts of legal harmonization (Baun 2000). Finally, Agenda 2000
As pointed out by Cameron (1998), bargaining among member-states is often more arduous than
negotiations with candidate countries because of the requirement of unanimity on enlargement decisions.
The intergovemmental conference on institutional reform held in Nice in 2000 illustrated member-state
sensitivities to any kind of reforms which might bring unfavorable changes in the status quo.
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constitutes a particularly prominent example of the Commission's political influence.
Prepared by the Commission at the request of the European Council, Agenda 2000
included a series of proposals on institutional and policy reform along with a detailed
"impact study" focusing on the anticipated effects of enlargement. It presented a
technical assessment of each candidate's readiness to assume the obligations of
membership. As shown in the previous section. Agenda 2000 has proved extremely
influential in shaping the enlargement process: the Commission's recommendations,
approved by the European Council, led to the differentiation between candidates and the
opening of negotiations with the best-performing six. The Commission's opinions,
however, are not mere technical assessments based on an objective comparison of
performance data with well-defined standards of eligibility. Because the Copenhagen
criteria are so vague, the Commission could exercise significant discretion in evaluating
candidates' performance. Given that the Commission has a virtual monopoly on
information, expertise and data-processing capacity. Commission's conclusions are
difficult to contest.""*
The European Parliament has emerged as another important supranational actor in
the enlargement process. Primarily, its influence is due to the fact that the accession of
new countries requires the ratification by a qualified majority of MEPs (Baun 2000). The
Parliament has leverage in the internal reform process, as changes to the Structural and
Cohesion funds require parliamentary assent. It also gives an opinion on enlargement

Commission's opinions on candidates' applications for membership, for instance, were based on
responses to detailed 150-page questionnaires sent to candidate countries requesting a variety of economic.
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financial perspectives proposed by the Commission. Finally, the Joint Parliamentary
Committees established with the national parliaments of all applicant countries have
become an important forum for elite interaction and information sharing (Harris 2000).
The European Parliament has used its political weight to advance two very clear positions
with regard to the Eastern enlargement (Harris 2000). First, it has insisted that carefully
conceived and conducted institutional reform is central to both "widening" and
"deepening" and must be given full attention. Second, the EP opposes differentiation
between first and second group candidates, and supports an inclusive accession strategy
despite the realization that all candidates will not join at the same time. Trying to
counterbalance Commission's technocratic assessment with a vision of a politically
integrated Europe, the EP has repeatedly warned against the negative consequences of
two-tier negotiations in an attempt to prevent a "profound discouragement to the forces of
progress and reform" in the candidate states (Harris 2000: 27). While the broader
strategic context must also be considered, the decision to adopt a more inclusive
enlargement strategy in 1999 was testament to the EP's leverage.
As evident from the above, enlargement policy has evolved through rather complex
patterns of interaction involving both national and supranational elites. In fact,
institutionalist approaches that model member-states as the primary decision-makers but
recognize the potential for gaps in governmental control due to the increasing autonomy
of supranational actors, unintended consequences of past decisions, and various feedback
and spill-over effects might be more successful in explaining enlargement dccisionstatistica!, and legal data. The responses, ranging from 1000 to 5000 pages in length, were complemented
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making than pure intergovernmental or supranational theories (Pollack 1997, 1998,
Scharpf 1997, 1999, Pierson 1996). In particular, historical institutionalism's focus on the
incremental and, to some extent, path-dependent development of European integration
appears to be consistent with the evolution of enlargement policy. As the enlargement
process has unfolded over time, the sunk costs of past policy choices have made the
process virtually irreversible. The fact that much of the actual economic liberalization
and legal harmonization takes place prior to accession places significant constraints on
intergovernmental bargaining. As pointed out by Baun (2000: 19).
one type of path dependency is created by the voluminous and complex aquis
commiinautaire which new members are required to accept and apply in full. Because
this accumulation of rules and decisions represents a legacy of painful political
compromise and adaptation, it cannot be easily undone or renegotiated.
It appears, then, that no one political actor has monopoly over enlargement decision
making, as both national and supranational actors are constrained by the EU's
institutional structure and the cumulative effects of past decisions.

5.3 ATTITUDES OF CANDIDATE COUNTRY POLITICAL ELITES

While CEE elites

have

limited

bargaining

power

vis-a-vis member-state

governments, they play a central role in the integration process by committing their
societies to complex and often costly reforms in the name of EU membership. Until
recently, CEE political elites were virtually unanimous in their support for a rapid
accession (see Figure 3). As no political forces of any political significance opposed
accession, European integration appeared to be one of the least controversial issues on the
by information obtained from member-state embassies, delegations, and international organizations.

143

political agenda (Grabbe and Hughes 1999: 71). The European question had little impact
on national party competition: since all mainstream political parties adopted proEuropean positions, integration was generally uncontested in national parliaments. This
lack of party distinctiveness with regard to European issues mirrors the findings of the
Western European empirical literature: as demonstrated by Schmitt and Thomassen
(1999). Mair (2000). Taggart (1998), and van der Eijk and Franklin (1996, 1991),
mainstream political parties in most member-states are strongly pro-Europe, and national
party systems have been surprisingly resilient to any impact of the European question.
There is, however, some evidence that complete unanimity among candidate country
political elites is giving way to some degree of differentiation in elite attitudes and party
positions. In particular, this differentiation is evident from two parallel trends, including
the adoption of euroskeptic positions by radical fringe parties, and the embrace of
increasingly eurorealist views by several mainstream political forces. Euroskepticism, as
used here, refers to openly anti-Europe, anti-accession positions, while eurorealism
denotes conditional or cautious support for accession.""

E.xisting literature on CEE political parties has paid virtually no attention to party positions regarding
European integration. In the absence of any systematic cross-national data on party positions, the
conclusions presented here are based on the findings of various case studies, party programs available on
the internet, as well as journalistic and anectodal evidence.
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Figure 3. EU's image among CEE decision-makers and opinion-formers, 1996-97
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Parties that adopt explicitly anti-European positions tend to have radically revisionist
political programs and

minimal, if any, parliamentary

representation. Radical

euroskeptics in Eastern Europe are a very diverse group that does not subscribe to a
single ideology. According to one observer, opposition to EU membership has become a
trademark of "loser-politicians" and "eternal outsiders" of all shape and color (Kukk
2001). The ranks of euroskeptics include groups associated with the Christian right,
various nationalist and xenophobic groups, agrarian-populist parties and unreformed
communist hard-liners. Examples of right-wing anti-EU forces include the Polish
Agreement, an aspiring social movement associated with a fundamentalist Catholic
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broadcaster "Radio Maryja.""^ Established in 1999, the Polish Agreement is tied to a
seven-member faction in the Polish parliament and is considered to be "the first
organized and potentially significant political force to adopt an overtly anti-EU stance" in
Poland (Szczerbiak 2001: 110). An example of a nationalist version of radical
euroskepticism includes the Hungarian Justice and Life Party that embraces radical antisemitic rhetorics and demands the return of Hungarian territories lost after the First and
Second World Wars. Other right-wing euroskeptic groups build on even more obscure
ideologies: the Estonian Independence Party, for instance, promotes a doctrine of
"Estonia as a neo-autarkic geopolitical space" based on rather peculiar ideas of Estonian
"exceptionalism" and an associated geopolitical imperative of neutrality between the East
and the West (Leito 2001)."^ Left-wing opposition to the EU is equally marginal and
equally diverse. In this camp we find small groups of communist successor parties of the
unreformed, less-pragmatic kind, such as the Hungarian Workers' Party that missed the 5
percent threshold in the 1998 elections; or the Estonian Social Democratic Labor Party
with no representation in the parliament.
The phenomenon of fringe party euroskepticism can be explained by an attempt to
appeal to segments of the population seen as losers from the intertwined processes of
post-communist transition, European integration, and globalization. Even though these
parties have a very limited circle of followers, their ability to mobilize the public is
related to the gravity of socio-economic difficulties associated with the transition and

"" According to Szczerbiak (2001). "Radio Marija" is the forth most popular radio station in Poland with
nearly 3 million listeners.
The Independence party, along with other euroskeptic groupings such as the Christian People's Party and
the Republican Party, has no seats in the legislature.

146

integration experiences. Indeed, euroskepticism can be regarded as just one manifestation
of the "rebellion of underachievers" (Lobjakas 2001) that protests the direction and
consequences of the extensive changes CEE societies have experienced over the past
decade.
While explicit rejection of EU accession remains limited to marginal political groups
at the fringes of the political spectrum, increasing eurorealism among mainstream
political forces may signify a potentially more important development. Although
eurorealists do not reject the idea of EU membership, they often resort to more
conditional rhetoric that champions national interests (Szczerbiak 2001). Instead of
adopting unquestioned euroenthusiasm, these forces support a tough negotiating stance,
emphasize the conditionality of accession, and call for national debates on the costs and
benefits of enlargement.

Not surprisingly, eurorealism is more prevalent among

opposition parties that bear no responsibility for the pace and outcomes of accession
negotiations. Cautious eurorealism helps opposition forces distinguish themselves from
the incumbents, provides an avenue for criticizing the government, and is part of the
broader strategy of appealing to discontented voters.
Caution in condoning accession is sometimes associated with leftist parties who are
more likely to express concern about the consequences of market liberalization for less
competitive social groups. An example of leftist eurorealism can be found in Poland,
where the agrarian-populist Polish Peasant Party (second largest faction in the 1993-1997
parliament) has appealed to rural constituents by requesting a transition period for the
Polish agricultural sector (Szczerbiak 2001). Similar sentiments have been expressed by
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Estonia's largest opposition force, the Center Party. The party's program claims that
Estonia must take a pro-active stance in negotiations to achieve a good "starting position"
and requests that comprehensive studies on the costs and benefits of accession be carried
out and used as the basis for a public discussion. In 2001, the Center Party's presidential
candidate went as far as to call for a pause in accession negotiations until the government
explains the logic of Estonia's negotiating positions to the general public.
However, eurorealism is not exclusively a left-of-the-center, opposition-party
phenomenon. Occasionally, critical attitudes have been embraced by strongly pro-market
forces in the government. A good example of neoliberal eurorealism can be found in the
political program of the Civic Democratic Party of the Czech Republic, and the public
statements of its combative chairman. Vaclav Klaus, who served as the country's prime
minister from 1992 to 1997. The party's program shows clear signs of caution and
conditionality:"'^
We support the enlargement of the EU. its openness towards the rest of the world,
free trade and a systematic curbing of bureaucracy. It is our belief that in the
future, the EU will be formed by sovereign states which joined the Union
voluntarily, and that the sovereignty of Union itself will be derived from its
members. We want to preserve a distinct Czech state which would to the
maximum degree possible be open to the world and take part in European and
international integration. However, we do not want to dissolve our state in
supranational structures formed without deep roots and in fact without any real
identity... As consistent advocates of market freedoms, we want to promote ideas
of free trade in all the relevant organisations and institutions... We do not want to
focus only on neighbouring markets. We intend to strive for free trade not only
throughout Europe, but with other continents, too (ODS 2001).

The criticisms voiced by Klaus go much farther. Speaking at the World Economic Forum in Davos.
Klaus criticized the so-called third way thinking championed fay many Western leaders, arguing that the
third way is "a euphemistic and dangerous label for the second way. i.e. socialism," that now surfaces in the
"spurious, inconsequential and artificial uniting of Europe" (Kotalik 2000).

I4>-.

Eurorealism embraced by government parties, of course, has more significant
consequences for the enlargement process than opposition-based hesitations and
criticisms. In the Czech case, the lack of serious governmental commitment led to openly
critical progress reports by the European Commission, accompanied by warnings that the
Czech Republic was lagging behind other first-group candidates in implementing the
acquis and complying with other accession requirements. The Czech case, however,

represents an exception. Overall, CEE political elites are still strongly in favor of
European integration, "hard" euroskepticism remains a fringe party phenomenon, and
when mainstream opposition parties embrace eurorealism, they do so more for
opportunistic than principled reasons.

5.4 CEE PUBLIC OPfNION

The relative autonomy of national and supranational elites in conducting the Eastern
enlargement raises questions about the degree of popular consent. How do CEE publics
perceive and evaluate the EU? To what extent do CEE publics support the goal of
accession? To answer these questions, it is first necessary to discuss available data on
CEE public attitudes.
5.4.1 Sources of data

Our ability to draw conclusions about CEE public attitudes toward the EU depends
on the availability of reliable cross-national survey data. Particularly critical for valid
inference is the use of compatible sampling and coding techniques across different
countries and time periods. Fortunately, there is a number of surveys that meet these
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criteria, although each also has its limitations. By far the most comprehensive source of
comparative data on CEE public attitudes is the Central and Eastern Eurobarometer
(CEEB) conducted by the European Commission under the direction of Karlheinz Reif
and George Cunningham."^ The CEEB sur\'eys were conducted annually between 1991
and 1997 in up to twenty post-communist countries, with particular attention to the ten
associated countries. The CEEB samples consist of approximately 1000 respondents from
each country, interviewed face-to face in their private residences; the samples were
drawn using a multi-stage random probability design. The main focus of the CEEB
survey is on popular awareness, perceptions and evaluations of the EU, its institutions
and policies.^" Virtually all cross-national analyses of CEE public opinion on the EU to
date have relied on CEEB data (Grabbe and Hughes 1999, Cichowski 2000).
The CEEB series, however, has its limitations. First, the survey was terminated in
1997 in order to be replaced with a new instrument, the Applicant Countries'
Eurobarometer in 2001. The new series, modeled after the Standard Eurobarometer, will
focus on the thirteen candidate countries. However, the delay in launching the new
instrument has left a significant gap in the availability of cross-nationally comparable
survey data, precluding an analysis of more recent trends. This is disappointing because
in all likelihood, the prominent developments in enlargement policy since 1997 have had
a significant impact on the way the publics perceive and evaluate the Union and the
Aggregate results of the CEEB sur\'ey are available in annually published reports (European Commission
1992-1998). The data-sets are available through the Inter-University Consortium for Political and Social
Research.
Specifically, the series includes questions on the EU's name and flag recognition, sources of information
about the EU. impressions of EU aims and activities, support for accession, and the perceived effects of
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prospects of membership. The second limitation of the survey lies in its explicitly
practical, not theoretical orientation. Designed to provide European institutions, national
decision-makers and the interested publics with timely information on the attitudes of the
CEE publics, the survey includes uncontroversial indicators of public perceptions and
evaluations of the EU, while lacking measures of many potential determinants of support
identified in the theoretical literature. This feature of the CEEB data explains why so few
studies have attempted to test competing theoretical explanations of public attitudes in the
f

CEE context, despite the fact that there is an extensive literature testing such models with
Western European data (for an important exception, see Cichowski 2000).
These two limitations lead us to look for alternative or supplementary sources of
information on CEE public attitudes. While no other cross-national survey series comes
close to CEEB's comprehensive coverage of candidate country euro-attitudes, some do
provide valuable information that is both more recent and, occasionally, better suited for
more theoretically guided analysis. One such survey is the New Democracies Barometer
series, conducted by the Centre for the Study of Public Policy at the University of
Strathclyde, Scotland (Rose 1998). The Centre has carried out detailed surveys to monitor
post-communist economic and political transitions since 1991, using three main survey
instruments, including the New Democracies Barometer, the New Russia Barometer, and
the New Baltic Barometer?^ The primary focus of the NDB and associated surveys is on

membership on various social categories. The survey also measures satisfaction with transition policies.
such as democratization and market liberalization.
The A'eu-Dcmocracves fiarome/er (five rounds between 1991 and 1998) covers twelve former communist
nations (Bulgaria. Czech Republic, Slovakia. Hungary. Poland. Romania, Slovenia. Croatia, Serbia,
Belarus. Ukraine. Moldova), and for purposes of comparison, Austria and Western and Eastern Germany.
The New Russia Barometer (NRB) consists of ten sur\'eys carried out since 1992. The New Baltic
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the post-communist transitions. The surveys cover support for democracy and
undemocratic alternatives, corruption, official and unofficial economic activities, and
relative affluence and destitution. Recent NDB surveys, however, have also included a
battery of questions on the EU. NDB V, conducted in 1998, for instance, included
questions on support for accession, European identity, and the expected effects of
membership for both collective and individual well-being. While the number of questions
focusing on the EU remains limited, the advantage of this series lies in its broad thematic
coverage that allows us to focus on more detailed socioeconomic and attitudinal
correlates of EU-attitudes. In other words, the series provides valuable information about
respondents' belief systems, political attitudes, and socioeconomic situations that allows
us to place individual attitudes toward the European Union in a broader context. We
return to this feature of the series in Chapter 6 of this dissertation that focuses on
individual-level determinants of public support for integration.
Since the termination of the CEEB series, both Western and Eastern media have
focused largely on survey results reported by national polling firms. These results,
generally, are not comparable across nations because of extensive variations in sampling
and coding techniques and differences in the wording of survey questions. In many cases,
however, such national surveys have produced reliable time-series data on EU attitudes in
one nation, as many polling institutions have used the same questions and procedures
from year to year. Fortunately, there have been some attempts to go beyond national
Barometer (NBB. five surveys since 1993) asks a similar set of questions in the three Baltic nations,
Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania. -•Ml three surveys use nationally representative samples of approximately
1000 respondents from each country.
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focus and generate more recent comparable data. The Central European Research Group,
for example, has focused on recent public opinion trends, using identical survey questions
over several years in Poland, Hungary, the Czech Republic, and more recently, also in
Slovakia and Lithuania. Another noteworthy study, conducted by Taylor Nelson Sofres
Central Eastern Europe in 2000 surveyed 1000 respondents from each of the associated
countries, focusing on support for membership, hypothetical referendum vote, personal
opportunities associated with accession, and perceptions of countries' readiness to join
the Union (TNS CEE 2000).
A final noteworthy source of cross-national information on the attitudes of the
candidate country publics is a qualitative study undertaken by OPTEM S.A.R.L. at the
request of the European Commission. The study, carried out in fifteen member states as
well as in nine candidate countries (excluding Lithuania) in 2001 provides an interesting
alternative to highly structured mass surveys such as the CEEB or NDB. The study is
based on several group discussions in each of the included countries; the discussions
lasted an average of three hours and included a total of 694 people from diverse socio
economic categories. Below, I draw on all of the above-mentioned sources, as necessary
and appropriate, to present a summary of the main trends in CEE public attitudes toward
EU institutions and policies.
5.4.2 Awareness and sources of information

The limited literature on CEE public opinions towards the EU argues that Eastern
Europeans have generally limited awareness of EU institutions and policies while their
opinions remain undeveloped and relative volatile (Grabbe and Hughes 1999). This was
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especially true in the early 1990s when European integration was regarded in abstract and
often symbolic terms as signifying a "return to the West," or seen as a panacea to the
problems faced by CEE countries in the early stages of their economic and political
transitions (Berglund, Aarebrot, and Koralewicz 1995). Over time, however, awareness
of EU institutions and policies has improved and opinions regarding accession have
become more defined. This growth in awareness reflects the cumulative impact of media
coverage, national political debates, and the fact that as candidate countries have moved
closer to accession, the specific consequences of accession have become more evident
(Grabbe and Hughes 1999).
The CEEB survey includes a variety of specific measures of public awareness.
According to the most recent CEEB survey, conducted in 1997, the EU has almost
universal name recognition in the candidate countries. An average of 92 per cent of all
respondents report having heard of the EU, although the percentage ranges from more
than 95 in Slovenia, Slovakia, and Estonia to only 84 in Lithuania. Fifty two percent of
all respondents recognized the EU flag. Again, correct answers were more prevalent in
Slovenia (73 per cent), Slovakia (67) and Estonia (66), while much less frequent in
Romania (41), Lithuania (40) and Bulgaria (40). National differences in name and flag
recognition can, at least partly, be attributed to differential visibility of the EU in the
national media. According to CEEB 8, the percentage of respondents who see, read or
hear about the EU daily varied from 36 per cent in Hungary to 7 per cent in Lithuania,
with a candidate country average of 15 per cent. In fact, one third of the Lithuanian
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respondents admitted hearing about the EU only once or twice a year, while only 2 per
cent of the Slovenian and Romanian respondents reported such low levels of exposure.
The main sources of information on the EU, its institutions and policies are
television (84 per cent), newspapers (57) and radio (52). These three are mentioned most
frequently in all candidate countries, while other sources, such as one's place of work,
school, internet, and libraries remain relatively marginal. Both the CEEB survey and the
2001 qualitative study suggest that CHE publics generally do not recognize EU
authorities as direct providers of information. At the same time, national authorities are
not trusted as a source of objective information because of the perception that national
officials strive for enlargement at all costs and are not interested in launching substantive
— and potentially divisive — debates about the costs and benefits of accession (OPTEM
S.A.R.L 2001: 11).
CEE publics' general knowledge of EU institutions and scope of activities is rather
weak. According to OPTEM S..\.R.L (2001), the European Parliament appears to be the
best known institution, possibly because respondents regard it as a European-level
equivalent of national legislatures. The Commission is sometimes associated with
executive powers, while perceptions of the role of the Council of Ministers and the
European Council remain very vague. However, it appears that the lack of familiarity
with European institutions is not unique to the Eastern publics. In fact, the 2001 OPTEM
S.A.R.L study reached a surprising conclusion that overall, CEE awareness of EU
activities is greater than in an average member-state, where there is a startling,
"sometimes abysmal" lack of knowledge about EU institutions. In the candidate states.
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"people often know or at least have a sense that these (institutional) mechanisms exist
and that the European Union is a grouping organized around rules and decision-making
procedures" (OPTEM S.A.R.L 2001: 11). Overall, then, most CEE citizens know about
the EU and are aware of the planned enlargement. While they remain relatively
uninformed about the specific institutions and activities of the Union, this lack of
knowledge is not surprising in light of the even lower levels of awareness among
member-state electorates.
5.4.3 EU's image

How do CEE publics process and interpret the information they are exposed to?
What kind of subjective evaluations and attitudes do they attach to the European Union
and the goal of accession? Existing studies have argued that both Western and Eastern
publics perceive Europe and the EU largely in cultural and historical terms, emphasizing
shared values and identity arising from common historical experiences (OPTEM S.A.R.L
2001, Grabbe and Hughes 1999). These images, however, compete with negative
caricatures of the Community as concerned with "pointless, absurd, even freedominfringing measures" such as the curve of a banana or shape of a cucumber (OPTEM
S.A.R.L 2001), or the various perceptions of the Community as a bureaucratic, overly
regulated, corrupt, and inefficient organization. The EU's status as an international
organization and supranational authority raises mixed emotions; one the one hand.
Eastern Europeans arguably see EU membership as an affirmation of their newly found
nationhood and independence (Grabbe and Hughes 1999), on the other hand, they remain
cautious about the loss of national sovereignty and the concentration of power in

156

Brussels.

These fears are likely to be more pronounced in the newly independent

candidate countries: Baltic euroskeptics. for instance, sometimes refer to the EU as
simply "another Union," invoking memories of their countries' involuntary inclusion in
the Soviet empire.
The Central and Eastern Eurobarometer has measured EU's image with the help of
the following survey question: "As you might know, 12 (15) states of "Western" Europe
form together the European Community (European Union). Would you say that your
impression of the aims and activities of the European Community (Union) are generally
positive, neutral, or negative?" This survey question is one of the best continuous indexes
of general evaluations of the EU because in contrast to most other CEEB questions, it has
been asked consistently, in unchanged format in all years since the inception of the
survey.
Three main conclusions can be drawn from responses to this question. First, the
EU's image in the region is still rather undeveloped, as roughly a half of all respondents
did not have a clear positive of negative impression of EU aims and activities in the late
1990s. Second, among those respondents that have a substantive opinion on the EU,
positive impressions clearly dominate while the proportion of negative impressions is
very small, generally in single digits. Third, the EU's image varies extensively across
countries and over time. In order to express cross-national variations in EU's image in a
comprehensible format, I constructed a new indicator, calculated by subtracting the
percentage of respondents who had a negative image of the EU from the percentage of
respondents with a positive impression of EU aims and activities. Cross-national
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differences and temporal fluctuations in these image scores are presented in Figures 4, 5,
and 6.
Figure 4. EU's image across CEE country groupings
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Figure 4 contrasts the average image score for all CEE candidates with average
scores of specific country groupings. On the average, net evaluations of the Union
declined by more than ten percentage points between 1992 and 1995, before bouncing
back to almost the original level by 1997. The differences between the first- and secondgroup countries are generally rather small, although the second group average is slightly
higher. Although the initial decline of positive attitudes was more marked in the first
group, the overall dynamics of opinion in the two groups are rather similar. An attempt to
contrast Central European attitudes with Baltic attitudes shows that the Baltic publics are
considerably more skeptical, as evident from the steady deterioration of the EU's image
until 1996.
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Figure 5. EU's image in first-group candidate countries
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A more striking finding is the existence of extensive differences in the level of
public support across individual countries within each group. As evident from Figures 5
and 6, EU's image is extremely favorable in Poland, Romania, and more recently,
Bulgaria. The rapid growth of confidence in the EU in Poland and Romania since 1993
stands in marked contrast to the low and eroding support in other candidate countries. In
most countries, support continued to erode until 1995 or 1996 and although the EU's
image has improved since then, initial levels of euroenthusiasm were never regained. In
Romania and Poland, the initial decline of positive attitudes was quickly reversed and
evaluations of the EU reached unprecedented heights by 1996-97, with net scores around
55-65 percentage points. At the other end of the spectrum, the Baltic and Czech publics
appear to be much more critical of the EU. Estonia's level of net support was only 14 per
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cent in 1996, and remained below all other candidates in 1997. In the second group,
Latvia and Lithuania appeared as the easily distinguishable euroskeptics, with impression
scores around 20 to 30 per cent in the most recent CEEB surveys. In conclusion, the
relatively unanimous positive assessments of the EU, prevalent in the early 1990s, had
given way to more diverse perceptions by the end of the decade. Public evaluations of the
EU vary extensively across countries and seem to be guided by different national and
regional dynamics.
Figure 6. EU's image in second-group candidate countries
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5.4.4 Support for accession

The aspect of CEE public attitudes that interests decision-makers the most is the
public's support for their country's accession to the EU. Support for EU membership has
been measured by a variety of cross-national and national surveys. Three most recent
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CEEB surveys (No. 6, 7, 8) included a question on voting intentions on a hypothetical
accession referendum ("If there were a referendum tomorrow on the question of your
country's membership of the EU, would you personally vote for or against
membership?"). Since the series was terminated in 1997. support for accession has been
measured by national opinion polls that often use different sampling techniques and
question formats. Because inconsistent measurement poses a problem for valid inference,
we refrain from reporting these findings.

Instead, we complement CEEB results with

findings from a cross-national survey conducted by TNS Central Eastern Europe in the
fall of 2000 that includes a comparable question about voting intentions on a hypothetical
accession referendum. The survey was carried out in all ten candidate countries, using
nationally representative samples of about 1000 respondents. The aggregate results of the
CEEB and TNS surveys are reported in Table 7.
The figures in Table 7 suggest three conclusions. First, the supporters of accession
outweigh opponents in all ten CEE candidate countries, although the supporter-opponent
ratio varies widely. The margin of support (the difference between the percentage of
those favoring and those opposing accession) is smallest in the three Baltic states and
largest in Romania, Bulgaria and Poland. Second, many countries have a large proportion
of undecided voters who do not know how to vote, or would not participate in such a
referendum. The proportion of undecided voters was around 40-50 per cent in most
candidate countries in 1992, excluding Poland, Romania, and Slovenia, where undecided
voters constituted less than a third of all respondents. Over time, however, public
opinions on membership have become more defined: in 2000, roughly a quarter of all
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voters had not made up their minds, although the proportion of undecided respondents
was slightly higher — approximately a third -- in Bulgaria, Hungary and Lithuania.
Table 7. Voting on a hypothetical accession referendum
(per cent in favor, with percent opposed in parentheses)

Bulgaria
Czech Rep.
Estonia
Hungary
Latvia
Lithuania
Poland
Romania
Slovakia
Slovenia
.Average:

1995"

1996"

50 (8)
43 (11)
44 (14)
46 (12)
47 (12)
42 (7)
68 (5)
70 (2)
48 (6)
53 (14)
51(9)

49 (4)
43 (11)
29 (17)
47 (15)
34 (13)
35 (6)
70 (7)
80 (2)
46 (9)
47 (15)
48(10)

i
1
i

1

i

1997"

1

2000"

57 (4)
49 (13)
35 (14)
56 (9)
40 (13)
40 (13)
62 (8)
71 (6)
62 (8)
57 (18)
53(11)

!

60 (5)
55 (22)
46 (28)
54 (14)
44 (33)
39 (28)
62 (20)
72 (4)
62 (13)
58 (21)
55(19)

I

!
i

""If there were a referendum tomorrow on the question of your country's membership of the EU. would
you personally vote for or against membership?" Figures from CEEB (No 6.7.8). conducted in the fall of
each year.
Voting on a hypothetical referendum on accession. Survey conducted by Taylor Nelson Sofres Central
Europe in the fall of 2000 (TNS CEE 2000)

Third, the process of attitude-formation has brought about an increasing polarization
of public opinion, evident from the growing number of respondents opposed to accession.
Between 1997 and 2000. the percentage of respondents who would vote against
membership has doubled in many countries: in the fall of 2000. roughly one-third of
Baltic respondents and approximately one-fifth of the Czech. Polish, and Slovenian
citizens intended to vote against membership.
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5.5 CONCLUSION

The Eastern enlargement mirrors the Western European integration experience in that
(a) national and supranational elites have conducted integration-related policy-making
with relative autonomy from popular control, and (b) there is a wide-spread consensus on
the desirability of accession among candidate country political elites. The EU's Eastern
enlargement has proceeded

through complex

interactions among

member-state

governments, candidate country political elites, and the EU's supranational institutions.
While enlargement decision-making cannot be reduced to supranational activism or the
preferences and bargaining power of governmental actors, the process appears to be more
consistent with historical institutionalist conceptualizations of European integration as an
incremental process in which present choices are constrained by the extensive sunk costs
of past decisions. In particular, the requirement that all candidate countries harmonize
their legislation with the extensive body of EU law prior to accession makes a reversal of
the enlargement process difficult to fathom.
CEE political elites have been almost uniformly in favor of enlargement.
Unquestioned elite enthusiasm has been reflected in the strongly pro-European positions
of all major political parties. Explicitly anti-European positions are limited to radical
fringe parties with generally negligible political influence. In recent years, however, the
elite consensus shows some signs of fragmentation, as some mainstream parties have
adopted increasingly eurorealist positions. Championing national interests, these parties
offer only conditional support for accession, demand greater consultation with the masses

163

and appeal to the interests of the less competitive social groups that have lost out from the
parallel processes of post-communist transition, European integration, and globalization.
CEE public attitudes towards the EU have been quite favorable. In fact, throughout
the first half of the 1990s, CEE public attitudes seemed to reflect a permissive consensus
similar to that observed in Western Europe during the earlier decades of integration: to
the extent CEE electorates had any opinions on integration-related matters at all, the
prevailing sentiment was overwhelmingly positive. Opposition was virtually non
existent, and decision-makers were given free hands to pursue integration as they saw fit.
By the end of the 1990s, however, the EU's positive image was eroding in many
candidate countries and opposition to accession had become increasingly mobilized. The
degree of public euroskepticism varies extensively across countries and appears to be
strongly correlated with pro.ximity to accession. While critical opinions have become
increasingly prominent in countries that have made rapid progress toward meeting the
accession criteria, euroskepticism is largely non-existent in Bulgaria and Romania, the
tsvo transition laggards that almost certainly will not be included in the first round of
enlargement. Because of the volatility of public opinion and uncertainly about the precise
terms of accession, it is too early to try to predict the outcomes of accession referendums.
Eroding popular support, however, suggests that the public's willingness to ratify elitecrafted integration plans cannot be taken for granted but must be carefully cultivated and
sustained.
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6.

INDIVIDUAL-LEVEL

DETERMINANTS

OF

PUBLIC

SUPPORT

FOR

ACCESSION

Chapter 4 laid out three theoretical approaches that have been used to explain the
logic of public support for the EU, and summarized the main findings of studies that have
tested these propositions with data from the Western European member-states. Chapter 5
focused on the challenges of the EU's Eastern enlargement and demonstrated that public
attitudes in the CEE candidate countries have varied extensively across nations and over
time. The remaining chapters bring these two themes together by testing Western models
about the determinants of public support with data from Eastern and Central Europe. The
key questions that these chapters seek to answer include the following: What causes
variations in the level of public support within and across nations? Are existing
theoretical and methodological approaches applicable in the context of the Eastern
enlargement? How do these models perform when tested with data from Central and
Eastem Europe?
Very few studies have attempted to test "Western" theoretical propositions in the
Eastem European context, despite evidence that initial euro-enthusiasm is eroding in
most candidate countries. Most studies of mass support for the EU in Eastem and Central
Europe provide ad hoc interpretations of Eurobarometer survey findings (Grabbe and
Hughes 1999) or focus on the domestic political debates in one country without referring
to a broader theoretical framework (Kucia 1999, Szczerbiak 2001). Among the few more
theoretically-oriented, systematic analyses are a cross-national study by Cichowski
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(2000) and an analysis of Baltic EU attitudes by Ehin (2001). Cichowski tests a series of
hypotheses loosely associated with the Western European literature with survey data
from five first-group
democracy and

candidate countries, focusing on individual attitudes toward

capitalism,

economic

perceptions,

partisan

identification,

and

socioeconomic characteristics as possible predictors of individual support for the EU. She
finds that approval of free market reforms appears to be the strongest determinant of
support, followed

by partisan

identification,

while economic

perceptions and

occupational status did not have statistically significant effects on public attitudes. Ehin
(2001) focuses on the attitudes of Estonian, Latvian and Lithuanian publics, testing a set
of hypotheses with 1996 data from the New Democracies Barometer. The hypotheses
focused on e.xpectations of economic gain, individual competitiveness, democratic
values, and incumbent support as possible determinants of support, complemented by an
auxiliary ethnic tensions hypothesis derived from the Baltic domestic context. The results
lend strong support to the utilitarian hypotheses and the incumbent support thesis.
Democratic values and ethnic issues, however, did not seem to affect mass evaluations of
the EU.
This chapter continues in the footsteps of these two studies in that it derives specific
hypotheses from the Western European theoretical and empirical literature and tests these
hypotheses with an expanded set of cross-national survey data from Central and Eastern
Europe. This chapter focuses on the micro-foundations of mass support, focusing on
individual-level hypotheses; the next chapter, in contrast, will examine macro-level
determinants of support. I begin the analysis by briefly revisiting the major propositions
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emerging from the Western European literature and discussing their applicability in the
Eastern context.

6.1 INDIVIDUAL-LEVEL HYPOTHESES

The main micro-level hypothesis that emerges from the literature on utilitarian
support is the proposition that competitive individuals are more supportive of EU
membership than others (Gabel and Palmer 1995, Gabei 1998 a,b). Although the
argument has performed well in explaining support for integration in Western Europe,
there are several reasons why it may be less applicable in the CEE context.
The first reason builds on a general critique of the assumptions underlying the
competitiveness thesis. The individual competitiveness argument equates the impact of
EU membership with the effects of market liberalization. This conceptualization,
however, is unduly reductionist because it ignores the redistributive, protectionist, and
social-democratic commitments of the European Union, and the post-Maastricht
emphasis on "positive" integration (Scharpf

1999). Consequently, the

Eastern

enlargement should not be regarded as a mere process of extending the single market.
Tang (2000) for instance, claims that in order to identify winners and losers from the
enlargement process, it is necessary to consider four key elements that bear on the
Eastern enlargement, including the "four freedoms," the Monetary Union, the Common
Agricultural Policy, and EU aid to the candidate countries under the various assistance
programs. While the first two components are likely to increase competitive pressures
and therefore benefit more competitive individuals, the latter two are designed to
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compensate for the potentially adverse effects of market liberalization on less competitive
social groups, regions, and economic sectors. Residents of the less developed CEE
regions will be direct beneficiaries of the structural support policies, with a proposed 30
per cent of all transfers through the Structural Funds going to the new member-states by
2006 (Nello and Smith 1998:35). Eastern European agricultural producers, generally
regarded as losers of the transition process, will benefit from accession to European
markets, assistance under the SAP ARID program, and the CAP policy of price support.
CEE working classes can also expect to benefit from EU social regulations. While postcommunist economic restructuring has resulted in labor dislocations, disappearance of
social guarantees, inadequate labor protection and safety regulations, accession is likely
to bring greater conformity with the norms of the European welfare state. This
proposition is consistent with the findings of Bell and Mickiewicz (1999:145) who.
analyzing the impact of EU accession on Visegrad labor markets, conclude that, for CEE
workers, the adoption of EU standards promises "better working conditions, equal
opportunities, improvement in living standards and the introduction of means to enforce
those rights." In light of these considerations, the effects of EU integration on CEE
societies and economies cannot be reduced to expected consequences of market
liberalization. At minimum, an analysis of winners and losers of integration must
consider the effects of pre-accession aid, structural and agricultural support policies, and
the consequences of adopting EU standards and norms for worker rights, equality of
opportunity, and social security.
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Equating integration with market liberalization is presumptive also in the sense that it
assumes a comparatively more protectionist pre-accession status quo. The reality,
however, is more complex, and the extent to which accession involves opening up of the
domestic market to outside competition depends on the strategies individual candidates
have pursued during the transition period (Tang 2000). Estonia, for instance, unilaterally
cut all import tariffs in the early 1990s and has emerged as one of the most liberal trading
regimes in Europe. The mandatory adoption of the EU's Common External Tariff (CET),
therefore, will lead to higher overall tariff rates for Estonia, making accession a step
towards

increased

protectionism,

not

market

liberalization

(Vilpisauskas

and

Steponaviciene 2000:53). In this case, contrary to standard understanding, integration is
predicted to benefit producers and hurt consumers. Differences in the level of preaccession market openness, thus, constitute another reason why approaches that
conceptualize integration in terms of market liberalization may have limited explanatory
power in the CEE context.
Finally, there are methodological and conceptual reasons why the individual
competitiveness argument may not perform well in the CEE context. Over the past
decade. CEE labor markets have gone through profound changes, communist-era
education has lost much of its value, and large segments of the population have
experienced rapid social mobility, both upwards and downwards. It is therefore not clear
that the socioeconomic measures used in the Western European empirical literature as
proxies

for competitiveness (education, income, sex) can adequately

measure

competitiveness in the CEE context. Reliance on more specific measures of individual
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competitiveness and utilitarian expectations wouid, thus, greatly increase the validity and
reliability of empirical findings.
In light of these considerations, I expect that attitudes of the CEE publics cannot be
reduced to the anticipated effects of market liberalization but reflect a broad range of
"pocketbook" and "sociotropic" utilitarian considerations. Consequently, I expect
Gabel's "competitiveness thesis" to perform poorly in explaining the attitudes of the
Central and Eastern European publics. I hypothesize that while micro-level expectations
of economic gain are associated with stronger support for membership, attitudes towards
the EU do not vary as a function of individual competitiveness.
Hypothesis I. The higher the expectations of individual and societal gain, the
greater the likelihood of supporting EU membership.
Hypothesis 2. Individual competitiveness is not a consistent predictor of support for
EU membership.

Turning to value-based approaches, the Western European empirical literature has
identified postmaterialist values and cognitive skills as the main determinants of affective
support for European integration, although the empirical performance of these hypotheses
has been inconsistent (Inglehart 1977, Inglehart 1977, 1990, Inglehart and Rabier 1978,
Jannsen 1991). However, the applicability of the postmaterialist argument in the Eastern
European context is questionable for a number of reasons. Inglehart (1977) e.xpected an
increasingly post-materialist value structure to be characteristic of advanced industrial
societies that have enjoyed peace and prosperity in the post-war period. Because it is still
difficult to categorize many CEE countries as advanced industrial societies, and because
our data do not allow meaningful operationalization of "post-materialist values."
Inglehart's hypothesis will not be tested in this study. Instead. I test an alternative value-
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based proposition more consistent with the political realities of the transition countries,
focusing on the internalization of democratic norms by the CEE publics. Several studies
on the Eastern enlargement have suggested that approval of the democratic principles that
the EU embodies could be an important component of affective support for the EU in
Central and Eastern Europe (Schimmelfennig 1998, Cichowski 2000, Grabbe and Hughes
1999:188-90). The image of the EU as an embodiment of democratic norms is reinforced
by the formal membership criteria that list the stability of democratic institutions, rule of
law. and protection of human and minority rights as preconditions for membership, and
by the active role of European institutions in monitoring and facilitating democratic
development in the region. For democratically minded respondents, EU membership
signifies a definite break with the authoritarian past, helps guarantee the continuation of
democratic institutions and practices, and symbolically confirms the country's status as a
normal "Western" democracy. This proposition parallels the rhetorical argument favored
by CEE politicians that CEE countries strive for EU membership because they share the
democratic values and norms of the Union and wish to consolidate their democratic
institutions (Schimmelfennig 1998. Grabbe and Hughes 1999:188-90). Hypothesizing
that this emphasis on democratic values is reflected in micro-level preferences. I expect
individuals who identify with democratic norms to be more supportive of EU
membership than individuals with more authoritarian beliefs.
H3. The stronger an individual's identification with democratic norms, the greater the
likelihood that the individual will support EU membership.

European identity constitutes another indicator of affective support that may be of
value in explaining the attitudes of the CEE publics. While CEE post-communist
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transitions often have been portrayed as a "return to the West." the construction of
meaningful post-cold war Eastern European identities has been a complex process,
characterized by competing geopolitical orientations, historical interpretations, and
cultural affinities. The region's history as a buffer zone between the East and the West
has contributed to a lack of a clear geopolitical orientation. Affinity to Western Europe
varies from country to country as a function of religious, linguistic and historical
characteristics.^" Expecting that this scarch for a cultural and geopolitical identity is
reflected in individual-level attitudes, I expect individuals who identify as Europeans to
be more supportive of integration than individuals with more traditional national and
regional loyalties.
H4. The stronger an individual's identification as a European, the greater the
likelihood that the individual will support EU membership.

In addition to the utilitarian and value-based approach. Chapter 4 also discussed
three separate arguments that fall under the domestic politics explanation, focusing,
respectively, on ideological orientation, partisan identification, and incumbent support.
Of these three, the incumbent support argument appears to be more relevant and more
easily testable in the CEE context than the ideological or partisan support hypotheses. As
demonstrated in Chapter 5. most CEE countries lack anti-European forces of meaningful
political significance, as virtually all CEE political parties with national representation
endorse European integration. While slight differences in parties' degree of euro-

.According to Huntington (1993). Eastern Europe is divided by a civilizational fault-line that largely
coincides with religious divisions. According to this approach. CEE countries with Protestant and Catholic
traditions share many of the same historical experiences and cultural values as their Western European
neighbors (the Renaissance, the Reformation, the Enlightenment), while predominantly onhodox countries
have fewer cultural and historical connections to Europe.
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enthusiasm certainly exist, these differences are difficult to conceptualize and measure,
given the fragmented and dynamic nature of many CEE party systems/^
The incumbent support argument, however, seems ver\' plausible in the Eastern
European context. Virtually all CEE national governments recognize EU membership as
an unquestioned priority. Given the intensity with which CEE governments have pursued
EU membership on the one hand, and the lack of awareness and independent opinion
among the masses on the other, it is possible that general mass approval of the
government translates into public support for one of its main priorities, accession to the
EU. Political alienation and distrust of the government, on the other hand, are likely to
alienate citizens from the goal of EU integration. Consequently, I expect that support for
EU membership is at least partly determined by support for the national government, the
main proponent of integration.
A broader regional perspective, however, adds an important qualifier to this
argument: in transition countries were national incumbents are not pro-Europe, this
relationship is not expected to hold. Many non-applicant countries, notably the former
Soviet and Yugoslav republics, are ruled by authoritarian regimes that have had rather
strained relations with the West. Instead of promoting European integration, such
governments have favored a policy of relative self-isolation. Assuming that ambiguous
feelings towards Europe at the governmental level are reflected in the non-applicant
status, 1 expect that in CEE transition countries that have not joined the accession

Comparative studies of CEE party systems are few and far between, and creating a meaningful
classification of CEE parties based on their attitudes toward European integration was beyond the scope of
this study. Such attempts are complicated by the dynamic nature and "personalistic structures" of many
CEE parties.
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process, support for incumbent government is associated with decreased support for the
European Union.
H5a. In the candidate countries, trust in the national government is associated with
greater support for EU membership.
H5b. In non-applicant countries, trust in the national government is associated with
reduced support for EU membership.

Although the primary focus of this study is on individual-level variables, I will control
for the effects of two possible national-level determinants. First, following propositions in
the existing literature, I hypothesize that opposition to EU membership is stronger in
countries that have made greater progress toward accession, as recognized by European
institutions. This argument was developed by Grabbe and Hughes (1999), who argue that
the publicity accompanying the commencement of formal accession negotiations increases
mass awareness of the differential consequences of specific integrative reforms. Because of
concerns that proximity to accession might be strongly correlated with other national-level
variables, such as economic performance, I include a measure of national wealth, expecting
that it does not affect individual attitudes towards membership.
H6. A countiy's proximity to accession is negatively correlated with individual support
for EU membership.
H7. The level of national wealth is not correlated with individual support for EU
membership.
6.2 DATA AND METHODS

The data needed to test these hypotheses are obtained from the New Democracies
Barometer V. Although most studies focusing on public opinion on European integration
use data from the Central and Eastern Eurobarometer series, the NDB series is better
suited for our purposes because (a) its broad thematic coverage enables us to focus on a
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variety of socio-economic and attitudinal independent variables, and (b) its broad
geographical coverage allows cross-national comparisons not limited to the circle of
current candidate states.^"*
This chapter takes advantage of the broad thematic and geographical coverage of the
NDB data-set, testing the specified individual-level hypotheses with data from nine
Central and Eastern European transition countries.^^ In addition to six candidate countries
(the Czech Republic, Hungary, Poland, Slovenia, Slovakia and Romania), I include three
non-applicant countries, including Belarus, Croatia, and Serbia. Relying on such a
diverse sample allows us to examine the logic of public support across different
institutional and cultural settings, and compare countries at different stages of the
accession process.
Because the data on both applicant and non-applicant country respondents come
from the same source (NDB V, 1998), 1 was able to use identical operational measures
and statistical techniques, making the findings easily comparable. The NDB survey uses
sizable, nationally representative samples, covering approximately 1000 respondents
from each country. The interviews were conducted by recognized national polling firms.
The total number of respondents from the nine NDB countries is 9025, including 6073
interviews from the six CEE applicant countries, and 2952 respondents from the three

'•' Both the NDB and CEEB survey series were discussed in detail in Chapter 5 of this dissertation. The
CEEB sur\'ey focuses on attitudes towards the EU in the ten candidate countries. The NDB sur\'ey. in
contrast, includes a number of non-applicant countries, focusing on a much broader range of issues related
to CEE economic and political transitions. The availability of a broad set of indicators allows us to
construct more direct measures of the central theoretical concepts, alleviating the validity problem that
plagues many studies that attempt to test sophisticated theoretical propositions with Eurobarometer data.
Although NDB V was conducted in twelve countries, the relevant sur\'ey questions were not asked in
Austria. Bulgaria, and Ukraine, reducing the sample to nine countries.
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non-applicant countries. Of the nine-country sample. 53 per cent of the respondents were
women, and the average age was 44 years. Because support for the EU is operationalized
as a discrete variable, standard OLS estimation cannot be used; consequently, I rely on
maximum-likelihood ordered logit estimation as the main estimation technique. Because
MLE methods do not produce substantively meaningful regression coefficients, this study
estimates the substantive effect of each independent variable by calculating probabilities
of a given outcome on the dependent variable associated with different values on the
independent variable. This technique will be discussed in greater detail in subsequent
sections of this chapter.

6.3 OPERATIONALIZATION OF VARIABLES

The dependent variable in all of our seven hypotheses is support for EU
membership. The five

individual-level

independent variables include utilitarian

expectations, individual competitiveness, support for democratic values, European
identity, and trust in the national government, complemented by two macro-level control
variables, including proximity to accession and national wealth. The operationalization of
these variables is discussed below, and a summary overview is provided in Table 8.
Dependent variable: Support for EU membership.

NDB V measures support for EU

membership using the following question: "If our country were to join the European
Union in the future, would you feel strongly in favor, somewhat in favor, somewhat
opposed, or strongly opposed?" In the nine-country sample, 36 per cent of respondents
indicated strong support, 49 per cent said they are somewhat supportive, while 11 per
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cent "somewhat opposed" and 4 per cent definitely opposed membership. The original
coding was retained, resulting in a four-category variable ranging from I (strongly
opposed) to 4 (strongly in favor).The average level of support for membership is
slightly higher in the three non-applicant countries (mean 3.25) than in the six candidate
countries (3.14); further national variations in the level of support are illustrated in Figure
7.
Figure 7. Support for EU membership

- • strongly disapprove
! •somewhatdisapprove
• somewhat approve
, • strongly approve

Source: NDB V(I998)

Utilitarian expectations. Because of concerns that standard socioeconomic characteristics

are poor measures of expected utilitarian gains, this study relies on more direct indicators
of sociotropic and pocketbook expectations. The NDB survey asked respondents about
the expected effects of EU membership on economic development, personal income,
consumer prices, and unemployment. Because utilitarian expectations need not be limited
to the economic sphere, I also include a measure of expected effects for political stability.
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All five variables are coded in the same way. The survey question asked respondents
if entering the EU would bring positive effects, negative effects or no change in these five
domains. For the purposes of this study, each variable was coded I if the respondent
expected positive effects, -1 when the expected effect was negative, and 0 when the
respondent had no expectations. The resulting frequency distribution is summarized in
Figure 8 which shows that the majority of respondents expect EU membership to
improve broad macro-level conditions, such as economic development and political
stability, while expectations regarding specific economic aspects, such as inflation or
unemployment, are both less developed and less optimistic. Furthermore, there are
important differences in the expectations of applicant and non-applicant country
respondents. In the candidate country subgroup, 58 percent of the respondents expect EU
membership to contribute to political stability and almost two-thirds believe that
accession would foster economic development in their home country. In the nonapplicant countries, these percentages are, respectively, 34 and 45. With regard to the
remaining three indicators (consumer prices, unemployment, personal income), the
proportion of respondents with positive expectations is roughly equal in applicant and
non-applicant countries. However, the share of respondents expecting negative effects is
much larger in the candidate countries than in the non-applicant countries: in the former
group, 33 per cent expect membership to lead to higher prices, while in the latter group,
only 7 per cent express this concern. These results appear to be consistent with Grabbe
and Hughes's (1999) proposition that societal debates about the desirability of
membership intensify as countries move closer to accession. Proximity to accession, then.
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seems to result in increased awareness and increasing mobilization of opposition, as the
specific effects of membership on different social groups become more evident. Overall,
then, respondents in the non-applicant countries are less likely to have clearly defined
utilitarian expectations regarding the effects of EU membership; they are also less likely
to foresee potential negative economic consequences.
Figure 8. Expected effects of EU membership on selected economic and political
variables
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Source: NDB V(I998)

Individual competitiveness. Because of concerns that standard socio-economic variables

do not adequately capture individual competitiveness, this study constructs additional,
more direct measures by including two binary variables: one for individuals with a
history of unemployment and the other for recipients of state benefits. Individuals who
reported being unemployed at some time in the last year constituted 16 per cent of the
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sample (14 per cent in applicant and 20 per cent in non-applicant countries). Individuals
receiving some form of state benefits (pension, unemployment benefits, maternity or
disabled grants) constituted 42 per cent of the sample (49 per cent in applicant and 39 per
cent in non-applicant countries). Following previous studies, I also include sex. age. and
education as possible pro.vies for competitiveness. I could not. however, include personal
income, another commonly used predictor of individual competitiveness, because it was
not measured in Poland, Hungary, Slovenia and the Czech Republic.^
Democratic norms. Support for democratic norms is frequently confused with evaluations

of the current political system and satisfaction with the results of the democratization
process. To ensure a degree of distance from day-to-day politics, this study utilizes an
indirect measure of democratic norms, operationalized in terms of preferred authoritarian
alternatives to the current system. The NDB survey presented the respondents with four
authoritarian options, and asked them to indicate a level of support for each. The options
included; "We should return to Communist rule." "The army should govern the country,"
"It is best to get rid of Parliament and elections and have a strong leader who can quickly
decide everything," and "A return to a monarchy would be better." Support for these
alternatives was measured on a four-point scale ranging from "strongly agree" to
"strongly disagree."
The resulting frequency distribution shows that support for a monarchy or a military
regime is very limited, while both a return to communist rule and abolishing the
parliament are supported by approximately one-fifth of all respondents in the candidate
^ To assess the possible relevance of the variable. I ran a separate regression model including only the five
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countries and about one quarter of respondents in non-applicant countries (Figure 9). To
capture democratic values in a single measure, I constructed a count variable that
expresses the number of authoritarian alternatives endorsed. Respondents who endorsed
no authoritarian alternatives were coded 2 (65 per cent of the sample), those approving of
one alternative were coded I (23 per cent), and those advocating two or more alternatives
were coded 0(12 per cent).
Figure 9. Support for authoritarian alternatives
(per cent in favor)

•agree (applicant 6)
Bagree (non-applicant 3)

Communist rule
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Source: NDB V(1998)

European identity. The NDB survey asks respondents about their primary and secondary

identity, listing Europe, country, region, local community or city as possible answers.
For the purposes of this study, I constructed a variable that was coded 2 when respondent
reported Europe as his or her primary identity (8 per cent), 1 when European identity was

countries where personal income was measured. Regression results suggest that personal income quartile
does not affect individual support for membership, as the effect of income was statistically insignificant.
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placed second (10 per cent), and 0 when respondent did not name Europe as a source of
either primary or secondary identity. Surprisingly, European identity appears to be more
prevalent in non-applicant countries, reported as primary identity by 11 per cent and as
secondary identity by 12 per cent of the respondents. In the candidate country sample,
these figures were 6 and 9, respectively.
Tnist in the national government. Because the popularity of an incumbent government is

likely to be a function of both partisan suppon and government performance, our
explanatory variable is conceptualized simply as "trust in government." The NDB survey
presented respondents with a list of various institutions, including the national
government, and asked them to indicate trust in that institution on a 7-point scale where I
represented no trust and 7 signified great trust. This initial coding was retained. The
resulting distribution was skewed; 20 per cent of respondents reported having no trust in
the government, while only 4 per cent had "great trust." Overall, 55 per cent of
respondents were in categories 1, 2, or 3; only a quarter placed themselves in categories
5. 6. or 7. Differences between the candidate and non-applicant samples are minor,
although in the latter, opinions tend to be a bit more polarized, with greater proportion of
respondents reporting extremely low or high levels of trust.
Proximity to accession. To test the hypothesis that individual-level support for EU

membership might be affected by the country's proximity to accession, I constructed a
variable coded according to the year when the country was invited to open accession
negotiations with the EU. The first-echelon countries that opened accession negotiations
in early 1998 (the Czech Republic, Poland, Hungary, and Slovenia) were coded 2, the
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second-group countries that opened negotiations in the year 2000 (Bulgaria, Romania.
Slovakia) were coded I. and countries currently not included in the formal accession
process (Belarus, Croatia, Serbia) were coded 0.
Table 8. Description of variables

Support for EU membership

Expected effect of EU membership on:
political stability
economic development
consumer prices
unemployment
personal income

1 = strongly opposed
2 = somewhat opposed
3 = somewhat in favor
4 = strongly in favor
I = positive effect
0 = no effect/don't know
1 = negative effect

Democratic values

2 = no authoritarian alternatives endorsed
I = one authoritarian alternative endorsed
0 = two or more authoritarian alternatives endorsed

European identity-

0 = "Europe" not chosen
1 = "Europe" as secondary identity
2 = "Europe" as primary identity
1-7. where 1 = no trust and 7 = great trust

Trust in national government
Unemployed
Recipient of state benefits
Education
Age

Sex

Proximity to accession

National wealth

respondents who have been unemployed at any
time during the last year
respondents receiving any form of state benefits
age of respondent when left school
actual age of respondent
1 = male
2 = female
0 = country not included in the formal
accession process
1 = country opened accession negotiations in 2000
2 = country opened accession negotiations in 1998
GNP per capita, in thousands of US dollars

National Wealth. National wealth is operationalized as GNP per capita in 1998, measured

in thousands of US dollars. The data come from the World Bank Group (1999). GNP per
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capita ranges from S9760 in Slovenia to SI230 in Bulgaria, with the mean of 54028.^'*
The average level of per capita wealth for the candidate countries (S4584) was
significantly higher than that for the three non-applicant countries (S2885).

6.4 ElESULTS FROM SIX APPLICANT COUNTRIES

Table 9 presents the results of two separate maximum-likelihood ordered logit
models. Model 1 includes all variables that were hypothesized to have an effect on
individual support for membership. Model 2 in the second column excludes the five
indicatoro measuring utilitarian expectations. The results of this model are presented in
order to assess the performance of socio-economic variables as proxies for utilitarian
e.xpectations. when direct measures of the latter are not included. Both models are
statistically significant, as indicated by significant chi-squared values.
The effects of all five variables measuring utilitarian expectations are statistically
significant and in the expected direction. The variables measuring individual
competitiveness, however, have mixed effects. Individual's sex, along with the proposed
new measures of competitiveness - history of unemployment and reliance on state
benefits - do not have statistically significant effects on support for EU membership. The
effects of education and age, however, are statistically significant, suggesting that young,
well-educated respondents are more supportive of membership than others. The effects of
variables measuring individual competitiveness remain largely unchanged when direct

The World Bank estimated Serbia's per capita GNP to be in the lower middle income range (S761-3030).
I used the middle value of this income group (SI 900) as a rough estimate of the missing obser\'ation.
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measures of utilitarian expectations are omitted (Model 2), suggesting that these
expectations do not vary as a function of individual competitiveness.
Table 9. Individual-level determinants of support: six applicant countries
(Maximum-likelihood ordered logit estimates, with standard errors in parentheses)

Model I

Model 2

Utilitarian expectations:

EU:Political stability
EUiEconomic development
EU:Consumer prices
EU:Unemployment
EUrPersonal income

.81
.73
.23
.21
.51

(.05)**
(.05)**
(.04)**
(.04)**
(.05)**

Individual competitiveness/ socioeconomic variables:

History of unemployment
Recipient of state benefits
Sex
Age
Education

-.01
-.04
-.00
-.00
.02

(.08)
(.06)
(.05)
(.00)**
(.01)**

-.00
-.03
-.09
-.01
.03

(.07)
(.05)
(.05)
(.00) 4c
(-01)

.34
.53

(.04)**
(.05)**

.61
.62

(.04)**
(.05)**

.10

(.02)**

.17

(.02)**

-.05
-.03

(.04)
(.01)*

-.08
-.07

(.04)*
(.01)**

Value orientations:

Democratic values
European identity
Domestic politics:

Tmst in government
National-level variables:

Proximity to accession
National wealth
N
Log Likelihood
LR Chi-square
Prob > chi-square
Pseudo-R"
•• statistically significant at a < .01
* statistically significant at a <.05

6073
-5468.71
2382.44
.00
-17

6073
-6293.947
731.97
.00
.06
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The results reported in Table 9 also offer preliminary support to hypotheses 3, 4 and
5a, focusing, respectively, on democratic values. European identity, and trust in
government. All three variables have statistically significant positive effects on support
for EU membership, suggesting that democratically-minded respondents who trust the
government and identify as Europeans hold more positive views of integration than
others. The performance of macro-level control variables is mixed: while the level of
national wealth appears to be inversely related to membership in both models, the
negative effect of proximity is significant only in Model 2.
Finding statistically significant relationships, however, tells us little about the
substantive relevance of our hypotheses. In contrast to OLS estimates, regression
coefficients produced by the MLE method do not provide for substantively meaningful
interpretation. To assess the substantive effects of each variable, therefore, we need to
focus on the probability of obser\'ing a given value on the dependent variable, given a
certain set of values on the independent variables. The substantive effects of statistically
significant independent variables are reported in Table 10. Specifically, the table reports
the predicted probability of "strong support" for EU membership when each independent
variable is constrained to its minimum value (column 2), and subsequently, to its
maximum value (column 3). The difference between these probabilities (column 4)
expresses the substantive effect of each explanatory variable.^''

1 wish to thank an anonymous reviewer at Comparative Political Studies for advice on how to present and
interpret substantive effects of independent variables, using MLE regression results. I chose to focus on
changes in the probability of "strong support" for EU membership because these changes appeared to be
more dramatic than those associated with any other categor>' of the dependent variable.
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Table 10. Substantive effects of individual-level variables in applicant countries
Independent variable (X)

P(Y=4 if X = min)

P(Y=4 if X = max)

Difference
(column 3 - column 2)

.14
.15
.29
.30
.23

.39
.38
.37
.37
.40

.25
.23
.08
.07
.17

.31
.37

.46
.29

.15
-.08

.25
.21

.36
.26

.11
.05

.30

.40

.10

.35

.31

-.04

Utilitarian expectations:

EUrPolitical stability
EU:Economic development
EUrConsumer prices
E U: (Jnemp Icyment
EU:Personal income

Competitiveness/socio-economic variables*

Education
Age
Value orientation/identit\-

Democratic values
European identity
Domestic politics

Trust in govemment
Macro-level variables

National wealth

* The observed range of education (defined as age when respondent left school) was 8 to 60 years. .\ge
ranged from 18 to 93 years. GDP ranged from 1 390 to 9760 dollars per capita. Minimum and ma.ximum
values for all other variables were given in Table 8.

The effects reported in Table 10 allow us to respond to the possible criticism that
statistical significance may mask negligible substantive impact. Overall, this criticism is
unfounded, although the magnitude of some statistically significant effects is indeed quite
small. Some measures of utilitarian expectations appear to be more potent predictors of
support for membership than others. Specifically, general sociotropic expectations appear
to be stronger determinants of support than expected changes in specific macro-economic
conditions. In other words, individuals who expect accession to have positive
consequences for political stability and economic development are. respectively, 25 and
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23 per cent more likely to be convinced of the desirability of membership than those
respondents who expect negative effects in these realms. Expectations of specific macroeconomic effects on consumer prices and unemployment, in contrast, have much weaker
substantive effects on support for membership, changing the predicted probability of
strong support by only 7 and 8 percentage poims, respectively. Aside from sociotropic
calculations, pocketbook expectations also play an important role, as individuals who
expect membership to have positive effects on personal income are 17 per cent more
likely to support membership than those expecting personal losses. Overall, then, the
statistical results are consistent with hypothesis 1. Utilitarian support, however, seems to
be determined primarily by general sociotropic expectations, while awareness of the
specific effects of integration seems to be less developed and less consequential.
The modest substantive effects of education and age offer further evidence of the
poor performance of the individual competitiveness argument. The substantive effect of
education (.15) should be seen as very weak if we keep in mind that education was
measured as respondent's age when he or she left school, ranging, in the given
subsample, from 8 to 60 years. In light of this observed range, the difference between
high school and university educated respondents, in terms of their level of support of
accession, is negligible. Similar reasoning can be applied to understanding the effect of
age - while young people appear to be more supportive of membership than the older
generation, the substantive effect (-.08) is based on the contrast between extreme values
(minimum 18, maximum 93 years) and becomes virtually negligible when comparing
standard age categories. Our results, therefore, suggest that individual competitiveness is
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not a substantively meaningful predictor of support for the EU: three of the suggested
proxies (sex, history of unemployment, reliance on state benefits) do not have statistically
significant effects, and the effects of education and age are statistically significant but
substantively negligible.
Further, our results lend some support to the value-based and domestic politics
approaches. The substantive effect of democratic values is .11, suggesting that
respondents who reject authoritarian alternatives to democratic governance are 11 per
cent more likely to endorse accession than those favoring two or more such alternatives.
European identity, in contrast, yields a very weak effect: respondents who chose Europe
as their primary identity are only five per cent more likely to support membership than
others. The effect of incumbent support is also modest, while substantive enough not to
be entirely dismissed. Specifically, a shift from the minimum to the maximum level of
trust in the national government is associated with a .10 change in the probability of
strong support for EU membership, with government loyalists more likely to support
accession than those dissatisfied with incumbent performance. Finally, the effects of
national wealth are negligible, as the contrast between the poorest and the richest country
produces a difference of only 4 percentage points in the probability of support for
integration.
Overall, utilitarian expectations appear to be the strongest determinants of support in
the six candidate countries analyzed, while value orientations and domestic political
evaluations have statistically significant but substantively modest effects. Individual
competitiveness does not affect support for membership either directly or indirectly, as a
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basis for differential utilitarian expectations. Based on these findings, we can compile a
preliminary profile of a CEE euroenthusiast and a euroskeptic. The individual least likely
to endorse accession has strong negative expectations about the political and economic
effects of EU membership, has no trust in the national government, prefers authoritarian
alternatives to the current political system, and bases her identity on national or local,
rather than supranational allegiances. The person most likely to endorse membership, in
contrast, is a strong democrat who trusts the national government, places European
identity before national or local identity, and expects EU membership to involve both
societal and individual gains.

6.5 RESULTS FROM THREE NON-APPLICANT COUNTRIES

A test of the seven hypotheses with data from three countries not included in the
enlargement process - Belarus, Croatia, and Serbia - produces results that are generally
consistent with findings from applicant countries. The results of the maximum-likelihood
ordered logit estimation are reported in Table 11, and substantive effects are shown in
Table 12. As indicated by the chi-square test, the model is significant, producing a
reasonable pseudo-R-square value of .20.
Confirming the results from candidate countries, utilitarian expectations in nonapplicant states have statistically significant positive effects on support for membership.
The substantive effects of the five variables, on the whole, are somewhat stronger than
those found in the applicant countries. Expectations of increased political stability appear
as the strongest determinant of support for membership (substantive effect .30), followed
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by hopes that accession will contribute to the country's general economic development
(.22). Compared to the applicant countries, the expected effects of accession on specific
macro-economic conditions, such as inflation and unemployment are a more potent
predictor of support, as indicated by substantive effects of .15 and .19. respectively. This
finding is interesting, because as discussed earlier (Figure 8). respondents in nonapplicant countries were less likely to have fixed expectations regarding the effects of
membership. The effect of pocketbook expectations, however, is virtually identical to that
found in the candidate states (.16).
Socio-economic proxies for individual competitiveness perform slightly better in the
non-applicant group than in the applicant subsample. While a history of unemployment
and reliance on state benefits continue to have insignificant effects, sex appears as a
statistically significant but substantively negligible (-.04) determinant of support in the
non-applicant group. Education and age also have statistically significant effects, as
younger, highly educated individuals appear to be more supportive of membership than
others. The substantive effects of these two variables (.19 and -.15), respectively, are
modest but slightly stronger than those found in the applicant subsample, even when
considered against each variable's observed range (5 to 45 years for education, 18 to 85
years for age). The individual competitiveness argument therefore continues to perform
poorly also in non-applicant states, since sex, age and education do not explain much of
the observed variation in the dependent variable. Furthermore, the omission of direct
measures of utilitarian e.xpectations (Model 2) does not bring significant changes in the
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performance of the socio-economic variables,

refuting the argument

expectations vary as a function of individual competitiveness.
Table 11. Individual-level determinants of support: non-applicant countries
(Ma.\imum-likeIihood ordered logistic estimates, with standard errors in parentheses)
Variable

Model 2

Model I

Utilitarian expectations:

EUrPolitical stability
EUrEconomic development
EU.Consumer prices
EU:UnempIoyment
EU:Personal income

.85
.63
.40
.49
.44

(.09)**
(.11)**
(.09)**
(.09)**
(.11)*^

Individual conwetitiveness/ socioeconomic variables:

(.09)

.02
-.01

(.09)
(.08)
(.08)**
(.01)**
(.00)**

- .01
- .04
-.19
.04
-.02

.31
.38

(.06)**
(.06)**

.55
.51

-.06

(.02)**

-.10

(.02)^

National wealth

.93

(.04)**

.32

(.03)^

N
LR Chi-square
Prob > chi-square
Pseudo-R"

2952
1221.95
.00
.20

Unemployment
State benefits
Sex
Education
Age

.05
.07
-.21

(.08)

(.07)**
(.01)**

(.00)**

Value orientations:

Democratic values
European identity

(.05)**
(.06)**

Domestic Dolitics:

Trust in government
Macro-level variables:

2952
554.52
.00
.09

Value-based explanations perform slightly better. Democratic values have a
statistically significant positive effect on support for integration. The substantive effect
(.12) suggests that individuals who do not miss any of the authoritarian features of the old
regime are 12 percentage points more likely to have strongly pro-European attitudes than
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those individuals who favor multiple alternatives to the current regime.

European

identity, another value-based determinant, appears to be a more potent predictor of
attitudes toward the EU in non-applicant states (substantive effect .15) than in the
candidate countries where the substantive effect was a negligible .05.
While incumbent support was associated with more positive evaluations of the EU in
the candidate states, we did not expect this hypothesis to hold in non-applicant countries
governed by authoritarian leaders and characterized by a poor human right records,
deviations from democratic governance, and self-isolation from the West. At the time of
the fieldwork for the survey (1998). the three non-applicant countries analyzed here all
had such regimes in place and were led by authoritarian presidents, including Milosevic
in Serbia, Tudjman in Croatia, and Lukashenko in Belarus. As stated in hypothesis 5b. we
expect that in non-applicant countries, support for incumbent "rogue regimes" is
associated with reduced support for the EU. This reversed incumbent support hypothesis
is confirmed, as trust in government has a statistically significant negative effect on
support for membership in the given subsample. The magnitude of this effect, however, is
rather weak: a shift from the minimum to the maximum level of incumbent support
reduces support for the EU by only six percentage points.
Finally, the effects of macro-lcvel control variables are quite different in the nonapplicant countries. While in the six candidate countries, national wealth had a weak
negative effect on support for EU membership, the variable has a strong positive effect
on the attitudes of the non-applicant publics. The difference in the probability of strong
support between the poorest and the richest country is .39. This finding, however, is
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based on differences of wealth among just three countries, and therefore, cannot be
generalized with reasonable confidence.
Table 12. Substantive effects of individual-level variables in non-applicant countries
Independent variable (X)

P(Y=4) if X = min

P(Y=4) if X = max

Difference
(column 3 - column 2)

.21
.25
.31
.29
.30

.51
.47
.46
.48
.46

.30
.22
.15
.19
.16

.43
.34
.46

.39
.53
.31

-.04
.19
-.15

.31
.38

.43
.53

.12
.15

Trust in government

.43

.37

-.06

National wealth

.25

.64

.39

Utilitarian expectations:

EUrPoIitical stability
EU:Economic development
EUrConsumer prices
EUrUnemployment
EU:Personal income

Competitiveness/ socio-economic variables

Sex
Education
Age
Value orieniation/identit\-

Democratic values
European identity
Domestic politics

6.6 CO.NCLUSIONS

In order to explain cross-national variations in public support for European
integration and to predict referendum outcomes, we need to understand the determinants
of micro-level attitudes toward the EU. The results of this analysis suggest that these
attitudes are complex, shaped by a combination of individual and national-level factors.
The findings of this chapter suggest that utilitarian expectations of gain play an
important role in shaping public attitudes toward the EU. The analysis showed that
individual decisions to endorse accession are based largely on the expected effects of
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membership on political stability, national economic performance, and personal income.
This finding contributes to the debate about the relative imponance of sociotropic and
ego-centric expectations as a basis of individual voting calculations (Kinder and Kiewiet
1979, Fiorina 1981. Lewis-Beck 1988), suggesting that in the case of EU accession, both
kinds of expectations are present and play an important role. In some important ways,
however, our findings challenge existing propositions and methodological approaches.
The prevalent utilitarian explanation, validated by data from Western European countries,
has argued that micro-level expectations about the effects of European integration are
based on individual ability to compete on a liberalized labor market. This approach
assumes that more competitive individuals can expect greater benefits from integration
and are therefore more supportive of membership. The findings of this analysis, however,
lead us to question this link. Improving upon the arguably less rigorous measures
employed by previous studies, this study added history of unemployment and reliance on
state benefits as proxies for individual competitiveness. These new measures were not
correlated with support for EU membership and traditional proxies (education and sex)
had negligible substantive effects in most countries included in this analysis.
Our results also challenge the view that micro-level utilitarian calculations are based
primarily on the expected effects of market liberalization. In fact, increased political
stability was the most frequently expected positive consequence of accession, and
expectations regarding political development turned out to be a more important
determinant of support than the expected economic benefits. This finding suggests that
narrow conceptualizations of European integration solely

in terms of market
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liberalization may be questionable in light of the broadening scope of EU policies. Thus,
the publics may perceive the EU as a product of not only "negative" integration, defined
by the removal of obstacles to free exchange, but also of "positive" integration, marked
by increasingly interventionist common policies in the political, economic, and social
spheres. In sum, our analysis of individual competitiveness and utilitarian support for
integration leads us to the following conclusions:
a) In the CEE context, standard socio-economic variables may be poor proxies of
individual competitiveness;
b) Individual competitiveness, even if measured more directly, is not a reliable
predictor of public attitudes toward the EU;
c) Public support towards EU membership is affected by both sociotropic and
pocketbook expectations;
d) CEE publics expect the EU to provide not only greater economic welfare but
also non-economic goods such as political stability.

Our evidence lends support to the argument that mass attitudes towards European
integration are affected by political values, incumbent support, and the type of individual
identity. The finding that people who subscribe to authoritarian values are significantly
less supportive of integration is consistent with the argument that CEE publics strive for
EU membership because they share the liberal norms of the Union. Combined with the
finding that support for membership was closely tied to expectations regarding greater
political stability, the importance of democratic norms in determining public attitudes
suggests that the CEE publics may be motivated by the desire to finalize the break with
the authoritarian past and confirm their countries' status as "normal" democracies.
In the candidate countries, attitudes toward the EU also reflect satisfaction with
government performance. The finding that support for EU membership covaries with
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trust in the national government is consistent with the incumbent popularity argument
proposed by Franklin, van der Eijk, and Marsh (1995). A plausible interpretation links
this finding with the discrepancy between elite and mass attitudes toward integration:
because the masses are often too uninformed and disinterested to form independent
opinions on integrative issues, their willingness to endorse the elite-driven integration
project is partially dependent on their overall trust in the national elites. An important
implication of this observation is that the timing of a national referendum matters: when
government approval ratings are high, the public is more likely to endorse accession. A
vote on accession will, at least partly, be a vote of confidence to the national government.
The eventual impact of incumbent support on actual referendum vote may be partly
determined by the institutional context of these referendums: if Hug and Sciarini's (2000)
conclusions hold outside of Western Europe, this impact will be strongest if the CEE
accession referendums are binding and initiated by the government, rather than
constitutionally required.
This study also tested the intriguing argument that loyalty towards the incumbent
regime has a negative effect on support for European integration in transition countries
whose governments have been less eager to adopt the Western model of democracy and
capitalism. The three non-applicant countries included in this study - Belarus, Croatia,
and Serbia - are clear examples of such "rogue-regimes" whose neglect of Western
norms has led to a strained relationship with the EU. Our data suggest that government
loyalists in these countries were indeed more likely to be euroskeptics. although the
negative effect of incumbent support was relatively weak.
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7. ECONOMIC VOTING, COLLECTIVE BENEFITS, AND PRE-ACCESSION
EVALUATIONS OF THE EUROPEAN UNION

As the Western European empirical literature has demonstrated, mass support for EU
membership varies not only as a function of individual-level socioeconomic and
attitudinal characteristics but also in response to broader national-level conditions. Of the
three theoretical approaches discussed in Chapter 4, the utilitarian explanation has the
most developed macro-level version. Extending the theory of economic voting to the
supranational level, macro-level utilitarian explanations expect that citizens hold the EU
at least partly responsible for changes in national-level economic conditions. The limited
but expanding empirical literature has shown that inflationary pressures seem to erode
citizens' support for the EU, while patterns of unemployment and economic growth have
relatively weak effects (Eichenberg and Dalton 1993. Mahler, Taylor and Wozniak
2000). In addition to economic voting, the Western European empirical literature has
focused on differential collective benefits that nations derive from EU membership,
showing that countries and regions that rely heavily on intra-EU trade and are net
beneficiaries from the EU budget are more likely to support membership than others
(Anderson and Reichert 1996, Eichenberg and Dalton 1993, Mahler, Taylor and Wozniak
2000).
These macro-level utilitarian hypotheses rest on the assumption that, for memberstate citizens, the EU constitutes a supranational incumbent that can be punished or
rewarded for economic performance to the extent that it is seen as co-responsible for
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economic outcomes. This chapter argues that the supranational economic voting thesis
and the differential collective benefits argument can be expected to hold not only in the
EU member-states but also in candidate states that have close pre-accession ties to the
EU. Specifically, there are two reasons why we can expect the relationship to hold in
CEE transition countries. First, recent studies have shown that the economic voting thesis
performs quite well in explaining electoral support for national political incumbents in
CEE transition countries. Second, while it is true that the EU does not constitute an actual
supranational incumbent, CEE economic policies and transition strategies have been
dictated in large degree by the goal of rapid accession to the EU. Because of the intensity
of economic ties and the degree of EU's leverage in the pre-accession period, it is
reasonable to expect that CEE publics include the EU in their assignments of blame and
praise for national economic performance.
After explaining the rationale for extending the propositions of supranational
economic voting into the Eastern context, this chapter develops three main hypotheses,
focusing on changes in national economic conditions, structure of the economy, and preaccession economic ties with the EU as potential macro-level determinants of public
support in the candidate countries. These hypotheses are tested with a combination of
survey and macro-economic data from ten CEE candidate countries, using a crosssectional time-series design."*"

EU's leverage on CEE economic policies through the association and pre-accession agreements and
instruments is limited to the candidate countries. Hypothesis-testing in this chapter therefore focuses on the
ten candidate states included in the official enlargement process (in contrast to chapter 6 that also included
three non-applicant countries).
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7.1 RAT[ONALE AND HYPOTHESES

In the Western European context, the proposed link between macro-level economic
conditions and popular support for the EU represents an extension of the economic voting
literature that focuses on support for national incumbents. The proposition that the EU
is co-responsible for economic performance is derived from the generally unquestioned
assumption that the EU is a "supranational incumbent" that shares responsibility for
economic outcomes. In light of the di ctrines of direct effect and the supremacy of
community law over national legislation, this assumption is difficult to reject.

Any

attempt to extend the supranational economic voting argument to the Eastern candidate
states, however, must explain why we would expect a link between national-level
economic performance and support for the EU in a situation where the EU does not, at
least formally, enjoy such incumbent status. This chapter argues that such a link is
plausible because a) recent literature on CEE electoral behavior has produced significant
evidence that support for incumbent and pro-reform parties is affected by economic
factors, and b) to a large extent, CEE economic policies in the pre-accession period have
been dictated by the goal of rapid accession to the EU. I will focus on each argument in
turn.
The tremendous economic and political changes in the region make Central and
Eastern Europe a fertile ground for new tests of the economic voting hypothesis (Pacek
1994, Powers and Cox 1997. Harper 2000, Fidrmuc 2000). Existing studies have
examined how individual-level perceptions of the transition experience affect support for
pro-reform and leftist parties. Of particular interest is the return of ex-communists to
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power in many transition states, such as Poland. Lithuania, and Bulgaria (Harper 2000).
Similar hypotheses have been tested with aggregate macro-level data. Pacek (1994)
demonstrates that deteriorating economic conditions diminish voter turnout and lead the
hardest hit segments of the population to turn from pro-reform forces toward both
conventional and extremist opposition parties. Using regional election results and
economic data from the Czech Republic, Hungary, Poland, and Slovakia, Fidrmuc (2000)
demonstrated that support for pro-reform and leftist parties varies in response to
unemployment, regional entrepreneurial activity, and sectoral employment patterns.
Powers and Cox (1997). however, show that the relationship between satisfaction with
economic reforms and voting behavior is mediated by assignments of blame for
economic hardship to either the communist system or the activities of the first wave
reformers. Using survey and election data from Poland, they show that assignments of
blame vary with socioeconomic and demographic characteristics such as education and
age. Other studies, however, have reported little correlation between economic
evaluations and voting behavior in transition countries. A notable example is Harper
(2000) who examines pro-reform incumbent and ex-communist party voting intentions in
Lithuania, Hungary and Bulgaria, concluding that the electoral successes of excommunists in these countries were only modestly affected by economic considerations.
Despite the occasionally conflicting results, economic factors appear to be a significant
determinant of post-communist electoral behavior.
If economic conditions and perceptions affect support for CEE national incumbents,
could they also influence support for the EU? Because the CEE countries are not
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members of the EU, it may seem that the EU does not constitute an incumbent who couid
be punished or rewarded for the economic experiences of the CEE citizens. While it is
true that primary responsibility for implementing economic policies in CEE countries
rests with the national governments, the EU has, over the course of the 1990s, assumed
high visibility as a political actor with considerable leverage over CEE economic polices.
Indeed, the goal of joining the European Union has guided CEE legislative activity and
policy-making to an extent that has sometimes resembled a self-imposed EU dictatc. All
candidates have committed to costly reforms in order to fulfill the EU membership
criteria, adopted at the European Council meeting in Copenhagen in 1993. While meeting
the political criteria (stability of democratic institutions, rule of law, respect for human
and minority rights) has been less costly and less controversial, fulfilling the economic
requirements (a functioning market economy, ability to withstand competitive pressures)
presumes extensive economic restructuring that involves significant short-term costs
while many benefits become evident only in the long term. The effects of European
integration are, in many respects, difficult to distinguish from the consequences of postcommunist transitions. Transition policies, such as economic liberalization, removal of
trade barriers, reduction of state aids, privatization, price liberalization, fiscal discipline,
and the creation of a new regulatory environment have been reinforced and accelerated
by pre-accession instruments such as the association agreements, pre-accession
partnerships, and the requirement of legal harmonization. In general, the EU has
rewarded aggressive pro-market reform that has often resulted in short-term economic
and social dislocations. In addition, European integration has constrained government
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autonomy and responsiveness to the demands of the electorate: the commitment to
accession has effectively locked Eastern European governments into a free market
system, making a lapse into protectionism or excessive social spending politically costly.
In light of these consequences, the losers of the transition process have legitimate reasons
to regard the policy of European integration as co-responsible for their plight.
As evident from the above, the EU's leverage, along with the economic, political,
and legal integration already under way. has played an important role in shaping the
economic and political realities in the transition countries. In fact, European integration
has been an integral part of the post-communist economic and political transitions. CEE
governments, without consulting the publics, have embarked on far-reaching reforms in
the name of EU membership, adopting stringent social and environmental regulations,
liberalizing their economies, and harmonizing legislation with that of the EU. While
many of these policies are costly, they often have no tangible immediate payoffs for the
CEE citizens, leading to the perception that EU-associated spending does little to
alleviate the social and economic problems affecting the majority of the populace.""
Clearly, then, citizen frustration with the economic realities of the transition period could
erode support not only for national incumbents, but also for the policy-dictating priority
of European integration. This reasoning is consistent with existing literature on CEE
economic voting because the reform-communist and extreme opposition parties shown to
benefit from popular economic discontent are generally less committed, if not opposed, to

•" For instance, the Estonian government's decision to construct a multi-million dollar "euro-prison"
designed to improve the living conditions of inmates caused considerable public outrage over misplaced
Western humanism that prioritizes the well-being of criminals over "honest people."
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EU membership. Even though the EU does not constitute a supranational incumbent, its
economic and political leverage in the region has had a profound impact on the mode.
speed, and specific terms of CEE economic restructuring. I expect, then, that public
support for European integration in CEE countries reflects satisfaction with economic
realities shaped by the mutually reinforcing goals of transition and integration.
Hypothesis 1: Pre-accession public evaluations of the EU covary with changes in the
national economic situation.
In addition to economic voting, the Western European empirical literature has
focused on differential collective benefits, such as aid and trade, that nations derive from
EU membership. This proposition is easily applicable in the CEE context. Among the
benefits that CEE candidates derive from pre-accession association with the EU are
access to European markets under the free trade provisions of the association agreements
and EU aid to candidate countries under the various assistance programs. Both of these
benefits have been differentially distributed among the candidate countries. While all
candidate countries have signed association agreements with the EU, eliminating trade
barriers on industrial goods, the speed and extent of trade reorientation has varied widely.
These variations can be attributed to a variety of factors, such as the competitiveness of
the export sectors, areas of comparative advantage, and access to alternative markets. As
evident from Table 13, the process of trade reorientation has been faster in Poland.
Hungary, the Czech Republic and Slovenia, where EU trade accounted for roughly 40 per
cent of total foreign trade already in 1993 and rose to at least 60 per cent by 1997. In
other countries, notably Bulgaria. Slovakia, and Lithuania, trade reorientation has been
far less rapid.
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Table 13. CEE imports and exports with the EU
(per cent of total)

Imports with EU as % of total Exports with EU as % of total
imports
exports
Bulgaria
Czech Republic
Estonia
Hungary
Latvia
Lithuania
Poland
Romania
Slovakia
Slovenia

1993

1995

1997

1993

28.0
42.6
23.3
40.1
17.1
18.7
57.6
45.3
20.6
46.2

36.5
61.1
66.0
61.5
50.0
37.1
63.4
50.5
34.8
68.8

37.7
61.5
59.2
62.8
53.2
46.5
63.8
52.5
39.5

28.1
41.6
17.8
46.5
24.4
16.9
64.3
41.3
24.1
42.6

61A

i

1995

1997

37.6
60.9
54.1
62.8
44.1
36.4
69.3
54.1
37.8
67.0

43.2
59.9
48.6
71.2
48.9
32.5
64.2
56.6
45.0
63.6

Source: European Commission regular reports on candidates' progress toward accession (1998 and 1999),
http://europa.eu.int/comm/enlargement

The Western European empirical literature has emphasized net returns from the EU
budget as another indicator of differential collective benefits. While CEE candidates do
not yet contribute to the EU budget, all ten countries have been beneficiaries under the
various aid programs, such as the general-purpose PHARE program and more recently
established

SAPARD and IPSA programs. EU financial assistance, however, is not

distributed strictly on a per capita basis but reflects countries' level of economic
development and ability to absorb and administer aid funding. As evident from Table 14.
there are significant differences in the amount of PHAEIE funding received by candidates.
For instance, both Hungary and the Czech Republic have populations of roughly 10
million people, but Hungary has received twice as much PHARE funding between 1990
and 1998 as the Czech Republic. Assuming that such differential distribution of benefits
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is reflected in CEE popular attitudes, I expect aggregate support for the EU to covary
with levels of aid and trade in the pre-accession period.
Hypothesis 2. Pre-accession public evaluations of the EU are positively correlated
with collective utilitarian benefits derived from pre-accession association with the
EU.

Table 14. PHARE allocations by country. 1990-1998
(millions of euro)

Bulgaria
Czech R.
Estonia
Hungary
Latvia
Lithuania
Poland
Romania
Slovakia
Slovenia

1990-92

1993

1994

1995

1996

1997

1998

223.3
0*
17.1
306.8
15.0
20.0
577.8
301.8
0»
9

85.2
60.0
12.0
99.0
18.0
25.0
225.0
139.9
40
11

85.0
60.0
22.5
85.0
29.5
39.0
206.8
100
40
24

83.0
110.0
24.0
92.0
32.5
42.0
174.0
66
46
25

62.5
54.0
31.0
101.0
37.0
53.0
203.0
118.4
4.5
22

66.0
60.0
35.1
88.0
43.0
50.0
148.0
100
43
25

108.0
46.0
23.5
87.0
23.5
36.0
212.0
117
56
1 16

Total

713
390
165.2
858.8
198.5
265.0
1746.6
943.1
229.5
132

Source: Estonian Ministry of Finance, 2000
* Czechoslovakia received 232.7 million euro in 1990-92

While the previous hypothesis focuses on retrospective determinants of support (aid
and trade in the pre-accession period), support for accession could also be affected by
expectations of prospective gains a country could derive from membership. Micro-level
studies of individual support for European integration have regarded economic
competitiveness as the main predictor of differential gains in a liberalized market. If this
proposition holds on the macro-level, we would expect that, ceteris paribus, more
competitive countries are better able to effectively exploit the opportunities of single
market than less competitive economies.

Building on existing literature that expects

prospects of gain to be a function of economic competitiveness, I expect that open.
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export-oriented economies should be better able to withstand competitive pressures and
take advantage of the opportunities created by market integration.
Other studies of Western European popular attitudes, however, have argued that on
the macro-level, less competitive regions, countries, and economic sectors can expect to
benefit more than others because they are key beneficiaries under the EU's structural and
agricultural support policies. In particular, the literature has regarded farmers as
disproportionate beneficiaries of membership because of the high level of agricultural
subsidization and protectionism in the EU. If these findings hold on the aggregate level.
CEE countries with large agricultural sectors should be more supportive of membership
than the publics of the more industrial or ser\'ices-heavy economies. Building on these
two arguments. I expect that prospective expectations of gain covary with the structure
and competitiveness of candidate country economies.
Hypothesis 3. Pre-accession public evaluations of the EU covaiy with prospects of
economic gain derived from the structure and openness of the national economy.

7.2. RESE.A.RCH DESIGN. D.A.T.\- .-\ND METHODS

This study uses a pooled time-series design that covers ten CEE candidate countries
observed annually between 1992 and 1997. The unit of analysis is a country-year and
looking at ten countries over a period of six years gives us sixty cases. Pooled time-series
designs have been successfully used to test the economic voting argument at both
national and supranational level by several previous studies (Eichenberg and Dalton
1993; Mahler. Taylor and VVozniak 2000). This design is well suited for our purposes
because it allows us to explain variations in public support for the EU both over time and
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across countries. The temporal and spatial properties of pooled time-series data, however,
pose distinct problems for regression estimation. Following the methodological
suggestions of Beck and Katz (1995), this study uses OLS regression with panel
corrected standard errors as the main estimation technique. Panel corrected standard
errors allow for more accurate estimations of variability than the main alternative,
generalized least squares, that tend to produce standard errors that lead to extreme
overconfidence.
Our dependent variable, pre-accession public evaluations of the EU, is measured
with data from the Central and Eastern Eurobarometer, a cross-national survey launched
by the European Commission under the direction of Karlheinz Reif and George
Cunningham."*' In each country, a multi-stage random probability sample was drawn,
covering approximately 1000 citizens aged fifteen

years and over. The series was

terminated in 1997, precluding an analysis of more recent data. Because the number of
countries included each year is not constant, our analysis will focus on the ten countries
included in the formal enlargement process for which data are consistently available from
1992 to 1997. These ten countries include Bulgaria, the Czech Republic. Estonia,
Hungary. Latvia. Lithuania, Poland, Romania, Slovakia, and Slovenia.
Our independent variables ~ macroeconomic conditions, pre-accession benefits, and
structure of the economy - are operationalized using a number of specific indicators that
will be discussed below. Because conclusions about causality hinge on the temporal
precedence of explanatory variables to the dependent variable, all independent variables

The data are available through the Inter-University Consortium for Political and Social Research
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based on annual economic indicators are lagged one year, thus covering the period from
1991 to 1996."*^ The data come from a variety of sources, including OSCE transition
reports, the statistical archives of Business Central Europe, and IMF Direction of Trade
Statistics yearbooks. In all cases, virtually all observations on a given variable come from

one source, ensuring consistency in measurement and definition. Separate national
sources were used only to fill in a few missing observations, as explained in footnote 43.
7.2.1 Dependent variable

Over the years, the Central and Eastern Eurobarometer has used a variety of survey
questions to measure CEE citizens' perceptions of the EU and their attitudes toward
membership. This study uses the following CEEB sur\'ey question: "As you might know,
12 (15) states of "Western" Europe form together the European Community (European
Union). Would you say that your impressions of the aims and activities of the European
Community (Union) are generally positive, neutral, or negative?" Although this question
does not explicitly measure support for EU membership, it was chosen because it is the
only applicable question that has been asked consistently, in unchanged format, for all
years included in the current analysis. This ensures uniform measurement across
countries and time periods and lends credibility to the pooled time-series design used in
this study.

In order to better assess the temporal properties of the data. 1 ran a separate regression model without
introducing the lag. The results were significantly weaker, suggesting that the efTects of macro-economic
changes on public attitudes are not immediate, but delayed. However, it should be noted that introducing
the lag complicates accurate measurement of independent variables for countries that did not exist as
independent political entities before 1991 (the three Baltic states) or 1993 (Czech Republic. Slovakia.
Slovenia). In some cases, observations for these cases were obtained from separate national sources or were
constrained to the temporally closest officially reported value. These approximations, however, affect a
relatively small proportion of our data and are unlikely to substantially bias the results.
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Responses to the above-mentioned CEEB survey question were coded as "positive",
"negative," or "don't know." As the proportion of respondents reporting a negative image
was uniformly rather small (generally in single digits), cross-national variation in support
rates is largely determined by the ratio of the "don't know" answers to positive answers.
This study uses three different dependent variables derived from these answers. These
variables can be identified as positive, negative, and net evaluations. Positive and
negative evaluations are measured as the percentage of respondents in each countr>' who
reponed having a positive or negative image of EU's aims and activities, respectively.
Net image allows us to capture these conflicting views in a single measure: it is
calculated by subtracting the percentage of respondents who had a negative image of the
EU from the percentage of respondents with a positive impression of EU aims and
activities."*^ The reason for including three different variables is quite simple: as
confirmed by our findings, support and opposition to EU membership appear to be
determined by somewhat different factors. Including three dependent variables allows us
to account for this complexity.
7.2.2 Independent variables

The previous section hypothesized that pre-accession public evaluations of the EU
could be affected by macro-economic conditions, collective benefits derived from preaccession association with the EU, and the prospects of future gains based on the
structure of the national economy. A number of specific indicators will be used to

Cross-national and temporal variations in EU's image among candidate country publics, as recorded by
the net score, were reported in Chapter 5.
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operationalize these concepts."*" I also include two additional variables to control for the
institutional context of CEE-EU relations.
Macro-economic conditions are measured by five variables, including GDP per capita in

US dollars, annual percentage change in GDP. unemployment rate, annual change in
unemployment rate, and inflation, measured as annual change in consumer prices. These
are standard measures used by numerous tests of the economic voting hypotheses and
therefore do not require further defense (Eichenberg and Dalton 1993, Mahler. Taylor
and Wozniak 2000). However, it should be noted that these measures enable us to focus
on both long-term cross-national differences in economic conditions, measured by GDP
per capita and unemployment rates, as well as short-term economic dynamics, reflected
in annual changes in GDP, unemployment, and consumer prices. Data on these measures
come from OECD and Business Central Europe.
Pre-accession benefits. Existing studies that focus on public attitudes in EU member

states have used levels of trade with other EU countries and net returns from the EU
budget as predictors of public support for membership. This study uses pre-accession
equivalents of these measures, focusing on levels of pre-accession trade and aid. Preaccession trade is measured as a country's trade with the EU as a percentage of total
annual trade, relying on trade statistics from IMF. Pre-accession EU aid is measured as
the per capita value of accumulated PHARE allocations received by a country. Although
this measure does not incorporate all different sources of EU aid, it is the most direct

•*" The choice of operational indicators for the key independent variables was influenced by the need to
avoid the problem of multicollinearity. Various additional indicators, such as more specific measures of
imports and exports, as well as annual levels of FDI and aid inflow were considered. These measures,
however, were not included because of the resulting high correlations between independent variables.
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measure available. The PHARE program, established in 1990. is the main instrument for
allocation of general-purpose EU grants to the associated countries. This measure,
however, omits EU loans that are often provided through the G24 framework and hence
less directly associated with the Union. Information on PHARE allocations was obtained
from the Estonian Ministry of Finance and population figures come from Business
Central Europe."*^
Stnictiire of the economy. Building on existing literature that expects prospects of gain to

be a function of economic competitiveness. I expected open, export-oriented economies
to be better able to take advantage of the opportunities of market integration. I use two
measures of economic openness, including e.xports as a percentage of GDP and
accumulated foreign direct investment as a percentage of GDP. Annual export figures
come from the IMF. FDI statistics are obtained from OSCE, and GDP data from Business
Central Europe.

Second, I assumed that prospects of gain reflect sectoral composition of the
candidate country economies, expecting that countries with large agricultural sectors
should have higher aggregate-level support for EU membership. 1 use the percentage of
labor force employed in the agricultural sector as a rough measure of the importance of
agriculture, relying on data from OECD. Because of the extensive restructuring of CEE
economies in the 1990s, the rate of agricultural employment varies quite significantly
over the observed period, as well as from country to country.

The per capita measures remain approximate because of imprecise population figures included in the
calculation. Furthermore, PH.\RE multi-countr\- allocations were omitted because breakdown by recipient
could not be ascertained.
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Institutional context. Because the literature on economic voting has emphasized the need

to control for the institutional context, 1 include two indicators designed to control for the
institutional aspects of CEE-EU relations. The central claim in national-level economic
voting literature is that institutions structure the 'clarity of responsibility' and
assigrmients of blame, determining the extent to which an incumbent can be held
responsible for changes in economic conditions. Extending this argument to the
supranational level. I expect that CEE countries hold the EU co-responsible for their
economic experiences in proportion to their country's association with the EU. While the
strength of CEE-EU ties at a given point of time is difficult to measure, there are two
clear, formal steps that mark the evolving institutionalization of the EU-CEE relationship.
These steps include the conclusion of association agreements between the EU and the
CEE countries and the submission of applications for membership by the CEE
governments. The timing of these steps, however, varies across countries, with the first
association agreements signed in 1991 and the last one in 1996. Applications were
submitted between 1994 and 1996. Therefore, 1 include two dummy variables, reflecting
the association and applicant status of CEE countries. Each variable is coded one when
the country had signed an association agreement/had applied for membership and zero
when no such arrangement was in place by the time of the annually conducted CEEB
survey.
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7.3 RESULTS

Table 15 presents the results of three separate regression models, estimating the
effect of the given set of independent variables on three different dependent variables
(positive, negative, and net evaluations of the EU). The figures in the main columns are
OLS regression estimates, with panel corrected standard errors in parenthesis/^ All three
models are statistically significant and perform reasonably well, as indicated by Rsquared values between .55 and .57. Here and below, effects significant at the a < .05
level are referred to as statistically significant. However, Table 15 also indicates effects
significant at the .10 level, given the relatively small sample size and the experimental
nature of our hypotheses.
Of the five indicators of macro-economic performance, inflation is the only variable
that has a clear, statistically significant effect in the expected direction. The effect of this
logged variable is consistent across our three models: inflation appears to reduce positive
opinions of the EU (-3.6) and increase negative perceptions (1.41), resulting in a net
effect of -5.6 on the overall evaluation score. Predictably, rising consumer prices have a
negative effect on EU's image in the region. The effects of other macro-economic
variables,

however, are not consistent

with

the economic voting hypothesis.

Unemployment, according to our findings, is not a significant predictor of attitudes
toward the Union. Per capita national wealth and economic growth have unexpected
negative effects on public evaluations of the EU, although the effects are significant only
at the .10 level, or in the case of per capita GDP, not consistent across the three models.

•*" The OLS regression results were tested for possible autocorrelation of errors, using a common rho.
Including an autoregressive term in the equation, however, does not improve the performance of the model.
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With these reservations in mind, a 2 per cent increase in the annual GDP growth rate
would reduce the net evaluation score by I percentage point. In addition, higher levels of
per capita GDP are associated with greater prevalence of negative evaluations (2.17,
significant at a <.05). while the effect on positive or net evaluations is not statistically
significant.
Table 15. Macro-economic effects on pre-accession public evaluations of the EU
(OLS regression estimates, with panel corrected standard errors in parentheses. N=60)

Mer evaluations

Positive evaluations

Negative evaluations

Macroeconomic performance

GDP per capita, logged
GDP growth
Unemployment rate
Change in unemployment rate
Inflation, logged

1.93
-.42
.28
.27
-3.63

(2.27)
( .25)*
( .32)
( .53)
(2.13)*

2.17 ( .67)**
.10 ( .06)*
.10 (.09)
-.21 (.13)*
1.41 ( .60)**

.15
.03

( .07)**
(.10)

-.04
-.06

(.01)**
( .03)**

-.07 (.05)
-.54 ( .24)**
LOG ( .30)**

-.08
-.37
.85

( -05)*
( .20)*
( .25)**

-.01
.16
-.12

(.01)
( .06)**
( .06)**

-12.54 (4.82)**
7.67 (3.35)**

-9.51 (3.90)**
6.53 (2.72)**

1.77 (1.12)
-.91 (.94)

35.12 (25.53)
.56

22.32 (20.96)
.57

-11.33 (6.45)*
.55

-.30 (2.81)
-.54 ( -30)*
.19 ( .38)
.37 ( .63)
-5.57 (2.6I)*»

Benefits from ore-accession association

EU trade/total trade
PHARE stock per capita

.21
.11

( .07)**

(.11)

Structure of the econoniv

Exports/GDP
FDI stock per capita
Agricultural employment
Institutional context

•Association status
Applicant status
Constant
R-square
* effect significant at a < 0.1
** effect sienificant at a < 0.05

With regard to collective benefits derived from pre-accession association with the
EU. our main finding is that pre-accession trade has a statistically significant positive
effect on public attitudes. Although the effect of this variable on net evaluation scores
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(.21, a < .05) may not seem particularly strong, it becomes more impressive when seen in
the context of the observed range of the pre-accession trade variable. Specifically, the
share of EU-trade of a nation's total annual trade varied from 22 per cent to 86 per cent.
Our models predicts that an increase of pre-accession trade from the minimum to the
maximum observed level would increase the net evaluation rate by 13.5 percentage
points. Thus, the level of pre-accession trade can make a noticeable difference. Our
second measure of pre-accession benefits, EU aid to the associated countries, performs
quite poorly in comparison. Per capita levels of PHARE allocations do not have
statistically significant effects on positive or net evaluations. However, as indicated by a
statistically significant negative coefficient (-.06), the amount of pre-accession aid
appears to suppress critical opinions of the EU. This effect, however, is quite weak: an
increase of the per capita value of accumulated PHARE allocations from the lowest
observed value (5 euros) to the highest value (71 euros) would reduce the negative
evaluation rate by only 4 percentage points.
Our analysis produces interesting findings about the relationship between popular
opinions on the EU and the effects of economic structure and openness. The effects of our
two indicators of openness lead us to reject the hypothesis that economic openness is
positively correlated with approval of the EU.

Contrary to our expectations, the

cumulative level of foreign direct investment has a consistently negative effect on the
EU's image. The effect of this variable (-.54) is significant at the .05 level, suggesting that
a 2 per cent increase in FDI as a percentage of GDP would reduce the net evaluation score
by roughly I percentage point. Exports as a percentage of GDP appear to have no
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statistically significant overall effect, although the variable has a weak negative effect on
positive evaluations (-.98), significant at a < .10. Again, the direction of this effect is
contrary to our expectations.
The proposition that the sectoral structure of the economy is a relevant predictor of
public attitudes towards the EU was confirmed, as agricultural employment appears to
have a strong positive effect on the EU's image. The share of agricultural employment
increases positive evaluations (.85) and suppresses critical opinions (-.12), resulting in a
statistically significant net effect of 1.0 (a < .05). Thus, a mere 1 per cent increase in the
share of workforce employed in agriculture increases the net impression score by I
percentage point. In fact, the magnitude of changes in agricultural employment between
1991 and 1997 correctly predicts the exact position of five out of our ten countries ranked
by the degree of support for the EU. The difference between actual and predicted rank is
greater than one for only two countries, Poland and Slovakia. Thus, Estonia, the most
skeptical of all candidate countries, has also experienced the most rapid decline in
agricultural employment during the transition decade: while in 1991. 20.4 per cent of the
workforce was employed in agriculture, this figure had declined to 9.4 by 1997. At the
other extreme, Romania, with highest levels of public enthusiasm about the prospect of
joining the EU. has shown the most rapid increase in agricultural employment of any
candidate country. The percentage of workforce employed in the agricultural sector in
Romania increased from 29.7 in 1991 to 39 in 1997. Thus, there appears to be a
surprisingly clear correlation between changes in the level of agricultural employment
and public perceptions of the EU.
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Finally, controlling for the institutional context of CEE-EU relations turned out to be
very important, even though the results are difficult to interpret. Association status has a
strong negative effect on public attitudes (-12.5 on net evaluations, a < .05), while
applicant status is positively correlated with net support (7.7, a < .05). As I shall argue
below, these results may reflect the complex dynamic of the EU-CEE relationship in the
1990s.

7.4 CONCLUSIONS

This chapter hypothesized that public evaluations of the EU reflect changes in
national-level economic conditions, variations in collective benefits derived from preaccession association with the EU, and prospects of gain based on the structure and
openness of the economy. These hypotheses are only partially confirmed. The results,
however, offer interesting insights into the dynamics of public evaluations of the EU in
Central and Eastern Europe. The findings merit close attention because this analysis is
among the first comparative studies of macro-economic determinants of the EU's image
in the associated GEE countries.
First, the findings suggest that the classical economic voting thesis can be extended to
explain pre-accession evaluations of the EU only with significant reservations. Inflation
appears to be the only indicator of macroeconomic performance that has a consistent
effect on public attitudes. This finding suggests that the CEE publics hold the strategy of
European integration co-responsible for rising consumer prices. Other macro-economic
trends, with the possible exception of economic growth, do not affect the EU's image.
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These findings are consistent with existing literature that has tested the economic voting
hypothesis with data from current EU member-states. Many of these studies reach the
conclusion that inflation is the only reliable macroeconomic predictor of support for
membership (Eichenberg and

Dalton 1993, Mahler, Taylor and Wozniak 2000). Our

contribution to the literature, then, lies in demonstrating that rising consumer prices have a
negative effect on the EU's image not only in member-states but also in the candidate
countries.
Our second hypothesis focused on the relationship between collective economic
benefits, such as aid and trade that are derived from pre-accession association with the
EU. The analysis led to the conclusion that pre-accession trade between EU memberstates and the associated countries has a positive but rather modest impact on the EU's
image in the region. This finding suggests that the speed of the post-communist trade
reorientation from Eastern to Western markets has had some impact on CEE public
opinions. Overall, however, the intensity of trade contacts remains a secondary
determinant of public support. In addition, pre-accession financial aid has little impact on
public perceptions. The per capita level of PHARE allocations does not appear to increase
support, even though it may, in some cases, suppress negative evaluations of the Union.
These results suggest that such utilitarian factors are not the key determinant of popular
attitudes toward the EU.
Our third proposition, building on the distinction between retrospective and
prospective expectations, argued that pre-accession evaluations of the Union may reflect
differential expectations of prospective gains from EU membership. This study identified
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economic openness and the size of the agricuhural sector as possible sources of
differential advantages. Contrary to our expectations, economic openness appears to be
negatively correlated with public confidence in the EU. In other words, countries with
export-oriented, open economies and high levels of foreign investment were found to have
lower levels of popular support for the EU than the less internationalized candidate
countries. For instance, the top three per capita FDI recipients in the region - Hungary,
Estonia, and the Czech Republic — are all among the relative euro-skeptics.
The size of the agricultural sector appears to be a powerful predictor of the EU's
image in the region. The strong positive correlation between the share of agricultural
employment and public confidence in the EU cannot be attributed solely to farmers'
expectations of "pocketbook" gains from EU policies of agricultural subsidization and
protection. It has become increasingly clear that the generous benefits of the Common
Agricultural Policy (CAP) will not be extended to new members in the foreseeable future.
A more likely interpretation regards the sectoral structure of the economy as a broader
social indicator related to the degree of modernization, social structure and attitudes, as
well as collective perceptions of "self in comparison to the EU. There appears to be a
curious asymmetry in the way the candidate states and the EU perceive each other.
Countries with large agricultural sectors tend to be "less wanted": most of them are in the
Helsinki group that has been moving towards accession at a slower pace (Bulgaria,
Romania, Lithuania) and their accession raises serious concerns about the reallocation of
CAP benefits and the reorganization of the EU budget (Poland).

These countries,

however, have the highest levels of popular support for accession. The first-group
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countries that have small agricultural sectors and open economies and that can, therefore,
be easily absorbed into existing structures without major changes in ELf institutions or
policies (Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary, Slovenia), have significantly lower levels of
popular support. This appears to be one of the key paradoxes of the Eastern enlargement:
the publics of the most wanted candidate states, incidentally, love the EU the least.
The conflicting effects of the two institutional variables, association and applicant
status, are difficult to interpret. However, these results may reflect the complex dynamics
of EU-CEE relations in the mid-1990s. Mayhew (1998) offers some insight into the
negative political impact of the association negotiations concluded in the first half of the
1990s. He argues that in negotiating the association agreements, the EU firmly pursued its
own trading interests, without fully committing to assisting CEE transitions or giving any
guarantees about eventual accession:
Politically, more damage has been done to the relationship between the Union and the
associated countries by petty trade disputes than by any other single event. ... (T)he
new generation of politicians in these countries was shocked by the apparent lack of
support for the transformation of their economies which was evident in the protectionist
behavior of the Union in even the smallest detail of trade (Mayhew 1998:104)

While the perceived selfish motivations of the Union in negotiating association may
have tarnished the EU's image in the region, the submission of applications for
membership seems to coincide with the adoption of an increasingly more transparent
stand on accession. The White paper, issued by the European Commission in 1995. laid
out a tangible pre-accession strategy, focusing on the adoption and implementation of the
acquis with regard to the internal market. Around the same time, PHARE objectives were
redefined to include preparing associated countries for accession. Thus, it is possible that
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in contrast to associated status, applicant status is more clearly tied to the prospect of
becoming a recognized, equal member of the Union.
In conclusion, post-communist societal transitions and CEE integration with the EU
have been closely intert\vined processes. Both of these processes have been directed and
implemented by the elites, despite the hesitations or occasional open opposition of the
masses. This chapter has demonstrated that the economic consequences of the postcommunist transitions affect the way CEE publics perceive the EU. In particular, public
opinion seems to respond to inflationary pressures, the sectoral restructuring of the
economy, and the reorientation of foreign trade. The patterns are complex, and are likely
to reflect a combination of prospective and retrospective, pocketbook and sociotropic
expectations. However, because our findings confirm the results of previous studies
focusing on Western European countries, we conclude that the processes by which
economic conditions affect the EU's image in candidate countries are, in many key
respects, quite similar to economically driven opinion formation in the member-states.

8. CONCLUSIONS

This dissertation has examined the problem of popular support for European
integration from a number of different angles. The study started with an overview of
alternative conceptualizations of the European Union, showing how EU's dual identity as
an intergovernmental organization and a supranational polity leads to competing modes
of governance and legitimacy. It continued with a discussion of the various institutional
channels through which European electorates can influence the integration process.
Turning to the sources of public support for European integration, the dissertation
examined three competing explanations that focus on utilitarian calculations, cultural
value orientations, and domestic political factors as possible determinants of public
support for the EU. The second part of the dissertation applied these theoretical
perspectives in the context of the EU's Eastern enlargement, testing "Western" theories
about the origin of public support with new data from a number of post-communist
countries. This conclusion will revisit the main findings of the previous chapters, tying
our conclusions to the broader literature on popular trust in political institutions. The
conclusion will explain contributions to the relevant literature, and discuss the
implications of our findings for enlargement policy-making.

8.1 TRUST IN POLITICAL INSTITUTIONS

This dissertation tested specific hypotheses about the sources of public support for
European integration. Our findings, however, can be linked to a broader literature on the
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origins of popular trust in political institutions. An attempt to link the two literatures is
fully consistent with recent endeavors to analyze the EU using the theoretical and
methodological tools of comparative politics (Hix 1994, Caporaso 1997, Jordan 1997,
Hurrell and Menon 1996). Since our analysis was concerned, primarily, with evaluations
of the EU in Central and Eastern Europe, explanations of public support for domestic
institutions in post-communist societies provide particularly interesting material for
comparison.
In the 1990s, many industrial democracies have experienced declining popular trust
in political institutions and incumbents (Norris 1999). Central to the literature that
focuses on the sources of growing citizen dissatisfaction and disengagement is a
controversy between cultural and institutional explanations of the origins of trust (Putnam
et al. 1993, Norris 1999, Mishler and Rose 2001, Raiser. Haerpfer, Nowotny and Wallace
2001). The cultural explanation regards trust as exogenous to the political system,
arguing that trust in political institutions and incumbents is rooted in dominant cultural
norms and individual socialization experiences. The institutional explanation, in contrast,
argues that political trust reflects satisfaction with institutional performance and is,
therefore, endogenous to the political system (Mishler and Rose 2001).
The new democracies of Central and Eastern Europe constitute a fertile ground for
new empirical tests of these theories (Mishler and Rose 2001, Raiser, Haerpfer, Nowotny
and Wallace 2001). In post-communist societies, popular trust in political institutions is
generally lower than in established democracies. Cultural theories argue that the low
levels of trust are a result of deeply embedded authoritarian norms, rooted in individual
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socialization experiences under communist rule. To the extent that cultural approaches
focus on regime performance, they see it as a result, not a source, of dominant societal
values and the culturally defined social capital. Cultural influences, thus, are seen as an
important cause of the differential success of post-communist transitions in the region
(Raiser, Haerpfer. Nowotny and Wallace 2001). The institutional explanation, however,
attributes low levels of political trust in post-communist societies to the inferior economic
and political performance of transition regimes, compared to advanced Western
democracies. The institutionalist approach also regards trust as a much more dynamic
phenomenon. Dominant cultural norms, rooted in individual socialization experiences
change slowly; trust based on regime performance, in contrast, can fluctuate widely in
response to policies pursued by political incumbents (Michler and Rose 2001).
Our analysis of the determinants of popular support for the EU has obvious
similarities to these analytical categories. In particular, our findings about utilitarian and
value-based support can be tied to the distinction between cultural and institutional
explanations of the origins of political trust. Furthermore, our analysis of domestic
political factors leads to some interesting conclusions about the relationship between
support for the EU and trust in domestic political institutions. Before we interpret our
evidence in light of these broader debates, however, it is necessary to consider some
possible differences in the logic of support for domestic political institutions and the EU.
One potentially relevant difference is rooted in the obser\'ation that political support is a
multi-dimensional phenomenon. Building on Easton's distinction between diffuse and
specific support, Norris (1999:10) distinguishes among five levels of political support.
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including, in the order of growing specificity, support for the political community, regime
principles, regime performance, political institutions and political incumbents (Norris
1999:10). In established democracies, the core elements of the political system remain
generally unchallenged: popular support for the political community (based on
nationhood) and regime principles (democracy) is generally high. Support for specific
regime characteristics, such as regime performance, institutions and incumbents,
however, appears to be eroding in recent decades, leading to the growth of critical
citizens (Norris 1999).
Popular support for the EU appears to be a more fundamental question in the sense
that it involves all five levels. In contrast to most national settings, the European political
community and its constitutional foundations are not beyond dispute. The contested
nature of the European polity is evident from the EU's current constitutional debates,
disagreement about the proper form of European governance (intergovernmental or
supranational), the scope of EU policy-making, the eventual geographical boundaries of
the European polity, and the allocation of power among different levels of authority.
These debates suggest that while institutional performance and trust in political actors
may be important determinants of popular support for the EU, satisfaction with European
governance is not constrained to these "specific" levels. Instead, erosion of specific
support can easily spill over to questions about the general value of EU membership or a
fundamental critique of the principles on which the EU is founded. In other words, there
is generally no escape from domestic political institutions while membership in the EU is,
at least in principle, optional.
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The potentially greater scope of popular criticisms of the EU. however, does not
mean that the origins of support for the EU and domestic institutions should be different.
Overall, our findings lend strong support to institutional, performance-based explanations
of political support. The analysis showed that support for the EU in Central and Eastern
Europe is based on rational assessments of the costs and benefits associated with
accession. Although popular expectations regarding EU's performance are largely
prospective, given that accession is yet to take place, retrospective assessments based on
economic experiences in the pre-accession period also seem to play a role. The finding
that evaluations of the EU are negatively affected by rising inflation rates, for instance, is
highly consistent with performance-based theories of political support.
Cultural arguments about the sources of political trust have some significance for
explaining public support for the EU. Consistent with cultural explanations of trust in
domestic institutions, this analysis regarded the distinction between democratic and
authoritarian norms as one of the most important value cleavages in post-communist
societies. Our analysis showed that democratically minded citizens were more supportive
of EU membership than those with authoritarian views.
Finally, our analysis leads to interesting conclusions about the link between suppon
for the EU and trust in domestic institutions. The results of micro-level analysis showed
that in the candidate countries, individual-level support for the EU was positively
correlated with trust in the incumbent national government. In post-communist countries
that have not applied for EU membership, however, incumbent support has a negative
effect on support for the EU. A plausible interpretation of this finding suggests that trust
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in domestic institutions and support for the EU are positively correlated to the extent that
domestic and European institutions are seen as two facets of essentially the same political
and economic system. When the EU, however, is seen as an alternative to the domestic
regime, trust in domestic institutions and support for the EU are likely to be negatively
correlated. Logically, the degree to which the EU is seen as an alternative to the domestic
regime is a function of pre-accession lies to the EU and the degree of integration that has
already taken place. In the early 1990s, high levels of support for the EU in postcommunist countries contrasted sharply with low evaluations of domestic political
regimes, suggesting that the EU was seen as an attractive alternative to poorly performing
transition regimes. After a decade of trade liberalization, legal harmonization, and
pressure to adopt EU norms and regulations, candidate country regimes have become
increasingly Europeanized. As a result, citizens of these countries are less likely to regard
the EU as an alternative to the current system. Instead, EU membership is seen as a
logical continuation of the policies pursued by domestic political elites. The negative
correlation between EU and incumbent support in non-applicant Eastern European
countries, however, is not surprising in light of the authoritarian, isolationist and
sometimes openly anti-European policies pursued by some of these regimes. Overall,
these findings suggest that domestic institutions constitute an important reference point
for public evaluations of the EU in transition societies.
With these general points in mind, the next section will summarize the performance
of the main arguments tested in this dissertation. Specifically, this summary focuses on
the individual competitiveness thesis, the various hypotheses associated with the
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Utilitarian explanation, the influence of democratic norms, the distinction between public
and party-based euroskepticism, and the impact of the domestic government-opposition
dynamic.

8.2. DETERMINANTS OF PUBLIC SUPPORT FOR THE EU; .A. SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

8.2.1 Individual competitiveness: a poor predictor of support

The rational calculus explanation of public support for European integration is
dominated by a proposition that regards individual competitiveness as the key
determinant of individual support for the EU. The rationale for this expectation is derived
from a conceptualization of European integration as a process of market liberalization
that has differential consequences across countries, economic sectors, social groups and
individuals. More competitive individuals, it is argued, are better able to exploit the
opportunities accruing from market liberalization and are therefore more likely to support
European integration. While this explanation was developed to explain attitudes of the
Western European publics, it seems plausible also in the CEE context. Because European
integration and post-communist transition have been mutually reinforcing processes,
many studies have suggested that the competitive "winners" of the transition experience
are likely to be more supportive of European integration than the transition "losers"
(Chicowski 2000; Tucker, Pacek, and Berinsky 2001).
Our results do not support the individual competitiveness thesis. Using multiple
measures of individual competitiveness, this analysis found that competitive individuals
are, on the average, no more likely to support integration than their less competitive co-
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citizens. This finding challenges the assumption that the effects of European integration
can be reduced to those of market liberalization. This assumption seems particularly
untenable in light of the broadened scope of European integration under the Maastricht
treaty. The new priorities of European governance, including foreign and security policy,
social policy, regional cohesion, and increased political integration also create
differentially distributed costs and benefits, and there is no reason to exclude these effects
from individual calculations a priori. Furthermore, even in the sphere of economic
integration, the emphasis of integrative reforms has shifted from "negative" integration,
concerned with market liberalization, to "positive" integration, characterized by
reregulation and redistribution at the European level. Many of the policies and
institutions associated with positive integration, such as the Common Agricultural Policy
or the Structural and Cohesion Funds were designed to compensate for the possible
negative consequences of market liberalization for less competitive economic sectors,
regions, and social groups. Consequently, the lack of correlation between individual
competitiveness and EU support suggests that CEE citizens do not regard integration as a
zero-sum game benefiting only the more competitive individuals.
The differential performance of the individual competitiveness argument in Western
and Eastern Europe may be explained by differences in domestic context. To the extent
European integration is undermining the European welfare state, less competitive
individuals in EU member-states have rational reasons to oppose this development. For
Eastern European citizens, however, joining the EU may mean more, not less welfare:
European norms and standards provide a rather attractive alternative to the excesses of
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unregulated transition capitalism marked, in many countries, by a disintegration of the
social security network, extensive labor dislocations, and growing social inequality.
8.2.2 Utilitarian support at two levels of analysis

The poor performance of the individual competitiveness argument suggests that the
assumptions underlying this approach are too narrow. If rational calculations play any
role in determining public support, they must be conceptualized more broadly. A more
flexible framework for analyzing the role of rational cost-benefit calculations in
determining political support is suggested by the literature on economic voting. Theories
of economic voting distinguish between prospective and retrospective, pocketbook and
sociotropic assessments of regime performance. On the micro-level, these theories tie
incumbent support to individual expectations of gains; on the macro-level, support for
political institutions and incumbents is linked to macro-economic performance.
Micro-level perceptions of economic benefits appeared to be a strong determinant of
public support for the EU. These perceptions were relatively broad-based, and contrary to
the predictions of the individual competitiveness thesis, appeared to focus more on
collective societal welfare than individual benefits. Expectations regarding increased
political stability and economic development were the strongest determinants of support,
followed by expected effects on personal income. Expectations regarding the specific
economic effects of integration were less developed. Many voters were not sure how
integration would affect consumer prices or levels of employment; predictably, such
specific factors had weaker effects on support for EU membership. These findings
suggest that individuals perceive the effects of integration in rather general terms and are
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less capable of foreseeing specific economic consequences. These results contribute to
the debate about the relative importance of sociotropic and egocentric expectations as a
basis of individual voting calculations (Kinder and Kiewiet 1979. Fiorina 1981, LewisBeck 1988). Our results suggest that public support for EU accession is influenced by
both kinds of expectations, although collective benefits appear to be somewhat stronger
determinants of support than egocentric expectations.
An analysis of macro-level utilitarian determinants leads to a number of conclusions.
First, the finding that high inflation rates suppress support for the European Union lends
additional support to performance-based theories of political trust. This finding is highly
consistent with the Western European empirical literature. Studies testing the economic
voting hypothesis with pooled time-series data from EU member-states have concluded
that inflation is the only indicator with significant and consistent effects on public
attitudes towards the EU (Eichenberg and Dalton 1993, Mahler, Taylor and Wozniak
2000). Our findings

corroborate this conclusion, showing that in the ten candidate

countries, observed from 1992-1997, rising consumer prices were associated with lower
levels of public support for the EU, while other aggregate indicators, such as
unemployment or economic growth, did not have consistent effects. Because European
integration and the post-communist transition have been closely intertwined processes,
CEE citizens seem to hold the policy of accession co-responsible for rising prices even
though the EU does not constitute a political incumbent in the region.
Second, benefits derived from pre-accession association with the EU, such as aid and
trade, are weak determinants of popular support. While EU's importance as a trade
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partner had a weak positive effect of public evaluations of the EU, pre-accession aid
received under EU assistance programs had no effect on public attitudes. It is possible
that the weak effects of these variables can be attributed to the indirect effects of EU aid
and trade on the lives of ordinary citizens. Even when the effects of these policies are felt,
the publics may not associate the perceived benefits with the EU or the policy of
accession.
Third, economic competitiveness at the national level does not lead to higher
aggregate support for the EU. More successful transition countries do not have higher
levels of public support for accession. On the contrary, transition laggards that are likely
to be excluded from the first round of EU enlargement have the highest levels of public
euroenthusiasm. An attempt to identify the specific causes of this relationship revealed
that higher levels of economic openness and internationalization were associated with
lower levels of public support for the EU. In addition, size of the agricultural sector - a
plausible proxy for the degree of social and economic modernization -- had a strong
positive effect on aggregate levels of EU support. The finding that support for the EU is
positively related to the share of agricultural employment confirms the impression that
support for accession is strongest in less modemized, less internationalized, less
competitive transition states. There are two possible explanations to this interesting
relationship. First, this finding

is consistent with the proposition that proximity to

accession has a negative effect on support for membership. As accession negotiations
progress and national debates intensify, the differential effects of accession become more
evident, leading to growing mobilization of opposition among groups who are likely to be
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negatively affected. In countries where accession remains a more distant goal, popular
awareness of the possible negative consequences is likely to be much lower. Second, it is
possible that the less advanced candidates simply have more to gain from EU accession.
In these countries, contrasts between the high living standards and political stability of
the EU and the inferior performance of the domestic regime are more pronounced. This
proposition is consistent with the finding that in Western Europe, support for the EU is
higher in economically less developed regions that benefit from EU structural policies
(Mahler, Taylor and Wozniak 2000). In any case, an analysis of the effects of
international competitiveness and modernization reveal an interesting paradox: those
candidate states that come closest to meeting accession criteria and can be absorbed into
European structures relatively easily tend to have higher levels of domestic
euroskepticism.
8.2.3 The cultural explanation: a democratic connection?

The dominant value-based explanation of public support for European integration is
Inglehart's theory of culture shift in advanced industrial societies. According to this
theory, increasing cognitive mobilization and the prevalence of post-materialist values
among post-war cohorts contribute to the increasingly positive attitudes toward European
integration. It is not clear, however, that Inglehart's theory of the silent revolution can be
extended to Central and Eastern European countries. According to Inglehart, a postmaterialist outlook is associated with the peace and prosperity experienced by post-war
generations in advanced industrial societies. Given that Eastern Europe experienced very
different economic, social and political conditions in the post-war era, it is not clear that
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such a culture shift has, or even will occur in this part of the continent. In addition,
Inglehart's proposition implies a peculiar teleology that cannot explain the collapse of
permissive consensus in EU member-states.
Following cultural explanations that have focused on support for domestic
institutions, this analysis argued that the distinction between democratic and authoritarian
values constitutes a potentially more relevant value cleavage in post-communist countries
than the materialist/post-materialist diciiotomy. The finding that democratically oriented
respondents in Eastern Europe have more favorable opinions of the EU is consistent with
cultural explanations of the origin of political support. This finding is not surprising
because the EU has played an important role in monitoring democratic development in
post-communist countries, using its leverage to ensure conformity with western standards
of human and minority rights. It is also possible that the democratic/authoritarian value
cleavage coincides with more general attitudes towards the institutions and policies of the
post-communist systems. Citizens who approve of the organizing principles of the postcommunist regimes are more likely to support the key priorities of post-communist
transitions, such as European integration.
8.2.4 The domestic politics explanation

This dissertation has argued that citizens often perceive the EU through the lens of
domestic politics. Public awareness of European issues is generally low and the European
arena is often perceived as distant and, due to its complex and atypical institutional
structures, incomprehensible. The familiar domestic arena, therefore, serves as a
cognitive aid in making sense of the complexities of European governance. In particular.
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political parties and the national government constitute important intermediaries between
domestic electorates and the European arena. Our analysis leads to two main conclusions
about the connection between domestic political factors and popular evaluations of the
EU.
First, popular euroskepticism and party-based euroskepticism are two different
phenomena that are not necessarily related. In most candidate countries, all mainstream
parties endorse the goal of EU accession. Explicitly anti-EU positions are adopted only
by radical fringe parties with negligible political influence and minimal, if any,
parliamentary representation. Popular euroskepticism, in contrast, is much more
widespread: in many candidate countries, between a quarter and a third of all voters
oppose the goal of EU membership. Even in countries with high levels of popular
euroskepticism, however, anti-EU parties receive a very small share of the popular vote.
The lack of correspondence between popular and party-based euroskepticism, then, stems
from the absence of European issue voting on national elections. This is not surprising in
light of the low salience of European issues compared to domestic policy issues. An
important implication of this finding is that public euroskepticism is not a mere reflection
of elite attitudes but appears to be a genuine grass-roots level phenomenon.
Second, both popular and party-based euroskepticism appear to be influenced by the
domestic government-opposition dynamic. In

the candidate countries, national

governments are seen as the main advocates of integration and the most important
intermediaries between their constituents and the EU. Opposition parties, in contrast, bear
no responsibility for the pace and outcomes of accession negotiations. While mainstream
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opposition parties rarely express explicit opposition to the goal of accession, they have, in
many candidate countries, resorted to a more conditional rhetoric that champions national
interests and emphasizes the conditionality uf accession. This kind of eurorealism,
however, reflects opportunistic ambitions rather than principled opposition to integration.
While such criticisms may help win the support of discontented voters, such positions are
likely to be abandoned as soon as the party is able to participate in government.
Combined with the finding that radical opposition to the EU remains a fringe party
phenomenon, this finding confirms the argument that a party's propensity to adopt
euroskeptic positions is directly related to its chances of participating in government
(Sitter 2001).
The evidence linking the government-opposition dynamic to popular euroskepticism
is equally compelling. A micro-level analysis of individual attitudes suggested that
individuals with high levels of trust in the national government were significantly more
supportive of European integration than others. This finding, however, is limited to the
candidate countries. In the non-applicant Eastern European countries, the relationship
between incumbent support and EU support is negative: favorable attitudes towards
European integration are more prevalent among individuals who do not trust the national
government. Because a failure to apply for EU membership is indicative of the
isolationist policies pursued by such regimes, a negative relationship between incumbent
and EU support in non-applicant countries is to be expected.
Both of these conclusions - distinction between popular and party-based
euroskepticism and the importance of the government-opposition dynamic ~ are strongly
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supported by the Western European empirical literature. Several studies have concluded
that in EU member-states, the European cleavage in party politics is weakly developed;
parties lack distinctiveness with regard to the European question; and public
euroskepticism is generally not translated into vote for euroskeptic parties (Anderson
1998, Taggart 1998, Mair 2000). In countries where the European cleavage is more
developed, such as the United Kingdom and the Scandinavian countries, euroskepticism
is influenced by the government-opposition dynamic and traditional lines of party
competition (Sitter 2001).

8.3 CONTRIBUTIONS TO THE LITERATURE

As argued in the introduction, this dissertation contributes to two distinct bodies of
literature. First, it adds an interesting bottom-up dimension to the study of the Eastern
enlargement that has. to date, focused mostly on the preferences and strategies of the
CEE political elites. While both academic and policy debates on the Eastern enlargement
have been concerned, primarily, with candidate country eligibility, this dissertation
focused on the willingness of CEE publics to join the EU. This focus is consistent with
growing concerns about the legitimacy of European integration in the wake of Maastricht
and the growing relevance of the public as a political actor. Although CEE publics have
had very limited opportunities to influence accession decision-making in the preaccession period, these opportunities will expand substantially once accession
negotiations are concluded. Public opinion will acquire greater relevance as accession
referendums turn the electorates into collective veto-players and as CEE publics elect

238

representatives to the European Parliament. Our analysis of the determinants of support,
combined with a focus on the institutional channels of popular influence, has important
policy implications to which I will return in the final section of this conclusion.
More substantially, this study has contributed to the literature on the determinants of
public support for the EU. This literature, in turn, is grounded in the more general debates
about the origins of popular trust in political institutions. The contributions to these
literatures can be summarized under the titles of theory, methods, and findings. In terms
of theoretical contributions, this dissertation has helped to systematize an extremely
diverse literature on the determinants of public support by dividing the various arguments
into three broad categories. This categorization has helped clarify the underlying
assumptions of each approach and has shown how these propositions relate to general
social science paradigms such as rational actor perspectives or political culture
approaches. In addition, the attempt to apply Western models of public support in the
Eastern context has revealed the narrowly conceived assumptions underlying certain
prominent arguments, such as the post-materialist argument or the individual
competitiveness thesis. The attempt to separate generally applicable propositions of these
theories from the country- or region-specific components has contributed to the
formulation of increasingly general theoretical statements.
In terms of methods, the study has revealed that the testing of rival theoretical
propositions about the origins of public support has been severely hampered by reliance
on imprecise operational measures. Many studies testing hypotheses about utilitarian or
value-based determinants of support have used simple socio-economic variables, such as
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education, age, sex, and income as proxies for fairly sophisticated theoretical concepts,
such as individual competitiveness, cognitive mobilization, or post-materialist values. As
a result, these studies often fail to adjudicate between rival theoretical approaches. This
dissertation has contributed to solving this dilemma by complementing existing measures
with more precise indicators, relying on new sources of data, and deriving new
observable implications from existing theories.
In terms of findings, this dissertation has substantially expanded the empirical scope
of existing theories about the logic of public support for the EU. To date, the literature
has focused almost exclusively on the attitudes of the Western European publics. This
dissertation is among the first comprehensive attempts to test the utilitarian, cultural and
domestic politics explanations with data from Central and Eastern Europe. The decision
to include three non-applicant Eastern European countries along with the ten candidate
countries should be seen as strength of this study. Such diversity in case selection
increases variation on the independent and dependent variables and allows for greater
generalizations across different national contexts. As the findings lend significant support
to all three "Western" models about the determinants of support, the study represents an
important step towards postulating general, broadly applicable and empirically
corroborated statements about the logic of public support towards European unification.

8.4 POLICY IMPLICATIONS

During the writing of this dissertation, significant new developments occurred in
enlargement policy. The European Council summit held in Laeken in December 2001
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endorsed the position that enlargement should take place before the 2004 European
Parliament elections. It also supported a "big bang" enlargement, suggesting that this
round of accessions would include all current candidate countries with the exception of
Turkey, Bulgaria, and Romania. This decision is not surprising: Turkey remains the only
candidate country that has not opened accession negotiations with the EU, and Bulgaria
and Romania are widely recognized as transition laggards who would not, in the short
term, be able to assume the obligations of membership. The Laeken European Council
also demanded that the pace of accession negotiations be stepped up so that negotiations
with the designated ten candidates could be completed by the end of 2002. Subsequently,
accession treaties must be ratified by member-state parliaments, candidate country
parliaments, and, possibly, by the candidate country publics. Accession referendums,
then, may be held as early as 2003. Our findings about the logic of CEE public attitudes,
combined with an analysis of the eighteen European-issue referendums held by full or
aspiring member states between 1972 and 2001 allow us to derive a series of predictions
regarding the outcomes and implications of the CEE accession referendums.
First, it is likely that all candidate countries will hold accession referendums after
negotiations are concluded, despite the fact that in most countries, such referendums are
not constitutionally required. While only half of the countries that have joined the
Community since the 1970s held referendums to legitimize accession, the need for
popular votes in this round of enlargement arises largely from the Maastricht syndrome.
The erosion of public support that has accompanied the expansion of European
governance has forced the elites to seek greater popular involvement in key decisions.
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Increasing reliance on referendums is one way to bolster the legitimacy of European
integration. The fact that all four countries seeking EU membership in the 1990s (Austria,
Finland. Norway, and Sweden) held such referendums has also strengthened the
emerging norm of a popular vote.
For CEE political elites, accession referendums will entail both risks and benefits.
The main benefit is increased legitimacy of the accession decisions; the main risk is that
the publics may veto the integration projcct in which the elites are heavily invested. The
greater the risk of rejection, however, the greater the need to legitimize the decision.
Political elites in countries with low levels of euroskepticism will hold referendums
because they have nothing to lose; elites in the more skeptical countries will hold them
because the political costs of deliberately avoiding a referendum will be greater than the
risk of a popular veto.
Second, a look at the results of previous accession referendums suggests that
referendum turnout in most candidate countries will be high, rivaling

or exceeding

turnout at national elections. Previous EU accession referendums have produced turnout
rates in the 70-90 per cent range. Referendum participation will be encouraged by
political elites because high turnout rates lend additional legitimacy to accession. Because
many political actors are heavily invested in the issue of membership, referendum
campaigns will enjoy extensive media attention, which will, in turn, encourage
participation.
Third, accession referendums will be perceived as government-sponsored. National
incumbents have been the main advocates of EU membership in the pre-accession period;
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they have conducted accession negotiations, and committed their countries to complex
reforms in order to meet the accession criteria. The general referendum literature argues
that the question of who initiates a referendum holds many cues for interpreting
referendum results and explaining referendum voting behavior (Gallagher and Uleri
1996, Setala 1999). The literature on European-issue referendums has shown that
referendums initiated by the government have important "second-order" characteristics:
to an extent, referendums on the EU appear to be votes of confidence to the national
government (Franklin, van der Eijk, and Marsh 1995). Our finding that EU support
covaries with trust in the national government offers strong support to this reasoning.
While the substantive effect of incumbent support on EU evaluations was relatively
weak, this effect is likely to be much stronger in an actual decision-making situation,
because referendum campaigns link issue positions to domestic political actors, with
governments clearly associated with the "yes" campaign. This finding

suggests that

referendums are more likely to yield positive outcomes when government popularity is
high. In fact, referendum votes may be affected by unpopular decisions in seemingly
unrelated policy areas. Furthermore, minority governments - or those based on a narrow
majority - may have a harder time ensuring positive outcomes than broad-based
•48

coalition-governments that enjoy the support of the majority of the electorate.

Fourth, our results suggest that a successfiil referendum campaign should, above all.
emphasize the material benefits of European integration. In particular, expectations of
general collective goods such as political stability and economic development play an
In fact, continued governance by minority governments may be one of the unexplored reasons for
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important role in determining public support for the EU. However, the finding that the
prevalence of democratic norms is associated with more positive evaluations of the EU
suggests that CEE elites may be able to increase support for accession by invoking
historical experiences, emphasizing the difference between the authoritarian past and the
democratic promises of EU membership/^
Finally, it is too early to try to predict specific referendum outcomes. The terms of
accession are still not clear; public opinion tends to be highly volatile; referendum
campaigns are yet to take shape. In all likelihood, however, accession referendums will
yield positive outcomes in all candidate countries. In many CEE countries, support
appears to be reasonably secure. In other states, much depends on the ultimate decisions
of undecided voters. However, current evidence suggests that the organizational base of
euroskeptic forces is very weak, limited mostly to uninfluential fringe parties. While
euroskeptic forces are likely to become increasingly mobilized in the next few years, they
will not command as much influence as national incumbents and mainstream political
parties whose campaigns will enjoy the support and funding of European institutions. In
light of the high degree of elite unanimity, referendum vetoes, should they occur, would
be a powerful signal of precisely the sort of political alienation that Butler and Ranney
(1994:96) warn against: a deeply seated and intractable conflict between the electorate
and the political class.

repeated referendum vetoes in Denmark. All Danish governments since Denmark's accession to the EU
have been minority governments.
•''' One e.xample of such an approach is the proposal to hold Baltic accession referendums on August 23. the
anniversary of the Molotov-Ribbentrop pact. The pact, signed in 1939. assigned the Baltic states to the
Soviet sphere of influence; a popular vote on EU membership, it is argued, would replace the dictatorial
decision with choices arising from genuine popular self-determination.
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