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1 Introduction

The recent Eurozone-Crisis had a negative influence on citizens’ opinion

within the European Union (EU) regarding the European integration pro-

cess (Armingeon and Ceka, 2013). Researchers have shown that the public

opinion about the integration process is affected by perceived levels of trust,

benefit, and influence in the context of political institutions (Sánchez-Cuenca,

2000; Anderson, 1998; Clements et al., 2014). It is however ambiguous if the

decline of support changed how trust, benefit, and influence affect the de-

sire for the integration process. In this paper I show how individual opinion

of national and European institutions influences the individual support for

the European integration process. For this purpose the results presented by

Sánchez-Cuenca (2000) are replicated for the base year 1995. Further, using

the same approach data from 2013 is studied to gain a deeper understanding

of the formation of opinion. The results of Sánchez-Cuenca (2000) were repli-

cated for the base year and remain identical. Some slight differences resulted

if data from 2013 was studied. Using an ordered logit model Sánchez-Cuenca

(2000) analyzes how European integration is influenced by the interplay of

opinions about national and European institutions. His main finding is indi-

viduals with a poor/good opinion of national institutions and a good/poor

opinion of European institutions are likely to show higher/lower support for

the European integration process. However, if an individual has a good/poor

opinion of both the national and the European institutions then the desire

for the integration process lies in-between the cases where the opinion about

the institutions are opposed. However, if an individual has a good opinion of
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both institutions then the desire for European integration was higher com-

pared to where the opinion was poor against both institutions. This result

does not hold anymore if data from 2013 is used. In 2013 individuals’ support

for integration is higher when both opinions on both institutions are poor

compared to the opposite.

2 Literature Review

Research explaining how the public opinion is formed in the context of Eu-

ropean integration does not follow one paradigm (Gabel, 1998a). This is

foremost caused by the ever changing nature of the EU – entry of new states,

introduction of the Euro as a common currency, new supranational regula-

tions and so on. However, scholars agree on the importance of public opinion

regarding European integration. Mass political behavior significantly influ-

ences the the political seeding ground for integration and depends in turn on

public opinion. However, there is a lot of ambiguity if scholars try to explain

why citizens support for integration varies. Firstly, scholars base their argu-

ment on the national level – for example citizens form their opinion based on

economic variables such as Gross Domestic Product (GDP) growth and un-

employment rates (Eichenberg and Dalton, 1993) – secondly, there is a body

of research analyzing influential factors on the individual level. On the indi-

vidual level research can be categorized into five different categories (Gabel,

1998a). Nevertheless this categorization is not free of overlapping. The first

category, ’cognitive mobilization’, is based on the argument that the cogni-

tive skills of an individual influences how individuals establish their attitude
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against the integration process. Rabier et al. (1991); Janssen (1991) found

that there is a positive relation between high cognitive skills and support for

integration. This relation is caused by the deeper understanding of the EU

enabled by the cognitive skills of the citizen. The second category, ’political

values ’, includes research that finds a connection between socioeconomic at-

tributes and integration support. Anderson and Reichert (1995) show that

the socioeconomic background of an individual defines how personal needs

are valued. Individuals are labeled ’materialists’ if economic and physical se-

curity are most valued. Oppositely, individuals valuing intellectual fulfillment

and self-realization the most are titled ’post-materialists’. The authors found

that materialists support the integration process less then post-materialists.

The argument to support this finding is post-materialists are less likely to be

nationalistic then materialists and therefore support the egalitarian nature of

the EU. The third category, ’utilitarian appraisals ’, is based on the argument

that individuals balance reasons for integration support by comparing cost

and benefit from further integration. Scholars found that high levels of both

human and financial capital are positively related to European integration

(Sánchez-Cuenca, 2000). Gabel (1998b) argues that high skilled individual

profit more from labour market liberalization and therefore are more sup-

portive for the integration process. Further, individuals with higher income

profit from the liberalization of the capital markets since there are greater in-

vestment opportunities resulting from the European integration process. The

forth ’class partisanship’ and the fifth category ’support for government ’ are

tightly linked. Individuals adopt their attitude towards integration based on

their partisanship. Rabier et al. (1991) found that supporters of left parties
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are less likely to support integration then those who support right parties.

Individual support for government is linked to support of the integration

process (Sánchez-Cuenca, 2000; Armingeon and Ceka, 2013). Franklin et al.

(1995) shows that the higher the popularity of the government in power the

higher the support for integration.

The overlap of the five categories is most prominent in the paper of Sánchez-

Cuenca (2000). More details on this will be provided in the next section.

3 Theoretical Analysis

In the previous section an overview of the existing literature was provided.

Further the literature was arranged into five categories. However, the ex-

istence of different categories within research analyzing the same outcome,

namely the formation of opinion about European integration, is an indicator

for the plurality of explanatory variables. So if a formal model can be cate-

gorized in one category without any overlap the results should be observed

with caution. A formal model based on explanatory variables from only one

category probably misses to include essential information in the model. In

the following a theoretical analysis of Sánchez-Cuenca (2000) will be pro-

vided. Now, some formal arguments will be highlighted to show to what

extend his model covers multiple categories. In the formal model it is stated

that support for integration is the highest if the benefit associated with the

EU is high, the opinion on national governments is low, and the opinion

on European institutions is high. Hence, Sánchez-Cuenca (2000) covers at

least two of the five categories. The category ’cognitive mobilization’ is not
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covered but this should not affect the main results. The argument here is

that cognitive skills as a explanatory variable should affect the results in a

linear way. Therefore, only the amplitude of integration support would be

affected. Different combinations of influence and trust in the context of na-

tional and European institutions should still appear in the same order. The

category’political values ’ is covered in the differentiation of national and Eu-

ropean institutions. However in this context the general result of Rabier et

al. (1991) is violated since materialists which are more likely to be national-

istic should show lower support for integration. In our case we assume that a

nationalistic individual shows high levels of trust and perceived influence re-

garding his own nation. This is violated insofar that a nationalistic individual

should show lower support for integration independent of his attitude against

European institutions.1 The category ’utilitarian appraisals ’ is covered by

the formal model since the the perceived benefit from EU membership is

covariate in the analysis. Hereby it is assumed that an individual considers

benefits to exceed cost from EU membership when the item ’benefit’ takes

high values. The category ’class partisanship is not covered since partisanship

has not been included in the analysis. However, the absence of this category

should not change the order of the results if one focuses on the aggregate

level dynamics irrespective of political partisanship. The category ’support

for government ’ is included since support for the national government is

assumed to be covered by the two covariates trust and perceived influence

regarding the national institution. In this context one should keep in mind

that the support for integration is less pronounced when the supported na-

1Later, we will see that there is no violation if data from 2013 is used.
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tional government is opposed to the integration process . In our case we will

assume that the national governments approve integration. Sánchez-Cuenca

(2000) presents that his results coincide with those of Franklin et al. (1995)

if one does not control for supranational variables.2

3.1 Formal Model

The main results presented by Sánchez-Cuenca (2000) are based on the anal-

ysis of a manipulated version3 of the Eurobarometer 44.1 from the year 1995.

By using an ordered logit analysis two hypotheses are tested using a single

Eurobarometer. The selection of only one Eurobarometer raise doubts about

the validity of the results. However, Sánchez-Cuenca (2000) does acknowl-

edge that the validity of his results might not be given but argues that at

time data availability did not allow further tests. Even though an exact

replication of the model is still not possible for multiple years it is possible

to find similar items in the Eurobarometer 79.3 from the year 2013.4 Further

doubt results from the fact that Sánchez-Cuenca (2000) does only provide

results using the manipulated Eurobarometer 44.1. So in the scope of this

paper the validity will be tested in three ways.

• Using a non manipulated version of the Eurobarometer 44.1 (1995) is

useful because a higher level of objectivity and replicability is realized.

• Using the Eurobaromerter 79.3 (2013) helps to see if the main results

hold for different temporal reference points.

2Later it will be shown that this does not hold anymore if data from 2013 is used.
3In the scope of this paper we will not investigate the details of these manipulations.
4The Eurobarometer 79.3 was used following the advice of Dr. Meinhard Moschner –

staff member of the Leibniz Institute for Social Sciences (Eurobarometer Data Service).
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• Using the Eurobarometer 79.3 allows to see if the post-crisis mistrust

against the EU (Armingeon and Ceka, 2013) changed individual level

of support of European integration.

Therefore the following two hypotheses will be retested. The benefit hypoth-

esis and the institutional hypothesis. The benefit hypothesis states that if an

individual presumes his country to benefit from EU membership then the

support for European integration should be higher. The institutional hy-

pothesis states that the better individuals’ opinion of European institutions

the higher should be their support for European integration. And the bet-

ter their opinion of national institutions the lower should be their support

for the integration process. Therefore, four different scenarios result5 form

the institutional hypothesis if only the extreme cases of attitudes against

national/European institutions are considered:

(1) A good opinion of European and a poor one of national institutions

results in the highest level of support for European integration.

(2) A good opinion of both European and national institutions results in the

second highest level of support for European integration.

(3) A poor opinion of both European of national institutions results in the

second lowest level of support for European integration.

(4) A good opinion of national and a poor opinion of European institutions

results in the lowest level of support for European integration.

5The scenarios are identical to those formulated by Sánchez-Cuenca (2000).
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4 Empirical Analysis

4.1 Data

In the following a description of the variables and the corresponding items

in the Eurobarometer surveys will be presented.6 For the dependent variable

’support for integration’ the item 8b in the Eurobarometer 44.1 (1995) and

the item 25b in the Eurobarometer 79.3 (2013) were selected. The question

was identical in both surveys and was formulated as follows:

In your opinion, what is the current speed of building Europe? Please
look at these figures. N°1 is standing still, N°7 is running as fast as
possible. Choose the one which corresponds best to the speed you
would like.

The dependent variable support for integration was not recoded. The inde-

pendent variables were titled benefit, trust in institutions, and influence on

institutions. The variable benefit using the Eurobarometer 44.1 is based on

the item 7 and is formulated as follows:

Taking member everything into consideration, would you say that your
country has on balance benefited or not from being a of the European
Union ?

Further, the variable takes the values 0 for those who answered ’not bene-

fited’, 0.5 for ’don’t know’, and 1 for ’benefited’. The variable benefit based

on the Eurobarometer 79.3 required some manipulation of the data since the

same question was not available. Therefore the following six items were used

to generate the variable benefit :

6If any of items on which the variables were generated was missing the individual was
deleted from the sample
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16.1 The EU is creating the conditions for more jobs in Europe
16.3 The EU makes doing business easier in Europe
16.7 The EU makes the cost of living cheaper in Europe
16.8 The EU makes the quality of life better in Europe
16.9 The EU helps tackle global threats and challenges
16.10 The EU helps protect its citizens

The six items seem to be a good measure for the construct benefit. A Cron-

bach’s α coefficient of 0.81 was calculated using the six items (Nunally and

Bernstein, 1978). However, further manipulations were required such that

the scale is identical to the one used by Sánchez-Cuenca (2000). In the Eu-

robarometer 79.3 the six items take values 1 to 5, where 1 corresponds to the

answer ’totally agree’, 4 to ’totally disagree’, and 5 to ’don’t know’. To gen-

erate the variable benefit the following steps were required. First, the value

5 was recoded to take the value 2.5 for all the items since 2.5 corresponds to

the midpoint between 1 and 4. Second, a new variable ̂benefit was generated

based on the average of the six items was calculated for every individual. In

a final step the the variable benefit was generated as follows:

benefit =


0 if ̂benefit ≤ Q1

0.5 if Q1 < ̂benefit < Q3

1 if ̂benefit ≥ Q3

Two variables were generated for each trust in institutions and influence on

institutions where the same question was repeated for European and national

institutions. Based on the Eurobarometer 44.1 item 34a/b was chosen:

Many important decisions are made by the European Union. They
might be in the interest of people like yourself, or they might not.

11



To what extent do you feel you can rely on each of the following
institutions to make sure that the decisions taken by this institution
are in the interest of people like yourself ?

The institution was the European Commission for the item 34a and the

national government for the item 34b. Further, the value 1 stands for ’can

rely on it’, 2 for ’cannot rely on it’, and 3 for ’don’t know’. The variable was

recoded such that ’cannot rely on it’ corresponded to the value 0 and ’don’t

know’ to the value 0.5. Again it was not possible to use the same question

based on the Eurobarometer 79.3 therefore the closest alternative – items

12.4 (EU) and 12.2 (national government) – were chosen:

I would like to ask you a question about how much trust you have in
certain institutions. For each of the following institutions, please tell
me if you tend to trust it or tend not to trust it.

The value 1 corresponds to the answer ’tend to trust’, 2 to ’tend not to trust’,

and 3 to ’don’t know’. The recoding is the same as for the Eurobarometer

44.1. The variable influence on institutions item 72a/b was chosen:

How much influence, if any, do you think the opinions of people like
yourself have on the decisions taken by the [national] government/the
institutions of the European Union?

The variable was recoded such that the value 3 stands for the answer ’a great

deal of influence’, 2 for ’some influence’, 1 for ’not very much influence’, 0

for ’no influence at all’, and 1.5 for ’don’t know’.
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For the Eurobarometer 79.3 the most similar answer for this variable was

the item 21a/b:

On the whole, are you very satisfied, fairly satisfied, not very sat-
isfied or not at all satisfied with the way democracy works in your
country/the EU?

The variable was recoded as follows; the value equals 0 if ’not at all satisfied’,

1 if ’not very satisfied’, 1.5 if ’don’t know’, 2 if ’fairly satisfied’, and 3 if ’very

satisfied’ was the answer. One could argue that this item is not a good

proxy for individual influence on institutions because it could measure an

individuals attitude towards the principles of democracy. However, this seems

not to be the case as shown by Linde and Ekman (2003). An individuals

perceived political influence seems to be correlated with with democratic

satisfaction. Ezrow and Xezonakis (2014) show that the satisfaction with

democracy tend to be higher in countries with high levels of voter turnout.

Therefore we assume that satisfaction with democracy is a good proxy for

individual influence on institutions. In the following section the hypotheses

are presented.
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4.2 Hypotheses

(i) Regardless of the used survey the order of the scenarios presented by

Sánchez-Cuenca (2000) should not change. Namely, the different sce-

narios presented in the section 3.1 (p.9) should have ascending values for

the dependent variable support for integration with the highest support

in scenario (1).

(ii) According to the findings of Eichenberg and Dalton (1993); Armingeon

and Ceka (2013) the level of support for integration should be lower after

the Eurozone-Crisis since economic variables were negatively affected

by the crisis.

(iii) Based on the benefit hypothesis support should be higher if the variable

benefit takes on the value 1 regardless of the survey used (Sánchez-

Cuenca, 2000).
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4.3 Results

Following the same approach as Sánchez-Cuenca (2000) we use an ordered

logit model analysis. In a first step we only use the dependent variables

based on national institutions. The first column shows the results of Sánchez-

Cuenca (2000) (S.C.), the second column includes the results using the Eu-

robarometer 44.1 (EB. 44.1), and the third column depicts the results when

the Eurobarometer 79.3 (EB 79.3) is used.

Table 1: Ordered Logit Analysis for the Desired Rhythm of Integration

S.C. EB. 44.1 EB. 79.3

Trust in the national government .095* .173** -.222**
(.048) (.052) (.045)

Influence on the national government .042 .034 -.069**
(.027) (.021) (.024)

τ1 -2.32 -2.15 -3.61
τ2 -1.77 -1.62 -2.78
τ3 -1.16 -1.04 -1.80
τ4 -.45 -0.38 -.83
τ5 .49 0.55 .39
τ6 1.44 1.47 1.47
Wald χ2 test 8.36* 16.39** 34.96**

(d.f.=2) (d.f.=2) (d.f.=2)
N 13794 10824 14689

Notes: White standard errors in parentheses.
**significant at 1%, *significant at 5%.
To identify the models, it is assumed that the constant is 0.

As can be seen on table 1, the results presented by Sánchez-Cuenca (2000) do

not differ in the sign compared the the results using the Eurobarometer 44.1.

However, if the Eurobarometer 79.3 is used the sign is inverted. Therefore

this contradicts now the result shown by Anderson and Reichert (1995). So,

it is not anymore the case that a positive attitude toward national institution

results in a higher support for integration. This adds to the validity of the
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findings of Sánchez-Cuenca (2000) that individuals support for their nation is

opposed to support for European integration. Now we will use all dependent

variables presented in section 4.1.

Table 2: Ordered Logit Analysis for the Desired Rhythm of Integration

S.C. EB. 44.1 EB. 79.3

Trust in the national government -.167** -.189** -.433**
(.051) (.056) (.049)

Influence on the national government -.189** .072** -.112**
(.037) (.021) (.025)

Trust in European Institutions .929** .952** .414**
(.056) (.058) (.045)

Influence on European Institutions .255** .098** .065**
(.038) (.024) (.028)

Benefit .805** .788** .185**
(.052) (.060) (.073)

τ1 -1.66 -1.56 .3.42
τ2 -1.07 -.995 -2.58
τ3 -.408 -.349 -1.60
τ4 .361 .374 -.63
τ5 1.382 1.40 .62
τ6 2.370 2.37 1.69
Wald χ2 test 703.19** 577.83** 135.76**

(d.f.=5) (d.f.=5) (d.f.=5)
N 13643 10820 14689

Notes: White standard errors in parentheses.
**significant at 1%, *significant at 5%.
To identify the models, it is assumed that the constant is 0.

From table 2 we see that all results are identical with respect to their sign.

Further, all results are significant at 1% this is adds again to the validity

of the results presented by Sánchez-Cuenca (2000). In a final step we will

calculate the predicted probabilities for the different scenarios presented in

section 3.1 (p.9). This allows us to test the hypotheses (i) and (ii) defined in

section 4.2 (p.14). In tables 3 and 4 the results are shown when the variable

benefit takes on the values 0 or 1.
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Table 3: Predicted Probabilities When Variables Adopt Extreme Values Ac-
cording to the Institutional and the Benefit Hypothesis (Benefit = 0)

Desired speed of integration 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Sánchez-Cuenca (2000)

(1) N/E variables: min./max. .03 .03 .05 .10 .21 .24 .34
(2) N/E variables: max./max. .07 .05 .09 .15 .25 .20 .20
(3) N/E variables: min./min. .16 .10 .14 .19 .21 .12 .08
(4) N/E variables: max./min. .28 .13 .16 .17 .14 .06 .04

Eurobarometer 44.1

(1) N/E variables: min./max. .06 .04 .07 .13 .24 .22 .25
(2) N/E variables: max./max. .08 .06 .10 .15 .25 .19 .18
(3) N/E variables: min./min. .17 .10 .14 .18 .21 .11 .08
(4) N/E variables: max./min. .24 .12 .16 .17 .17 .08 .06

Eurobarometer 79.3

(1) N/E variables: min./max. .17 .02 .06 .13 .28 .24 .25
(2) N/E variables: max./max. .04 .05 .11 .19 .30 .18 .14
(3) N/E variables: min./min. .03 .04 .10 .18 .30 .19 .16
(4) N/E variables: max./min. .07 .07 .16 .23 .26 .12 .08

1 corresponds to ’stand still’ and 7 to ’as fast as possible’
National (N), European (E)

The order of the different scenarios (1)-(4) as seen in section 3.1 (p.9) does

not change when we compare the predicted probabilities shown by Sánchez-

Cuenca (2000) with those resulting when the Eurobarometer survey 44.1 was

used. For example if the Benefit = 0, the national variables take minimal

values, and the European variables take their maximal values then the prob-

ability that an individual desires integration to be ’as fast as possible’ is 25

% if the Eurobarometer 44.1 was used.7 However, when the Eurobarometer

79.3 was used then the scenarios (2) and (3) switched their order. If an indi-

vidual had minimal trust/influence in/on both institutions8 then the desired

speed of integration (=7) was higher compared to the scenario (2). This

7National variables are ’trust in’ and ’influence on’ national government.
8scenario (3)
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holds for both cases Benefit = 0 and Benefit = 1 if the Eurobarometer 79.3

was used (see table 3 and 4). Sánchez-Cuenca (2000) states that support

in scenario (2) is higher than in (3) because generalized negative attitudes

give rise to aversion against politics. One possible explanation why this has

changed could lie in the research category; ’utilitarian appraisals. Individuals

that have a poor opinion of both national and European institutions seem

to expect a higher profit from more integration then those who have a good

opinion of both.

Table 4: Predicted Probabilities When Variables Adopt Extreme Values Ac-
cording to the Institutional and the Benefit Hypothesis (Benefit = 1)

Desired speed of integration 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Sánchez-Cuenca (2000)

(1) N/E variables: min./max. .02 .01 .02 .05 .14 .22 .53
(2) N/E variables: max./max. .03 .02 .05 .09 .21 .24 .35
(3) N/E variables: min./min. .08 .05 .10 .16 .25 .19 .17
(4) N/E variables: max./min. .15 .09 .14 .19 .22 .12 .09

Eurobarometer 44.1

(1) N/E variables: min./max. .03 .02 .04 .08 .19 .24 .42
(2) N/E variables: max./max. .04 .03 .05 .10 .22 .23 .32
(3) N/E variables: min./min. .09 .06 .10 .16 .25 .18 .17
(4) N/E variables: max./min. .13 .08 .12 .17 .24 .14 .12

Eurobarometer 79.3

(1) N/E variables: min./max. .01 .02 .05 .11 .26 .25 .29
(2) N/E variables: max./max. .03 .04 .10 .18 .30 .20 .16
(3) N/E variables: min./min. .03 .03 .09 .16 .30 .21 .18
(4) N/E variables: max./min. .06 .06 .15 .22 .28 .14 .09

1 corresponds to ’stand still’ and 7 to ’as fast as possible’
National (N), European (E)
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5 Discussion

In the following we will study the hypotheses (i)-(iii) from section 4.2. Hy-

pothesis (i) cannot be rejected based on the Eurobarometer 44.1. The order

of the different scenarios does not change. However, if the Eurobarometer

79.3 was used hypothesis (i) can be partially rejected. The main results9

presented by Sánchez-Cuenca (2000) still hold. Nevertheless, the hypothesis

is rejected if the order of the intermediate scenarios (3) and (4) is expected

to remain unchanged. Generalized negative attitudes against the two in-

stitutions result in higher support for integration then generalized positive

ones. However, in the case of rejection it is important to acknowledge that

there are sizable differences between the questions10 used to generate the

dependent variables (see section 4.1). Hypothesis (ii) can be rejected since

a decrease of support is not observed in any case. Furthermore, if scenario

(3) from the Eurobarometer 79.3 is compared to the other surveys there is

even an increase of support. The predicted probability for scenario (3) is 16

% if Benefit takes the value 0. In both other surveys the same scenario was

only 8 %. Scenario (3) can be also compared if Benefit takes the value 1 the

bottom line remains the same. Hypothesis (iii) is not rejected since support

is systematically higher for both Eurobarometer 44.1 and 79.3 when Benefit

= 1.

9Support is higher in scenario (1) then in scenario (4).
10Eurobarometer 79.3 compared to the Eurobarometer 44.1.
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6 Conclusion

In this work the dynamics of opinion making in the context of European

integration were studied. Hereby the focus was set on the work of Sánchez-

Cuenca (2000). First a brief literature review was provided to identify impor-

tant aspects of public opinion formation regarding the support for European

integration. From this we concluded that the formal model developed by

Sánchez-Cuenca (2000) provided a fairly strong starting point. However, the

main issue identified was the validity of the results due to data availabil-

ity. To verify the robustness of the main results two different Eurobarometer

surveys were used to test three hypotheses. First, the four different levels

of support resulting from the interplay of opinions about national and Euro-

pean institutions should remain in the same order regardless of which survey

is used. Second, lower levels of support should result if a data is used that

was collected after Eurozone-Crisis. Third, higher perceived benefit from EU

membership should result in higher levels of support for integration. The first

hypothesis was partially rejected since the order of support levels changed

for the intermediate scenarios. The second hypothesis was rejected since in

some cases support even increased after the Eurozone-Crisis. The third hy-

pothesis could not be rejected. From these result we assume that the findings

of Sánchez-Cuenca (2000) are valid. However, due to data availability the re-

sults are limited to two different surveys and leave room for further research.

Future research could provide a deeper understanding about the dynamics of

opinion making in the context of European integration by using panel data.

To best of our knowledge there exist very little if any work in this context.
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