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Nous ne coalisons pas des Etats, nous unissons des hommes. 
 

- Jean Monnet, 1952 
 

If there are further steps to European integration, the people  
should have their say at a general election or in a referendum. 

 
- Tony Blair, 1997 

 

 

1.1 Setting the scene: From permissive consensus to constraining dissensus 

 

The process of European integration has undergone dramatic changes over the last 

decade. From the 1950s until the early 1990s, European integration was seen – by 

(neo-) functionalists and (liberal) intergovernmentalists alike – as an elite-driven 

project in which public opinion was largely irrelevant. Put in the words of Ernst Haas 

almost 50 years ago: ‘It is as impracticable as it is unnecessary to have recourse to 

general public opinion surveys, or even to surveys of specifically interested groups [...]. 

It suffices to single out and define the political elites in the participating countries, to 

study their reactions to integration and to assess changes in attitude on their part’ 

(1958: 17). Such sentiments led to the notion coined by Lindberg and Scheingold 

(1970) that European integration was accompanied by a ‘permissive consensus’. The 

process secured peace, welfare and stability throughout Europe and was presumed to 

generate a diffuse feeling of approval on the part of the European citizenry.  

Current developments cast a shadow on this image. Not only has public 

support for European integration become increasingly fickle, but recent events like 

the Dutch and French referenda on the Constitutional Treaty in 2005 demonstrate the 

ability of European citizens to constrain integration efforts. Indeed, the latest studies 

show that European elites are paying close attention to the electorate, in particular to 

their constituents, in the context of European Union (EU) matters and as a result are 

quite responsive towards public opinion (Carrubba, 2001; Ray, 2003; Steenbergen, 

Edwards and De Vries, 2007). Today, we are witnessing the move away from a 

permissive consensus to a constraining dissensus in which European citizens and political 

parties actively monitor the course of integration and where necessary voice their fears 

and objections (Hooghe and Marks, 2007). 

 This dissertation ties into these developments in the European integration 

process by examining the ways in which rising salience and conflict regarding Europe 

influences national politics. Specifically, it studies the extent to which European 
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integration affects national electoral politics by exploring how attitudes towards 

Europe influence vote choice in national elections – a phenomenon I refer to as EU 

issue voting. The study of EU issue voting focuses on the central element of politics, 

namely conflict. In the words of Schattschneider (1960: 62, italics in original): ‘What 

happens in politics depends on the way in which people are divided into factions, parties, 

groups, classes, etc. The outcome of the game of politics depends on which of the 

multitude of possible conflicts gains the dominant position’. Is conflict regarding 

European integration becoming a dividing issue for voters and parties? And more 

importantly, is the issue salient enough for voters to let it influence their vote choice 

in national elections?  

Whereas we know a lot about how national politics influences vote choice in 

elections to the European Parliament (EP) (Reif and Schmitt, 1980; Van der Eijk and 

Franklin, 1996; Van der Brug and Van der Eijk, 2007), our understanding of the way 

in which European integration intersects with national elections is much more limited 

(Börzel and Risse, 2007). We hardly know anything about how EU issues influence 

processes of political contestation and interest aggregation at the national level (the 

work by Schmidt, 2005, 2007 constitutes a notable exception). Furthermore, the scant 

research regarding EU issue voting thus far is inconclusive. Some authors 

demonstrate that an ‘electoral connection’ between European and national politics 

exists (Carrubba, 2001; Evans, 1999, 2002; Gabel, 2000; Tillman 2004), while others 

contend that the impact of European integration on domestic interest formation and 

representation is minimal (Mair, 2000; Sitter, 2001; Krouwel, 2004; Van Holsteyn and 

Den Ridder, 2005). In addition, the current work fails to include a longitudinal and 

cross-national perspective, nor does it present a coherent theoretical understanding of 

the conditions under which EU issue voting is likely to occur. Hence, our 

understanding of EU issue voting, the causal mechanisms underlying it and its 

potential impact on national electoral and party politics remains incomplete. This 

dissertation takes on these issues by developing and empirically substantiating a model 

of EU issue voting that specifies the conditions under which issues regarding 

European integration affect vote choice in national elections across time and space.  

This introductory chapter is structured as follows. First, I relate the central topic of 

this dissertation – EU issue voting, i.e. the extent to which issues regarding European 

integration influence national vote choice, to European integration theory. Next, I 

elaborate the central research questions, case selection and data. Third, I outline the 

model of EU issue voting guiding this study. Fourth, I present the study’s main 

findings and conclusions. In a fifth step, I discuss the relevance of these findings and 
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relate them to general themes in the field of EU studies, such as the democratic deficit 

discussion. Finally, I present angles for future research. 

 

 

1.2 Background: Theories of European integration 

 

Up to the late 1980s, European integration was usually perceived as a foreign policy 

issue restricted to the realm of international relations. In this view, European 

integration took place among, not within, countries of Western Europe. More than 15 

years later, this view no longer holds. The transition of the European Community 

(EC) to the EU laid down in Treaty of Maastricht characterises the transformation 

from a mere intergovernmental regime with primarily economic competencies into a 

supranational regime with increased political competencies (Fuchs, 2002; Steenbergen 

and Marks, 2004; Hooghe and Marks, 2007). Hence, the dominant theories of 

European integration, (liberal) intergovernmentalism (see Hoffmann, 1966; Moravcsik, 

1993, 1998)1 and (neo-) functionalism (see Haas, 1958; Schmitter, 1969)2 no longer suffice 

to understand the dynamics of the integration process. As both perspectives focus on 

the economic aspect of regional integration and the elitist character of decision 

making, they fail to account for the impact of an increasingly political process which 

affects not only relations among states, but permeates politics throughout Europe’s 

polities (see Hooghe and Marks, 2007).  

Concepts like multilevel governance (Marks, 1993; Hooghe and Marks, 2001), 

(intensive) transgovernmentalism (Wallace, 2005), joint-decision making (Scharpf, 1997) or 

fusion (Wessels, 1996) attempt to move away from a state-centric perspective. The 

understanding of European integration underlying these concepts is that integration 

has blurred the boundaries between domestic and international politics (Carporaso 

and Keeler, 1995; Risse-Kappen, 1996). Hooghe and Marks (2001) argue that the EU 

should be understood as a system of governance at multiple levels rather than as an 

intergovernmental regime or would-be supranational regime. From this viewpoint, 

supranational, national and regional political arenas are interconnected rather than 

nested, as the several levels of governance share control over policy making (Hooghe 

and Marks, 2001: 1-10).3 Multilevel governance facilitates democratisation of the 

decision process to the extent that it involves not only national governments, national 

producer groups or transnational business, as liberal intergovernmentalist and 

functionalist perspectives would argue (Moravcsik, 1993, 1998; Haas, 1958; Schmitter, 

1969), but also political parties, interest groups, social movements, and citizens 

(Steenbergen and Marks, 2004).  
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As EU policy making has extended its scope from market integration to non-

economic issues, the integration process itself is becoming increasingly contested. 

Currently, we are witnessing rising conflict regarding European matters in national 

political arenas. Indeed, the 2005 referendum outcomes in France and the 

Netherlands are two of the more recent manifestations of this process. Additionally, 

latest studies show that the salience of the European integration issue is on the rise in 

domestic politics (Hooghe and Marks, 2006; Kriesi, 2007).  

In a recent article, Hooghe and Marks (2007) try to come to grips with these 

latest developments in the European integration process by stressing what they call a 

postfunctionalist approach – postfunctionalist in that there is ‘an agnostic detachment 

about whether the jurisdictions that humans create are, or are not, efficient’ (Hooghe 

and Marks, 2007: 3). The authors share with (neo-)functionalism and (liberal) 

intergovernmentalism the notion that regional integration is triggered by a mismatch 

between efficiency and the existing structure of authority, but they do not assume that 

the outcome will reflect functional pressures or that these pressures are mediated by 

their distributional consequences. Hooghe and Marks (2007: 7) argue that both 

functionalist and intergovernmentalist approaches fall short in addressing the current 

contestation over European matters in national political arenas as both perspectives 

focus solely on elite bargaining (by means of state officials and interest groups) and 

conceive preferences on integration as purely economic.  

Building on over 15 years of empirical work on public opinion, party 

positioning and elections in the context of European integration, postfunctionalism 

argues that preferences over jurisdictional architecture are profoundly shaped by 

conceptions of identity. The reason is that governance is not only a mechanism to 

achieve collective benefits by coordinating human activity, but also an expression of 

community. ‘In reality, the functional need for human cooperation rarely coincides 

with the territorial scope of community’ (Hooghe and Marks, 2007: 3). Deeper 

European integration may be rational from a functional standpoint since it helps 

internalise environmental or immigration-related externalities, and reap economies of 

scale in defence, foreign policy or economic activity. But simultaneously it may also be 

disconcerting from a community standpoint since it opens up the national culture, 

institutions, and way of life to “others”, thereby eroding national sovereignty. This 

mismatch between functional need and communal identity appears to be a major 

driving force behind increasing contestation regarding European integration 

throughout Europe.  

Surveys have indeed documented a rise in citizen concern about their social-

psychological and socio-economic security throughout the EU member states. While 
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the sources of increased insecurity appear to be diverse, research has shown that 

insecure citizens are particularly susceptible to Euroscepticism (De Vries and Van 

Kersbergen, 2007). Why is that so? The reason is twofold. First, research 

demonstrates that social-psychological and socio-economic anxiety are crucial in 

understanding opposition to  European integration (Hooghe and Marks, 2005; 

Luedtke, 2005; Eichenberg and Dalton, 2007; De Vries and Van Kersbergen, 2007, 

see also Anderson, 1998; Gabel, 1998a, 1998b; McLaren, 2002). Van Kersbergen’s 

notion of ‘double allegiance’ is relevant here. Van Kersbergen (2000) argues that 

allegiance towards Europe is rooted in citizens’ primary allegiance to the nation state. 

Double allegiance, i.e. EU support, depends on the extent to which supranational 

institutions allow national political elites to provide their citizens with political, social, 

psychological and economic security and well-being (Van Kersbergen, 2000, 4-9). 

Accordingly, decreased support for the EU on the part of the European citizenry 

should be understood as a reflection of citizens’ perceptions that the process of 

integration is threatening their core interests and/or feelings of economic and cultural 

security and well-being (see also De Vries and Van Kersbergen, 2007).  

Second, these feelings of insecurity are increasingly exploited by political 

entrepreneurs, usually on the fringes of the political spectrum, to gain leverage in 

domestic party competition (Taggart, 1998; De Vries and Edwards, 2007; Hooghe and 

Marks, 2006, 2007; De Vries and Van Kersbergen, 2007). By cueing voters that 

deepening European integration is responsible for their economic and cultural 

insecurity, extremist entrepreneurs can deepen the wedge between themselves and the 

largely pro-EU establishment (Taggart, 1998; De Vries and Edwards, 2007). Political 

entrepreneurs are actively mobilising Euroscepticism, and they are doing so primarily 

in national electoral arenas. As a result, European integration has become 

“nationalised”: EU issues have entered the domain of domestic (party) politics. EU 

issue voting constitutes a clear manifestation of this process of increasing political 

contestation on European matters in national political arenas. 

 

 

1.3 Research questions, case selection and data 

 

This dissertation places itself in a broad and growing literature that is concerned with 

how and to what extent the interconnectedness of political domains, i.e. the linking of 

several layers of governance, affects politics. My contribution is to explore how the 

EU issue influences vote choice in national elections. To the extent that the EU is 
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multilevel, it seems reasonable to expect that increased contestation about Europe 

should “infect” national elections as well as European elections. 

This dissertation takes the form of a collection of five articles, which are 

motivated by two central research questions:  

 

• To what extent and under which conditions do attitudes towards European integration 
influence vote choice in national elections?  

• What is the impact of EU issue voting on domestic party politics?  
 

Why study the impact of issues regarding European integration in national 

elections? Why not study EP elections? One reason is that our understanding of the 

impact of national and European issues on voting behaviour in EP elections is more 

advanced, while we know less about how EU issues affects national vote choice 

(Tillman, 2004; Börzel and Risse, 2007). But more importantly, at present, it seems 

rational for voters seeking a voice in the integration process to do so via national 

elections (Gabel, 2000; Mair, 2005, 2007).  

In national elections voters authorise and hold accountable their national 

representatives, who in turn shape the course of integration in the Council of 

Ministers and the European Council. These institutions impose an important 

constraint on EU legislation in which nationally elected heads of states and 

government can wield power directly. In addition, nationally elected members of 

parliament are able to influence or at least comment on EU legislation – although 

their influence varies greatly among the EU member states (see Raunio, 1999). Hence, 

national elections constitute important channels through which European citizens can 

exert influence on European policies (Gabel, 2000; Mair, 2005, 2007). 

EP elections may represent a less effective channel of influence for European 

citizens as the role of the EP in shaping the course and direction of European 

integration at the present time is more limited (Mair, 2005: 7). In principle, EP 

elections should allow voters to change or endorse the policies and the personnel of 

the EU. In practice, however, the EP is constrained in fully performing this function. 

First, the EP can only partially hold the Commission accountable. Second, the 

composition of the European Council and Council of Ministers are unaffected by EP 

elections. Finally, due to the fact that its elections are fought on national rather than 

European concerns, the EP lacks a clear European mandate to use its power in 

policy-making (see Franklin and Van der Eijk, 1996; Magnette, 2003; Mair, 2005, 

2007).  
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Thus, national elections are important outlets for voters to express their 

concerns regarding Europe. At the same time, however, the extent of EU issue voting 

may be limited through the dominance of national concerns, such as the state of the 

economy, health care or immigration, in national elections. This begs the question: 

Under which conditions can we expect EU issue voting to occur? This dissertation 

focuses explicitly on the role of the electoral environment in order to address this 

question. It develops a model of EU issue voting that emphasises the role of issue 

salience among voters, partisan conflict and issue orthogonality. This model is tested 

empirically by examining EU issue voting in Denmark, Germany, the Netherlands and 

the United Kingdom over the time period 1990-2005.  

Why study EU issue voting in Denmark, Germany, the Netherlands and the United 

Kingdom? This case selection enables me to study EU issue voting in a quasi-

experimental setting. While all four countries are longstanding EU members and have 

thus experienced a comparable impact of the integration process, their domestic 

configurations are very different. Hence, I examine a similar EU impact on electoral 

politics in different contexts. Moreover, the national election surveys for these four 

countries are very comparable. The surveys contain the relevant questions in order to 

operationalise EU issue voting. Also, the question wordings for the indicators used to 

study EU issue voting are similar across the different surveys. 4 

Why use national election studies?  The main drawback of using national election 

studies is that it restricts the time-period and the number of countries that I can 

examine as questions regarding self- and party placements on European integration 

are not often included in national election surveys. So why not use European Election 

Study data, which cover more countries over a longer time span? Several 

considerations guided my choice for national election surveys rather than European 

Election Study data. First, European Election Study data were collected for the 

purpose of studying European elections, not national ones (see Van der Eijk and 

Franklin, 1996). When one uses them for national elections, several problems emerge. 

For example, not all political parties that ran for national office are included, or only 

very few respondents indicated that they voted for smaller parties. Since I use discrete 

choice models – i.e. conditional and multinomial logit models – to the estimate vote 

choice, the latter issue is worrisome (see Alvarez and Nagler, 1998; Agresti, 2002). 

Secondly and even more importantly, using the European Election Study runs the risk 

of biasing one’s results in favour of finding EU issue voting since the prominence of 

EU-related questions in the survey may lead respondents to over-report on EU 

matters. Let me give two concrete examples. In the 1999 European Election Study, 

almost 2.0 percent of Dutch voters expressed that the EU issue was the most 
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important problem facing their country, whereas according to the 1998 Dutch 

National Election Survey, fewer than 0.6 percent of Dutch voters held the same view. 

The difference in the case of Denmark is even more striking. While 4.2 percent of 

Danish voters in the 1998 Danish National Election Survey viewed EU issues as the 

most important problem facing their country, this percentage is five times higher in 

the European Election Study data, namely 23.8.5 In order to circumvent a potential 

“EU bias” in the data, I rely on national election surveys.  

 

 

1.4 Model of EU issue voting 

 

Under which conditions and to what extent do attitudes towards European 

integration influence national vote choice? And how does EU issue voting affect 

domestic party competition? Questions regarding the conditions under which issues 

come to affect vote choice and influence party politics have been at the heart of 

academic attention in political science ever since the 1960s (Lipset, 1960; 

Schattschneider, 1960; Campbell, et al., 1960; Riker, 1982; Sundquist, 1983; Carmines 

and Stimson, 1986, 1989; Franklin, Mackie and Valen, 1992; Dalton, 1996; Stimson, 

2004). Complex societies produce diverse conflicts over public policy. Indeed, the 

number of potential policy issues is infinite. The essence of politics lies in the 

organisation of these diverse conflicts. The process in which one or several of the 

conflicts over public policy gain political dominance involves a mobilisation of bias 

(Schattschneider, 1960). That is to say, only some social divisions eventually find 

political expression. Building on the work on issue evolution and realignment from 

the United States context (Schattschneider, 1960; Riker, 1982; Sundquist, 1983; 

Carmines and Stimson, 1986, 1989; Abramowitz, 1994; Adams, 1997; Layman and 

Carsey, 2002; Stimson, 2004) and the extensive research into electoral and party 

system change from Western Europe (Bartolini and Mair, 1990; Franklin, Mackie and 

Valen, 1992; Mair, 1997), I develop a theoretical model explaining the conditions 

under which the EU issue is likely to influence voters’ decisions at the national ballot 

box. Figure 1.1 below presents a graphical image of this model of EU issue voting. It 

also links the five different chapters of this dissertation.  

Note that by drawing on general literature regarding the conditions under 

which issues are likely to gain prominence in electoral politics, I assume the EU issue 

behaves like any other policy issue. That is to say, the theoretical model developed in 

this dissertation is not necessarily confined to the particular case of EU issue voting. 
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It may also prove useful in explaining the development of other issues, such as 

immigration, in national electoral politics.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1.1: Model of EU issue voting  
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The model begins with considering mass-elite linkages regarding Europe (see 

the bottom of figure 1.1). All issue voting models start from the assumption that 

voters relate their issue position to that of a party when voting on the basis of a 

particular issue (Enelow and Hinich, 1984; Rabinowitz and MacDonald, 1989). 

Building on this insight, I start from the premise that there should be some sort of 

linkage between parties’ and voters’ stances on European integration for EU issue 

voting to occur.6 Hence, the first step in the EU issue voting process is to find out if 

congruence between parties’ and voters’ EU stances exists. Chapter 2 ‘Who’s Cueing 

Whom? Mass-elite linkages and the future of European integration’ focuses on the issue of 

mass-elite linkages in the context of European integration. 

The second step in the model outlines the conditions under which EU issue 

voting is likely to occur in a given election (see the box entitled EU issue voting in 

figure 1.1). The model outlines three conditions that mediate the extent of EU issue 

voting in a given election. The first condition is issue orthogonality, i.e. the extent to 

which an issue is unrelated to the dominant dimension of political conflict. The 

expectation is that in order for EU issue voting to occur, the EU issue should be 

related to the main dimension of political conflict (low issue orthogonality). The idea here 

is that parties and voters benefit when the number of conflicts over public policy are 

confined to one (or two) ideological dimension(s) (Downs, 1957; Schattschneider, 

1960; Riker, 1982; North, 1990; Hinich and Munger, 1993; Stimson, 2004; McDonald 

and Budge, 2005). Reducing the number of conflicts reduces transaction costs for 

parties and voters. When parties relate emerging issues (here the EU issue) to the 

dominant ideological dimension (i.e. their left/right positioning), voting on the basis 

of these issues is more likely to occur as voters base their voting decision largely on 

ideological cues presented by parties (North, 1990; Hinich and Munger, 1993). Note 

that this argument implies that the issue is related but not necessarily incorporated or 

subsumed into the dominant left/right dimension. If latter is the case – that is to say, 

if the EU issue perfectly aligns with the left/right dimension – the EU issue would 

add no further information to voters to inform their vote choice. Thus, the 

expectation here is that issues are more likely to influence voters’ decisions when they 

are related to existing ideologies, i.e. when they can be allied with the ongoing political 

debate.7 

The second condition is that the contentious issue is (re-)phrased in partisan 

terms (Carmines and Stimson, 1986, 1989). Next to office-seeking and policy-seeking 

concerns, vote-seeking (i.e. the maximisation of votes) is among the chief objectives 

of political parties (see Downs, 1957; Strøm, 1990). Consequently, political parties 

may have an incentive to introduce or promote an issue within electoral competition 
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if they feel that this could result in an increase of votes or eventually upset an existing 

majority (see Riker, 1982). Importantly, voters must be aware of the differences in the 

positions of the parties on the new issue at hand, i.e. perceived partisan conflict should be 

high. Hence, parties have to provide the ‘vehicles for contestation’ regarding Europe 

(Van der Eijk and Franklin, 2004: 39). If not, voters are forced to put their EU 

attitudes on ice at the time of election.  

Finally, I argue that low issue orthogonality and partisan conflict alone are not 

enough for EU issue voting. The EU issue should also evoke an emotional response 

among voters. That is, voters must care about the issue (Carmines and Stimson, 1986: 

902-903). As Schattschneider (1960: 2) notes: ‘The outcome of every [political] 

conflict is determined by the extent to which the audience [voters] becomes involved 

in it’. The extent of voter involvement in a political issue is labelled as issue salience.  

To summarise EU issue voting depends on three conditions: 1) The EU issue 

should be (partly) related to the main dimension of political conflict (low orthogonality). 

2) There should be conflict among parties, which is perceived by voters (high perceived 

partisan conflict). 3) Voters must feel that the issue is important (high issue salience). 

Consequently, EU issue voting is most likely in elections that fall into the bottom-

right corner of the box in figure 1.1 and least likely in elections towards the bottom-

left corner. Chapter 3 ‘Sleeping Giant: Fact or Fairytale? How European integration affects 

national elections’ and chapter 4 ‘How Do Issues Become Relevant to Voters? The role of issue 

orthogonality in EU issue voting’ develop and empirically substantiate this conditional 

model of EU issue voting.  

The third and final step in the EU issue voting process is the impact of EU 

issue voting on party politics (see the top in figure 1.1). Chapters 5 and 6 address this 

matter. Chapter 5 ‘EU Issue Voting: Asset or Liability? How European integration affects 

parties’ electoral fortunes in national elections’ focuses on the extent to which parties’ 

electoral fortunes in national elections are influenced by EU issue voting. It explores 

variation in EU issue voting across political parties by examining which parties are 

affected by EU issue voting and which party characteristics may explain this possible 

variation. Finally, considering that chapter 5 shows that the extent to which the EU 

issue is salient to a party is crucial in understanding variation in EU issue voting across 

parties, chapter 6 ‘The Salience of the European Integration Issue: Three data sources compared’ 

further explores the issue of EU salience among parties. It presents an explanation for 

varying degrees in issue salience regarding European integration among political 

parties. 

 



 
Chapter 1: Europe at the National Ballot Box? 

 
 

 27 

1.5 Main findings and conclusions 

 

Let me now turn to the main findings and conclusions of the five individual chapters. 

Chapter 2, which is co-authored with Marco Steenbergen and Erica Edwards, focuses 

on mass-elite linkages on European integration. Mass-elite linkages can take two 

forms. They can either be bottom-up, i.e. political elites adopt the electorate’s position 

on European integration, or top-down, i.e. through a process of information and 

persuasion the electorate adopts the positions of political elites. The breakdown of 

either process causes a disconnect between masses and elites, which would make EU 

issue voting almost impossible.  

Past research on this topic has been indecisive. Some scholars contend that 

political elites respond to changing preferences of their electorates (Carrubba, 2001), 

whilst others suggest that party elites cue the mass public (Weßels, 1995; Steenbergen 

and Jones, 2002; Ray, 2003). This chapter shows that these conflicting results stem 

from the reciprocal nature of mass-elite linkages. Using Eurobarometer and Chapel 

Hill Expert Survey data from 1984-2002 and estimating a series of dynamic 

simultaneous equations models to deal with reciprocal causation, the empirical results 

show that both views are simultaneously correct. A dual-process model of European 

integration, whereby elites simultaneously seek to influence and respond to the mass 

public, exists. The analysis also demonstrates that the strength of these results is 

contingent on several factors, including the type of electoral system as well as party 

and voter characteristics. Hence, the chapter shows that the prerequisite for EU issue 

voting – a linkage between voters’ and parties’ stances regarding European integration 

– is met.  

The third chapter probes when these linkages translate into EU issue voting. In 

other words, do attitudes towards European integration influence vote choice in 

national elections, or not? As highlighted earlier, the European integration process is 

increasingly contested. Not all citizens appear to like the speed or direction in which 

the European endeavour is moving. As such, there exists a real potential for political 

mobilisation against the European project. Van der Eijk and Franklin (2004) argue 

that there is a ‘sleeping giant’ of public opinion scepticism which can be woken up by 

political entrepreneurs. Initial evidence examining the extent to which EU attitudes 

influence national vote choice is inconclusive. Research consistent with the sleeping 

giant thesis demonstrates that attitudes towards European integration are indeed 

capable of influencing national vote choice (Evans, 1999, 2002; Gabel, 2000; Tillman, 

2004), while other scholars note that Europeanisation effects on domestic electoral 
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competition are weak (Mair, 2000; Sitter, 2001; Krouwel, 2004; Van Holsteyn and 

Den Ridder, 2005).  

Using a conditional logit model and comparing the extent of EU issue voting in 

British, Danish, Dutch and German elections between 1992 and 2002, this chapter 

contends that a resolution emerges when we acknowledge the conditional nature of 

the EU issue voting process. EU issue voting is more likely to occur in elections in 

which both the extent of partisan conflict over European integration and the degree of 

EU issue salience among voters are high. So, the hurdle for EU issue voting is quite 

formidable, but it can and has been met. The available evidence also suggests that 

both conditions are open to strategic manipulation by political parties, especially those 

on the fringes of the political spectrum. 

 The fourth chapter expands the explanation for the variation in EU issue 

voting across elections to include the role of issue orthogonality. Issue orthogonality 

is defined as the degree to which an issue is unrelated to existing ideological 

dimensions of political conflict – in this case the left/right dimension. Building on 

Schattschneider (1960) and Mair (1997), this chapter proposes that issues are more 

likely to influence voting behaviour to the extent that they are related (not fully 

orthogonal) to the dominant dimension of political competition. This general 

proposition is tested for EU issue voting.  

Using a conditional logit model that relies on observations from British, 

Danish, Dutch and German national election surveys from 1990-2005, the empirical 

analyses show that EU issue voting is likely to occur when the EU issue is not 

orthogonal but rather related to the dominant left/right dimension. This finding is 

particularly noteworthy since previous research on this topic tends to argue that EU 

issues become relevant when they are perpendicular, i.e. orthogonal, to the left/right 

dimension (Evans, 1999, 2002; Gabel, 2000; Tillman, 2004; Van der Eijk and Franklin, 

2004). Thus, theories of EU issue voting should determine the relationship between 

axes of political competition, that is, the angle at which issues regarding European 

integration intersect with the dominant dimension of party competition.  

 The fifth chapter develops and tests arguments about how political parties’ 

electoral fortunes in national elections are influenced by voters’ preferences regarding 

the EU. Which parties are affected by EU issue voting? The chapter employs national 

election survey data from Denmark, Germany, the Netherlands and the United 

Kingdom from 1992-2002 and uses a two-stage estimation procedure (for similar 

applications of this procedure see Duch and Stevenson, 2005, 2007; Kedar, 2005). In 

the first stage, an individual-level model of vote choice estimates the impact of EU 

preferences for individual parties; the results reveal extensive variation in EU issue 
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voting among political parties. In the second stage, an estimated dependent variable 

model accounts for this cross-party variation. The findings show that the variation in 

EU issue voting is largely a function of the degree to which the EU issue is salient to 

political parties, the level of extremism in terms of EU positioning as well as 

opposition status.  

These findings corroborate a growing body of work that demonstrates an 

‘electoral connection’ between European and national politics (Carrubba, 2001). 

Moreover, they indicate that the EU issue constitutes a strategic opportunity for 

political parties to reap electoral gains. For example, opposition parties that actively 

play up their stance on Europe are likely to benefit from EU issue voting. Hence, the 

chapter shows the important implications of EU issue voting on domestic party 

competition and strengthens our understanding of how European integration affects 

national electoral politics. 

The sixth and final chapter of this dissertation, which is co-authored with 

Harmen Binnema, examines the variation in EU issue salience among political parties. 

The previous chapter demonstrated that issue salience is the most important factor 

when explaining differences in EU issue voting across parties. Now, the question is 

what determines the extent to which the EU is salient to a party’s leadership? Chapter 

6 conceptualises and explains the salience of European integration to political parties 

by cross-validating three empirical salience measures used in the Comparative 

Manifesto Project (Budge, et al., 2001), the European Election Study (Van der Eijk, et 

al., 2002) and the Chapel Hill Expert Survey (Marks and Steenbergen, 1999).  

The chapter highlights two important findings. First, whilst one common 

dimension underlies the different salience measures, the explanation of salience differs 

greatly across the different operationalisations. Secondly, notwithstanding differences 

in operationalisations, one explanation is confirmed across the different data sources: 

The salience of the EU issue to a party is largely a factor of the extent to which other 

parties within the political system highlight or downplay the issue. So, although 

political parties may wish to strategically influence the salience of the European 

integration in order to differentiate themselves from governing parties, they are greatly 

constrained in this effort. If the EU is not salient in the party system as a whole, it 

appears difficult for a single party to turn the tide. Conversely, if the EU is salient 

across the party system, it is difficult for one party to avoid it.  

Let us come back to the general questions guiding this study: Does EU issue 

voting exist? And if it does, how does it affect domestic party competition? The 

answer to the first question is yes. The second chapter shows that mass-elite linkages 

in the context of European integration exist, indicating that a potential for EU issue 
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voting is given. Chapters 3 and 4 show that these linkages indeed translate into EU 

issue voting but only under certain conditions. EU issue voting is only likely to occur 

when partisan conflict regarding European integration is high, issue salience regarding 

Europe is high and the orthogonality of the EU issue is low. This latter result indicates 

that in elections in which EU issue voting exists, it is likely to revitalise the existing 

conflict in party competition, i.e. the left/right ideological divide, not introduce a new 

one. Hence, EU issue voting affects domestic party competition in that it tends to 

revive the dominant conflict dimension. In addition, chapter 5 highlights the impact 

of EU issue voting on domestic party competition by demonstrating that extensive 

variation in EU issue voting exists among political parties. Variation in EU issue 

voting is largely a function of the degree to which the EU issue is salient to political 

parties, the level of extremism in terms of EU positioning as well as opposition status. 

These results show that EU issue voting indeed affects domestic party politics and 

when it exits, it is likely to invigorate existing conflict dimensions of party 

competition.  

 

 

1.6 EU issue voting and the future of European integration 

 

How do these findings relate to overall themes in EU studies? In other words, why 

should we care about EU issue voting? The relevance of my findings is twofold. First, 

an analysis of EU issue voting is important for the ongoing debate regarding the 

impact of European integration on domestic politics. Secondly, evidence of EU issue 

voting speaks directly to the extensive academic discussion regarding the democratic 

deficit, which argues that the EU is not responsive to mass publics.  

The study of EU issue voting contributes to the discussion regarding the 

domestic impact of European integration in that it documents the effect of European 

integration on the most central accountability process in national democracies, namely 

national elections. It connects with the growing interest in the possible effects of EU 

institutions and policies on the national political system (Börzel and Risse, 2003, 

2007). This literature reflects a shift from European institution-building as a 

dependent variable to treating European integration as an independent variable. This 

shift in attention is not surprising as the political influence of the EU institutions on 

the member states has steadily risen over the last decades. In order to fully capture 

how the EU matters, an analysis of the impact of European integration and 

Europeanisation on domestic political and social processes of the member states is 

necessary (Börzel and Risse, 2007).  
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How can we conceptualise the impact of Europeanisation on domestic politics 

of the member states? Börzel and Risse (2003: 58ff.) distinguish three major 

dimensions along which the domestic impact of Europeanisation can be analysed: the 

policy, polity or politics dimensions.8 While the impact of European integration on 

domestic policies and the national polity has been extensive, the Europeanisation of 

party and electoral politics has received less attention (Börzel and Risse, 2007; 

Tillman, 2004).  

This study contributes both theoretically and empirically to the literature on the 

impact on domestic politics and more precisely on electoral politics. I have shown 

which characteristics of the electoral environment mediate the impact of the EU issue 

in national electoral politics. Issue orthogonality, partisan conflict and issue salience 

condition the extent to which EU issue voting takes place in national elections. The 

finding that the influence of European integration on national electoral politics is 

mediated by national-level characteristics is in line with the extensive work on how 

national-level characteristics explain variation in transposition or compliance to 

European directives or regulations (see for example Haverland, 2000; Héritier, et al. 

2001; Knill, 2001; Falkner, et al, 2005; Mastenbroek and Kaeding, 2006). 

My findings also speak to the ongoing discussion concerning the democratic 

deficit. The growth of EU legislative power and the broadening from economic to 

political integration has invigorated the discussion of possible democratic deficits at 

the EU level. Follesdal and Hix (2006: 534-37) contend that the discussion on the 

democratic deficit centres around five general claims. First, the European integration 

process has supposedly increased the power of the executive at the cost of national 

parliaments (Andersen and Burns, 1996; Raunio, 1999). Second, the EP, the only 

directly elected institution, constitutes a relatively weak component of the European 

institutional troika between Parliament, Commission and Council, because it is unable 

to perform the central function of a parliament, namely controlling the executive and 

holding it accountable (Kielmannsegg, 1996; Schmitt, 2002; Nugent, 2003). Third, 

even though the powers of the EP may have increased in recent years, European 

elections are primarily ‘second-order’ in nature, meaning that national policy concerns 

dominate and no European-wide political parties compete (Reif and Schmitt, 1980, 

see also Van der Eijk and Franklin, 1996; Schmitt and Thomassen, 1999; Schmitt, 

2002). Fourth, European institutions are seen as ‘too distant from ordinary European 

citizens’ (Follesdal and Hix, 2006: 536). That is to say, the characteristics of the 

European polity exacerbate the lack of direct input from European citizens. Consider, 

for example,  the lack of transparency of decision-making within the Council (Sbragia, 

1992; Wallace and Smith, 1995; Nentwich, 1996; Magnette, 2003) or the weakness of 
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an European public sphere (Meyer, 1999; Gerhards, 2000, 2001; Downey and Koenig, 

2006). Finally, scholars argue that the policies adopted at the EU level are not 

supported by a majority of European citizens (see for example Scharpf, 1997, 1999). 

The predominantly neo-liberal character of the single market and the monetarist 

framework of the European Monetary Union (EMU) seem to have produced a 

“policy drift” from voters’ preferences, who on average are more in favour of a 

stronger regulated and social Europe (Hix, 1999b; Hooghe, 2003, see also Schäfer, 

2006a, 2006b). 

Several scholars have questioned these claims (Majone, 1996; Coultrap, 1999; 

Katz, 2000; Moravcsik, 2002; Zweifel, 2002). Zweifel, for one, uses several established 

scales of democracy measurement, such as Freedom House, to demonstrate that the 

relatively new European polity shows similar or even identical levels of democracy to 

those of established liberal democratic states, such as the United States or Switzerland 

(2002: 816-7). Other studies point to the fact that the argument about the democratic 

deficiencies of Europe hinges on the use of a particular model of democracy: the party 

government/popular sovereignty model (Coultrap, 1999; Katz, 2000). This model focuses on 

the notion that ‘the primary aim of democratic government, and thus the primary 

standard against which political systems should be evaluated with regard to their 

democratic credentials, is to put the will of the people into effect’ (Katz, 2000: 5). 

However, an alternative model of democracy, the pluralist/veto-group liberalism model, 

might prove better for the EU (Coultrap, 1999; Katz, 2000; Moravcsik, 2002). This 

model is characterised – among other things –  by a division in the organisation of 

political power (checks and balances), relatively weak parties, strong interest groups 

and government that is not an extension of a sovereign parliament, as in the 

parliament model, but more a collection of independent or intra-dependent decision-

making structures (see Coultrap, 1999: 119-121). This model may simply be more 

appropriate for the supranational element of EU democracy and certainly is more 

consistent with its current institutional structure. Put in the words of Moravscik: 

‘Constitutional checks and balances, indirect democratic control via national 

governments, and the increasing powers of the European Parliament are sufficient to 

ensure that EU policy-making is, in nearly all cases, clean, transparent, effective and 

politically responsive to the demands of European citizens’ (2002: 605). 

At first glance, the findings of this study would qualify this conclusion. EU 

issue voting exists in national elections, indicating that European citizens are to some 

extent able to use these elections to express their views and indirectly control the 

integration process. Perceived in this way, EU issue voting may reduce the legitimacy 

and participation deficits at the European level by providing citizens with a means 
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through which they can direct the scope and depth of the European integration 

process. In Moravcsik’s view (2002: 612), the most important channel of democratic 

accountability indeed lies in national elections in which governments of the member 

states are democratically elected.  

However, the fact that this study shows that the extent of EU issue voting is 

limited sheds a different light on the matter. EU issue voting is constrained to 

particular countries and it is concentrated among certain parties. In other words, 

Moravcsik’s story is just too simple.  

The extent to which EU attitudes play a role in national elections – and with 

that the degree to which national elections can serve as an indirect legitimation 

mechanism for EU politics – are mediated by several national level characteristics, 

which in turn are open to strategic manipulation by the actors involved. Take, for 

example, the finding that some political parties – especially those in the mainstream – 

actively downplay their EU positions possibly in order to avoid fighting elections on 

this issue because it may cause internal dissent (see also Steenbergen and Scott, 2004; 

Edwards, 2006, 2007).  

In all, the findings presented in this dissertation indicate that EU issue voting in 

national elections may not necessarily be a straightforward “cure” for democratic 

deficiencies at the EU level. Hence, I concur with Follesdal and Hix’s conclusion that 

although the EU may not suffer from all the democratic insufficiencies for which it 

has been accused, it does bear one central democratic shortcoming – the absence of 

direct democratic contestation for political leadership and over public policy 

(Follesdal and Hix, 2006: 556). European institutions and policy-making currently 

suffer from a lack of politics. In other words, the EU generates ‘policy without 

politics’ (Schmidt, 2007: 5). The existence of EU issue voting in national elections 

cannot fully amend this problem.  

 

 

1.7 Where do we go from here? 

 

At the end of this introductory chapter, I would like to discuss avenues for further 

research. A first important angle for further research would be to study the 

relationship between EU issue voting and the cultural dimension of political conflict. 

Many authors argue that political space in Western Europe consists of “one-plus” or 

two dimensions (Inglehart, 1977; Flanagan, 1987; Kitschelt, 1989; Inglehart, Rabier 

and Reif, 1991; Hooghe, Marks and Wilson, 2002; Kriesi, et al, 2006). Different labels 

are used within the literature to capture the second dimension of political 
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contestation. For example, Inglehart (1977) refers to it as ‘materialism versus post-

materialist’, Kitschelt (1989) uses the terms ‘libertarian versus authoritarian’ and 

Hooghe, Marks and Wilson (2002) label it the ‘GAL (green/alternative/libertarian) 

versus TAN (traditional/authoritarian/nationalist)’ dimension of political conflict. But 

what these authors have in common is their contention that a second cultural 

dimension exists next to the economic left/right dimension. This second dimension 

of political contestation involves the divide between values, such as public order, 

national security and traditional life styles, and values, such as individual choice, 

political participation and environmental protection (Dalton, 1996: 81-2).  

In this dissertation, I focus on the left/right dimension of political conflict as 

the data used in this study do not always include indicators of voters’ and parties’ 

placements on a second cultural dimension. In addition, the question wordings 

regarding a possible second dimension differ greatly among the four countries as well 

as within the respective countries over time. Notwithstanding, it is important in future 

efforts to explore if issues regarding European integration are realigning with this 

cultural dimension in the eyes of parties as well as voters. One can, for example, 

expect people favouring “new politics” (libertarian) over “old politics ” (authoritarian) 

values to be more supportive of the integration process, as they favour cosmopolitan 

and culturally inclusive values over protectionism and cultural exclusion (Kriesi and 

Lachat 2004: 6-7, see also Kriesi, et al., 2006).  

 A second avenue of further research, which is related to the previous one, is to 

explore the relationship between EU issue voting and particular elements of left/right 

ideology. In a next step, it may prove particularly fruitful to deconstruct the left/right 

dimension (see Keman, 2007). Many researchers point at the potential problems 

involved when comparing the left/right ideological dimension across countries and 

elections (see for example Kim and Fording, 2002; Keman, 2007). Deconstructing the 

left/right ideological dimension into specific categories, such as social policy or taxes, 

and studying their respective relationship to the EU issue or particular elements of 

European integration could advance our understanding of the EU issue voting 

process.  

Thirdly, a comparative study of the impact of European integration on vote 

choice in national and EP elections is an important avenue for further research. Ever 

since the first popular election of the EP in 1979, voters have been presented with 

two electoral channels through which to guarantee their input and to legitimise 

decision-making within the EU: national and EP elections. It may well be that some 

sort of trade-off exists between these two levels. For example, while this study shows 

that EU issue voting is absent from Dutch elections (at least up to 2002), Dutch 
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voters may still use their EU preferences when deciding to cast their vote in EP 

elections. This expectation seems reasonable in light of the large number of EU 

single-issue parties present in the 2004 EP electoral campaign, such as Europa 

Transparant founded by “whistleblower” Paul van Buitenen (see also Harmsen, 

2004b).9 Hence, some sort of ‘second-order containment’ may exist in which the 

influence of EU issues is contained in the European electoral arena and does not spill-

over in national electoral campaigns (see Worre, 1996: 97ff.). In a joint project with 

Martin Rosema, I explore these mechanisms further.  

Finally, it is important to examine if the conditional model of EU issue voting 

holds across different issue-areas, such as immigration or the environment. In future 

projects, I will apply the conditional model outlined here to other issue-areas. This 

dissertation has taken an important step toward understanding the conditions under 

which issues come to influence voting behaviour. Although it explicitly examines the 

varying impact of the EU issue in national electoral politics, its main theoretical 

contribution may not be confined to this particular case.  
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1.8 Notes 

 

 
1 (Liberal) Intergovernmentalist theories view European integration as a form of international 

bargaining in which every government tries to secure its national interests, and decisions denote the 

lowest common denominator between the several national actors (see Moravcsik, 1993, 1998). 

2 (Neo-) Functionalist approaches view European integration as an incremental process in which 

(economic) integration between states in one particular sector creates strong incentives for 

integration in other sectors (functional spill-over). As a result, technocratic elites play a crucial role in 

the integration process (see Schmitter, 1969).  

3 Multilevel governance can be defined as a double-sided process in which, on the one hand, political 

authority shifts away from the national political arena to the European level and, on the other hand, 

is characterised by the process of regionalisation through which the state monopoly in domestic 

interest aggregation is weakened (see Hooghe and Marks, 2001). 

4 The number of elections that could be used in this dissertation was limited by the fact that 

questions regarding self- and party placements on European integration are not often included in 

national election surveys. In Denmark, Germany, the Netherlands and the United Kingdom, 

questions concerning support or opposition regarding European integration are available in two or 

more consecutive national election surveys allowing an examination of EU issue voting over time, 

i.e. across several elections. The following surveys are included in the study: 1992, 1997, 2001, 2005 

British elections; 1990, 1994, 1998, 2001 Danish elections; 1994, 1998, 2002 Dutch elections, and 

the 1998 and 2002 German elections. Please also see the respective chapters for further information 

on the data availability and comparability over time.  

5 The question wordings in these two surveys were identical: ‘What is the most important problem 

facing [the Netherlands/Denmark] today?’ Both questions were open-ended. Note that references to 

EP elections were excluded in the percentage reported for the 1999 European Election Survey in 

order to make the percentages comparable to those reported in the national election surveys. The 

inclusion of these references would have resulted in an even higher percentage of respondents 

viewing EU issues as the most important to their county. Only the mentioning of the Euro, EU 

politics or institutions, or the process of European integration were included. 

6 The author is grateful to Bernhard Weßels for pointing this out. 

7 It is important to point out that as issue salience increases (for example through an external event) 

and a policy issue becomes the most important theme in politics, this expectation may no longer 

hold. In this case, one may expect this issue to replace the existing main conflict of party 

competition and realign voters, such as the race issue in American politics during the 1960s 

(Carmines and Stimson, 1986, 1989). In this case, high issue orthogonality may actually facilitate 

issue voting. However, in the case of the EU issue, this is not a likely scenario at the present time. 

8 The term policy refers to the content, procedure and the implementation of political decisions; the 

concept of politics focuses on the procedural character of the political decision-making process, 
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whereas polity incorporates the institutional framework underlying the processes and content of 

interest formation and political decision-making (see Schmidt, 1995: 725-27). 

9 Paul van Buitenen had served as a European Commission official and revealed financial 

improprieties within the Commission, which were one of the causes of the downfall of the Santer 

Commission. 
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Abstract 

 

The 2005 French and Dutch referendum campaigns were characterised by an alleged 

disconnect between pro-European political elites and Eurosceptic masses. Past 

evidence regarding elite-mass linkages in the context of European integration has 

been conflicting. While some scholars argue that political elites respond to changing 

preferences of their electorates, others suggest that party elites cue the mass public 

through a process of information and persuasion. We contend that these conflicting 

results stem from the reciprocal nature of elite-mass linkages and estimate a series of 

dynamic simultaneous equations models to account for this reverse causation. Using 

Eurobarometer and Expert Survey data from 1984-2002, we find evidence of a dual 

process model, whereby party elites both respond to and shape the views of their 

supporters. We also find that the strength of these results is contingent on several 

factors, including the type of electoral system, intra-party dissent, and voter 

characteristics. 
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Representation is a complex phenomenon. It has been addressed from  
a variety of angles and dimensions and through different normative lenses.  
The smallest common denominator in normative terms, though, is that  

in a democracy there should be some match between the interests  
of the people and what representatives promote. 

  
 - Bernhard Weßels, 1999, pp. 137 

 

 

2. 1 Introduction* 

 

In recent years, Euroscepticism has become a standard theme in the public opinion 

literature about European integration. Scholars generally agree that the age of 

‘permissive consensus’ (Lindberg and Scheingold, 1970) died with the Maastricht 

Treaty and gave way to a ‘constraining dissensus’ (Hooghe and Marks, 2007). 

Although there have been downturns in public support for European integration 

before, it is clear that Europeans have grown considerably more weary of the 

integration process than they once were. The outcomes of the recent referendums in 

France and the Netherlands illustrate this new public sentiment towards the EU.  

Euroscepticism may be as much a reaction of discontent with the politics of 

European integration as it is a reaction of discontent with specific policies. In the 

aftermath of the French and Dutch referendums of 2005, there was a great deal of 

discussion about an alleged gap between the political elites and the masses. Many 

argued that pro-European political elites had been so eager to pursue further 

integration that they had lost track of the concerns and desires of the citizens. They 

also failed to persuade citizens of the wisdom of their policies. Instead, critics argued, 

the elites had moved ahead with European integration in a vacuum of public support, 

as became painfully evident during the referendums. The French and Dutch were 

frustrated that they had been ignored by the elites, and this resulted in a resounding 

“nay” against the European Constitution. 

Accusations that political elites are out of touch are rarely new and usually 

politically motivated. This is undoubtedly true as well for the recent referendums, 

which were unmitigated debacles for pro-European politicians and provided ample 

ammunition for their opponents. Nevertheless, these accusations demonstrate once 

more the importance of understanding mass-elite linkages in the process of European 

integration. Who is driving integration – the masses, the elites, or perhaps both? Put 

differently, who is cueing whom? 
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Mass-elite linkages can take two forms. First, political elites can adopt whatever 

position the mass public takes on European integration. This bottom-up connection 

assures correspondence between masses and elites through a process of 

representation. Second, mass publics can adopt the positions of the political elites. 

This top-down process assures correspondence between masses and elites through a 

process of information and persuasion. The breakdown of either process could cause 

a disconnection between masses and elites. 

There is now considerable evidence for both of these processes. Support for a 

bottom-up process is most prominent in Carrubba (2001), while evidence for a top-

down process is found in a variety of studies (Feld and Wildgen, 1976; Franklin, 

Marsh and McLaren, 1994; Weßels, 1995; Steenbergen and Jones, 2002; Ray, 2003). 

However, with few exceptions (most notably Weßels, 1995), there have been no 

systematic efforts to estimate the impact of both processes simultaneously. Moreover, 

efforts to understand the contingent nature of cueing effects have only recently begun 

and have focused exclusively on the top-down linkage (Ray, 2003). Thus, our 

understanding of mass-elite linkages in the context of European integration remains 

incomplete. 

This chapter revisits the question of who is cueing whom. Using 

Eurobarometer and Chapel Hill Expert Survey data for the period 1984-2002, we 

estimate a series of dynamic simultaneous equations models that allow for both top-

down and bottom-up effects. Our focus is on linkages between national party elites 

and their supporters, since this has been the emphasis of most prior studies and is a 

particularly good place to observe the politics of European integration. We consider 

how context and attributes of political parties and their supporters influence the 

nature of the linkage between these actors. We conclude by drawing out the 

implications of our findings for the future of European integration. 

 

 

2.2 The politics of European integration: Two views 

 

According to received wisdom, at least until the late 1980s the process of European 

integration was accompanied by a ‘permissive consensus’ on the part of the European 

citizenry (Lindberg and Scheingold, 1970). The technical nature of the European 

project and its marginal impact on the individual lives of citizens created a scenario in 

which an ill-informed, disinterested, and generally favourably disposed public gave 

political elites free reign in pursuing integration. For the most part, the permissive 
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consensus thesis suggests that there is no mass-elite linkage or that, if one exists, it is 

only ever so slight and runs from top to bottom (see Feld and Wildgen, 1976). 

Much has been made of the “erosion” of this permissive consensus in the post-

Maastricht era. The EU of the 1990s and of today is more relevant to the lives and 

interests of European citizens, as it increasingly affects their individual welfare and 

involves policies (notably the common currency, citizenship, immigration, common 

defence and foreign policy) that are both highly salient and highly controversial 

(Gabel, 2000; Hooghe and Marks, 2005, 2007). Moreover, recent scholarship casts 

doubt on the permissive consensus theory. Research on public support for European 

integration suggests that even relatively disinterested and ill-informed individuals hold 

meaningful and systematic preferences on the EU. Relying on self-interest and macro-

economic explanations of political attitudes, utilitarian theory implies that those who 

experience direct material gains from EU policies tend to support integration, while 

those who are hurt by such policies are likely to be against it (Eichenberg and Dalton, 

1993; Gabel, 1998a; 1998b; Anderson and Reichert, 1995). Work on national identity 

and support for integration also suggests that the public holds meaningful preferences 

on the EU but that their evaluations rely on symbolic political considerations, i.e. 

feelings of national identity (Carey, 2002; McLaren, 2002; Hooghe and Marks, 2005; 

De Vries and Edwards, 2007). 

 

European integration as a bottom-up process 

 

This work on public opinion and mass behaviour suggests the potential for a bottom-

up connection, whereby mass publics shape elite positions over European integration. 

One implication of the EU becoming a more salient issue and of individuals holding 

systematic preferences on European integration is that rational political parties have a 

strong incentive to base their positions toward EU policies on electorate preferences 

(Carrubba, 2001). While not all parties may be seeking to turn the EU into an issue to 

attract new voters, surely most are paying attention to their constituents in order to 

avoid losing them. If it is true that voters are now paying attention to the EU, then no 

rational party would pursue unpopular policies. Instead, parties would actively 

monitor the electorate, in particular their constituents, making sure to be on the same 

wavelength on EU matters. Note that in contrast to the permissive consensus 

argument, here constituents do not simply loosely define the space in which political 

elites can manoeuvre; rather, constituents continually feed party elites with 

information about their preferences, to which these elites invariably respond. In sum, 

the causal arrow goes from constituents to party elites. 
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In a recent article, Carrubba (2001) finds that there is evidence for this bottom-

up connection in the EU and, moreover, that this is not a post-Maastricht 

phenomenon. Using a two-stage least squares regression model and party manifesto 

data from 1977-92, Carrubba demonstrates ‘that the more pro-EU the electorate is, 

the more pro-EU national parties tend to be’ (2001: 153). His results are particularly 

suggestive since he focuses on the EU pre-Maastricht. It seems reasonable that we 

would observe public opinion exerting an influence on parties in a post-1992 Europe, 

in which the EU is salient and contested, but Carrubba shows that national political 

parties were responding to voters’ preferences on European integration years before 

the EU became such a heightened issue. Carrubba’s results are provocative and 

persuasive, in part because his estimates of the bottom-up effect control for potential 

reverse causation. 

 

European integration as a top-down process 

 

At least one other interpretation of the correlation between mass and elite preferences 

on European integration is possible: The causal arrow may flow from elites to masses. 

This, indeed, is the essence of top-down theories of integration, which stress that 

citizens take cues from political elites, including party leaders, and adjust their views to 

be more or less in line with those elites (Feld and Wilgden, 1976; Franklin, Marsh and 

McLaren, 1994; Weßels, 1995; Steenbergen and Jones, 2002; Ray, 2003). One 

theoretical impetus for the top-down view is a more pessimistic reading of the 

cognitive limitations of citizens than is typically found in bottom-up theories. Top-

down theorists argue that European integration presents sufficiently technical issues 

that citizens may find it hard to formulate a view. For instance, it may be difficult to 

make utilitarian calculations about the impact of European integration, because it is 

unclear how the EU affects a person’s life (Chong, 2000). Boundedly rational (Simon, 

1985) citizens may look for elite cues, including those from parties they tend to 

support, and may adjust their views accordingly, either through information or 

through persuasion (Zaller, 1992; Lupia and McCubbins, 1998). The top-down view 

may also represent a division of labor between citizens and elites, whereby citizens 

expect elites to provide them with information that can inform their opinions. 

There is impressive evidence of top-down effects on public opinion toward 

European integration. The 1989 European Election Study provides evidence that the 

opinions of party supporters are for the most part related to the opinions taken by 

parties (Van der Eijk and Franklin, 1996). Using party manifesto data as an indicator 

of a party’s position on European integration, Weßels analyses the direction of 
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influence between the parties and their electorates and finds that ‘parties are able to 

mobilise their supporters, bringing them closer to the party, whether for or against the 

EC’ (Weßels, 1995: 161). In his test of various theories of support for integration, 

Gabel (1998b) demonstrates that alongside utilitarian considerations elite cues are an 

important influence on public opinion. Similarly, Anderson (1998) illustrates that at 

least in some countries, notably Denmark and France, political influences are a key 

determinant of public support for the EU. 

One of the most recent and informative contributions to this body of literature 

is Ray’s (2003) evaluation of the conditional influence of party positions on public 

opinion toward the EU. Ray points out that the empirical record of elite cueing is 

rather mixed when it comes to European integration and argues that the contradictory 

results stem from the conditional nature of partisan influence. His findings indicate 

that the effect of party positions on the electorate varies with levels of disagreement 

among parties, party unity, issue salience, and party attachment. Ray’s work is a 

significant advancement over many of the previous studies in that, like Carrubba 

(2001), he controls for reverse causation.1 

 

 

2.3 A conditional dual-process model 

 

Much of the literature gives predominance to either the bottom-up or top-down 

model of European integration. We start from the assumption that both are operating 

simultaneously. On the one hand, it is increasingly costly for political parties to ignore 

public opinion. Although the issue has not yet led to a wholesale transformation of 

party competition in Europe, political entrepreneurs such as Kjærsgaard in Denmark, 

Le Pen in France, and Wilders in the Netherlands seem eager to wake the ‘sleeping 

giant’ (Van der Eijk and Franklin, 2004). On the other hand, it is also clear that 

politicians hope to manufacture the views that they would like to represent. 

Europeans may not be complete tabulae rasae when it comes to European integration, 

but neither are their views completely determined and unsusceptible to persuasion 

and information. 

We propose, then, a dual-process model of European integration, whereby 

elites simultaneously seek to influence and respond to the mass public. Such a model 

requires that we estimate reciprocal effects between masses and elites. Reciprocal 

causation is not just a statistical nuisance that one has to deal with in order to test 

one’s favourite theory, be it bottom-up or top-down. Rather, reciprocal causation is of 
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substantive interest, as bottom-up and top-down processes may be mutually 

reinforcing. 

At the same time, we should allow the bottom-up and top-down effects to be 

conditional in nature. Too much of the literature assumes that these effects unfold in 

a homogeneous manner across different contexts. Ray’s (2003) work has begun to 

acknowledge the conditional nature of top-down processes. We believe that this work 

should be expanded by considering a greater variety of moderators and by extending 

the condition-seeking approach to bottom-up processes as well. In the end, we may 

find that the bottom-up and top-down processes operate uniformly. But such a 

finding cannot be a foregone conclusion, as bottom-up and top-down processes may 

respond to the electoral context of a nation, as well as attributes of party elites and 

supporters. We now consider these factors and suggest how they could influence 

mass-elite linkages. 

 

Electoral context 

 

Three aspects of a nation’s electoral context may influence mass-elite linkages. First, 

the electoral system matters, whereby we draw a distinction between plurality and 

proportional representation (PR) systems. In keeping with Weßels (1999), we argue 

that party elites in PR systems focus on representing the party median, whereas parties 

in plurality systems are more concerned with the median voter. Since our focus is on 

linkages between party elites and party supporters, our prediction is that the bottom-

up connection should be stronger in PR than in plurality systems.2 Top-down linkages 

may also be stronger in PR systems because parties tend to be less broad, as factions 

can split off while still retaining a decent chance of winning seats. Since parties are less 

broad, they are more likely to present a unified message on the topic of European 

integration. 

A second aspect of electoral context concerns the proximity of an election. 

Although rational party elites should continuously monitor mass preferences for 

integration, elections should create particularly strong incentives for elites to pay 

attention to the cues that their supporters give. Evidence for this hypothesis can be 

found in a study by Weßels (1995). Using Comparative Manifesto Project and 

Eurobarometer data from 1973 to 1991, he shows that in the nine months prior to an 

election, the relationship is largely bottom-up, as constituents exert a strong influence 

on the EU planks of the election manifestos. That said, during the pre- and post-

election periods, i.e. three months before and after the election, the elite-mass linkages 

regarding European integration are by and large top-down. During these periods, 
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parties may tune out constituents’ concerns and constituents may stop paying 

attention to issues, relying instead on party cues. 

Finally, referenda provide a powerful mechanism for creating a bottom-up 

linkage between parties and their supporters. Countries that have referenda provide 

citizens with an alternative pathway for influencing policy, especially if the referenda 

are binding. Since it is potentially costly for party elites to embark on policies only to 

find them repudiated in a referendum, the referendum mechanism provides strong 

incentives for political parties to align their policy stances with the positions of their 

constituents. Party elites can no longer safely assume that their supporters will follow 

their lead in referenda (Siune, Svensson and Tonsgaard, 1994; Buch and Hansen, 

2002), as the Dutch and French social democrats discovered in the referendums over 

the European Constitution. On the contrary, it may be increasingly the case that 

parties want to know how their supporters feel before deciding what side to take in 

the campaign. 

Referenda may also influence top-down linkages. Party elites who know that 

major EU policy changes have to go through a referendum have strong incentives to 

spend more time informing and persuading their supporters of the benefits of their 

views. Thus, referenda may instil in party elites a habit of taking their case to the 

public, which should strengthen the top-down connection. 

 

Attributes of parties and the party system 

 

Several attributes of political parties are important in shaping the nature of mass-elite 

linkages. First, greater issue salience should enhance the influence of parties on voters. 

If an issue is salient to a party, one can expect the party to vocalise its position clearly 

and frequently. Such a strong signal means that even those who pay relatively little 

attention to politics are likely to be exposed to the party position (Zaller, 1992). By 

contrast, parties who place little emphasis on an issue are less likely to send a strong 

signal about their position, which in turn reduces their ability to cue their electorates. 

Thus, the more salient European integration is to a party, the more likely the party is 

to influence its voters (Ray, 2003). 

We are less clear about the effect of salience on the bottom-up linkage. On one 

hand, parties may make a strategic decision to emphasise European integration, since 

they know that their position corresponds to that of their supporters (Steenbergen 

and Scott, 2004; Netjes and Binnema, 2007). On the other hand, salience may be a 

reflection of strong EU preferences of the party leadership, making it more difficult 

for party elites to adjust their views to supporters. 
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Second, the ability of a political party to effectively influence voters on EU 

issues is conditioned by the degree of intra-party dissent. More unified parties should 

exert greater influence over party supporters than more divided parties. European 

integration has provoked deep tensions inside several major parties, including the 

French Gaullists (Union pour un Mouvement Populaire-UMP), the British 

Conservatives, the German Christian Social Union (Christlich-Soziale Union-CSU), 

the Danish and Swedish Social Democrats (Socialdemokratiet-S and 

Socialdemokratiska Arbetarepartiet-SAP, respectively), and more recently the French 

Socialists (Parti Socialiste-PS), and the Dutch Liberals (Volkspartij voor Vrijheid en 

Democratie-VVD). Disagreement within parties about the correct position to take on 

European integration can be expected to weaken the ability of a party to influence the 

opinions of its electorate (Ray, 2003; Gabel and Scheve, 2007). The presentation of 

competing messages by various party leaders will muddle the cues sent by the party to 

its supporters (Zaller, 1992). Moreover, cues may be muffled if internal party divisions 

deter a party from public discussion of European issues (Steenbergen and Scott, 

2004). At the same time, the influence of party supporters might be increased in 

divided parties, as party elites may arbitrate between competing views by determining 

what is most popular with party supporters. 

At the party system level, Ray (2003) has established that top-down effects are 

more prominent if there is inter-party dissent. The more consensus on European 

integration there is among political parties, the less political parties will benefit from 

stressing the issue. As a result, cues from party elites to their supporters will tend to 

be subdued, thus weakening the top-down effect. At the same time, inter-party 

consensus signifies a lack of competition over European integration. In the words of 

Van der Eijk and Franklin (1996: 369), ‘the lack of inter-party policy differences on 

European matters makes it difficult for parties to fight elections on European issues’ 

(see also Mair, 2000). This should have the effect of reducing the influence of 

supporters on party elites, thus weakening the bottom-up connection. 

 

Attributes of party supporters 

 

A final factor affecting the party-electorate linkage concerns the characteristics of the 

constituents themselves and specifically how many constituents are opinion leaders, 

defined as those citizens who actively discuss politics and seek to persuade others. 

Such citizens tend to be more interested in and better informed about politics, 

characteristics that have important implications. On the one hand, elites of parties 

with large numbers of opinion leaders may have a harder time ignoring the opinions 
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of their constituents. Larger numbers of their party supporters have crystallised views 

about European integration, making public opinion more difficult to ignore. Opinion 

leaders pay attention to politics and if a party moves too far away from its base, 

opinion leaders will notice and may communicate that information to other potential 

voters. Therefore, opinion leadership should intensify cue taking by parties. 

There is, however, another side to opinion leadership. As the two-step flow 

model of communications (Berelson, Lazarsfeld and McPhee, 1954) would predict, 

party elites have to rely on opinion leaders to get their messages across to supporters. 

Parties that are starved from opinion leaders and that face a largely inattentive base 

may find it extremely difficult to get their point across. Opinion leadership may be 

important for another reason. Steenbergen and Jones (2002) show a particularly 

strong responsiveness of opinion leaders to party cues. Thus, parties with large 

numbers of opinion leaders may have an easier time relaying their message, thereby 

enhancing cueing effects from parties. 

 

 

2.4 Data, operationalisations and methods 

 

Data and measures 

 

Our data span 1984 to 2002 and come from two sources. First, we use 

Eurobarometers to capture public opinion towards European integration at the mass 

level (Eurobarometer surveys 21, 22, 29, 30, 37, 38, 45.1, 46, 51, 52, and 57.1). 

Second, we use the Chapel Hill Expert Surveys (Ray, 1996; Marks and Steenbergen, 

1999; Hooghe, et al., 2002) to measure party positions on European integration. 

While Carrubba (2001) and others have relied on data from the Comparative 

Manifesto Project to explore the mass-elite linkage on issues of European integration, 

we favour using expert survey data because they allow a clearer look at cue taking 

when there is no election on the horizon. Party manifestos are strategic documents 

that are written for an election. These documents are likely to reflect the views of 

constituents but they may not provide a good indication about the nature of cueing 

during times when electoral concerns are less prominent. 

Our measure of a party’s EU stance is the mean expert rating on a 7-point scale 

of the party elite’s view of European integration (higher values indicate a more 

favourable position). For purposes of the analysis, this scale was recoded to have a 

range of -1 to 1, with negative values indicating opposition to European integration 

and positive values indicating support. As our estimate of EU support at the mass 
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level we take the following question: ‘Generally speaking, do you think that (your 

country’s) membership in the European Union is a good thing, neither good nor bad, 

or a bad thing’. Support for European integration is measured as the difference 

between the proportion of a party's support base who believe the EU is a good thing 

and the proportion who believe it is a bad thing (Carrubba, 2001). This variable also 

has a theoretical range between -1 and 1. 

We consider as a party’s support base all those Eurobarometer respondents 

who share the ideological orientation of that party, where ideology was 

operationalised through five categories (extreme left, moderate left, centre, moderate 

right, and extreme right). We first determined party ideology using the Chapel Hill, 

Castles and Mair (1984), and Huber and Inglehart (1995) expert surveys. We then 

matched a Eurobarometer respondent’s ideology to one or more parties in the 

respondent’s country. This procedure is consistent with Carrubba (2001).3 

 

Statistical approach 

 

A major point of difference from Carrubba (2001) and Ray (2003) is that we treat our 

data as a panel. Carrubba argues strongly against such a conceptualisation, but we 

believe that the data bear all of the hallmarks of a panel. First, we have repeated 

observations for most of the political parties in our sample (57 percent of the parties 

are represented at all six time points; only 3.5 percent are represented only once). 

Second, and perhaps more controversial, we maintain that the data about party 

supporters can also be treated as a panel. It is true, as Carrubba stresses, that the 

Eurobarometer surveys do not contain a panel component. As such, no individual 

respondent is systematically included more than once in the survey. But our analysis 

does not focus on individuals but on aggregates, specifically on ideological strata. We 

treat sample statistics in these strata as indicators of the views and demographic 

characteristics of the support base of a party. Since the same ideological stratum tends 

to be associated with a given political party at different time points, treating the data 

about party supporters as a panel seems not only reasonable but necessary to account 

for autocorrelation. The failure to do so would imply that information about a party’s 

support base at times t and t+1 are independent, which is problematic. 

In treating the data as a panel, we encounter the difficulty that some of the 

predictors are endogenous. Most panel models assume that the predictors are 

exogenous, but this assumption fails here because of the reciprocal relationship 

between party elites and party supporters. For example, we would like to predict the 

EU stance of party elites from the stance of supporters, but the latter may itself reflect 
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the position of party elites. To overcome this problem we estimate a panel model with 

instrumental variables. Specifically, we estimate the following model: 

 

itiititit xyy υµβγ +++=
rrrr

 

 

Here yit is the variable we seek to explain (the EU position of party elites or 

supporters), ity
r
 is a vector of endogenous predictors (the EU position of party 

supporters and elites, respectively), and itx
r
 is a vector of exogenous predictors, which, 

for identification purposes, has more elements than yit.
4 Further, iµ  contains 

unobserved unit effects (i.e. attributes of parties), whereas itυ  contains random errors 

across units and time. Due to the endogenous nature of ity
r
 it is correlated with itυ . 

This complicates the estimation of γr . An instrumental variables approach replaces ity
r
 

by a prediction based on a series of exogenous variables, thus allowing for consistent 

estimates. Following Baltagi and Chang (2000), we treat iµ  as random effects which 

follow a normal distribution with a mean of zero and a variance of σ2µ.
5 The variance 

components were estimated using the Swamy-Arora method, which can 

accommodate the unbalanced nature of our data. The fixed effects were estimated 

using generalised two-stage least squares (G2SLS; Balestra and Varadharajan-

Krishnakumar, 1987). All estimations were conducted in STATA version 9. 

The exogenous predictors of the positions of party elites were derived mostly 

from Hooghe, Marks and Wilson (2002). Thus, we include left/right ideology and its 

square to accommodate the commonly observed curvilinear relationship, whereby the 

extreme left and extreme right are the least supportive of European integration. We 

also incorporate participation in the government as a predictor, since parties in the 

government tend to be more favourably disposed towards integration. To account the 

possibility that larger parties tend to be more supportive of the EU, we include 

electoral vote share. Finally, we add in a dummy variable for mainstream parties 

(Christian Democrats, Conservatives, Liberals, and Social Democrats) to 

accommodate the empirical finding that those parties have been the most supportive 

of the unification process. 

In the model for party supporters, we include the following exogenous 

predictors: median age, proportion of females, proportion of people employed in 

agriculture, proportion of manual labourers, proportion of non-manual labourers, 

proportion of executives, proportion of professionals, proportion of unemployed, 

first, second, and third education and income quartiles, and ideology and ideology 

squared. These factors have been found to influence opinions at the individual level 
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(see Gabel, 1998a; 1998b) and seem to be good instrumental variables as well. 

Ideology is also an important control because the same ideological stratum could be 

the support base for different political parties. 

The models for party elites and party supporters also contain a series of 

country dummy variables. The reason is that we have three levels of analysis in our 

data: countries, parties, and time. While we could try to model country differences, 

this is not our primary interest. Hence, we remove country effects by including 

dummy variables. 

Assessing the conditional nature of top-down and bottom-up effects poses 

special estimation problems since this involves interactions with the endogenous 

variables. We address these problems here by using a split-sample approach. That is, 

for a particular moderator we split the sample in an appropriate way and estimate 

separate models in each sub-sample. The drawbacks of this approach are two-fold. 

First, it is difficult to determine if differences in effects are significant, and, second, we 

are limited to considering the impact of one moderator at a time. Thus, out of 

necessity our inquiry into the moderator effects will be somewhat impressionistic.6 

 

 

2.5 Empirical analysis 

 

Simple models of mass-elite linkages 

 

Table 2.1 shows the estimates from a model without moderators. These estimates 

suggest that mass-elite linkages flow in both directions. First, we observe a powerful 

effect of the electorate on party elites, one that is consistent with Carrubba (2001). 

But we also observe a significant cueing effect of party elites on party supporters. This 

effect is weaker than the bottom-up flow but it is consistent with top-down models of 

the mass-elite linkage. If party supporters were to move from complete opposition to 

complete support for the EU, then we would expect an increase in EU support of just 

over one point in the party stance. If the party were to make such a move, then 

supporters would be expected to move by .14 points – a shift of 14 percentage points 

in net support for the EU. Of course, these are maximum effects that are not entirely 

realistic, but they give a good sense of the cueing effects in the data. 
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Table 2.1: Mass elite linkages and the EU – simple models 

 

 Party Elites Supporters 
Predictor b s.e. b s.e. 

EU Stance of Supporters .53** .16   
EU Stance of Party Elites   .07* .03 
Party Ideology .30*** .04   
Party Ideology Squared -.03*** .00   
Mainstream Party .45*** .06   
Party in Government .08*** .02   
Electoral Vote Share .00 .00   
Voter Ideology   .13* .05 
Voter Ideology Squared   -.02** .01 
Median Age   -.00 .00 
Proportion Female   -.49*** .18 
Proportion Agriculture   .27 .58 
Proportion Manual Labor   -.48** .27 
Proportion Non-manual 
Labor 

  -.80*** .22 

Proportion Executives   .08 .29 
Proportion Professionals   .55 .54 
Proportion Unemployed   -.91** .35 
1st Education Quartile   -.01 .01 
2nd Education Quartile   .00 .01 
3rd Education Quartile   -.01 .01 
1st Income Quartile   -.05*** .02 
2nd Income Quartile   .05** .02 
3rd Income Quartile   .01 .01 
Constant -1.22** .18 .46 .24 
σ2µ .52  .08  
σ2ν .16  .16  
ρ .91  .22  
Within-R2 .08  .11  
Between-R2 .45  .78  
Total R2 .46  .67  
Notes:  Table entries are G2SLS random effects panel estimates and their estimated 
standard errors.  The models include country dummies which have been suppressed in the 
table (these are available upon request from the authors). ρ is the proportion of the 
variance that is due to σ2µ.  N=535.  ***p<.01, **p<.05, *p<.10 (one-tailed for EU Stances 
of Supporters and EU Stances of Party Elites; two-tailed for all other predictors). 

 

On the whole, these results lend support to the dual process model that we 

have proposed. That is to say, party elites seem responsive to the views of their 

supporters, but they also help to shape those views. Thus, there is mutual 
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reinforcement between the two types of cueing process. Of course, the results in table 

2.1 are averages of sorts, as they collapse across the different moderators we have 

identified. We now consider how these moderators influence the estimates of mass 

elite-linkages. 

 

Conditional models of mass-elite linkages: Electoral context 

 

Several electoral context effects emerge. First, breaking down the panel by electoral 

system suggests that both bottom-up and top-down linkages between party elites and 

supporters are stronger in PR systems (see table 2.2).7 We observe a statistically 

significant positive effect of party supporters on elites in PR systems, but not in 

plurality systems. Even more telling is the estimate, which is over five times greater in 

PR systems.8 Likewise, the effect of party elites on supporters is stronger in PR 

systems, with the effect running in a negative direction in plurality systems. 

Turning our attention to the effect of elections in table 2.2, we obtain a 

counter-intuitive finding. First, there appears to be little impact of elections on the 

magnitude of the top-down linkage between party elites and supporters. Second, while 

there is a strong and significant effect of supporters on elites in non-election years, the 

effect dwindles (and becomes insignificant) in election years. One explanation for this 

finding is that election years pose conflicting demands on party elites. Not only do 

elites have to cater to their supporters, they may also wish to cater to the median 

voter, placate potential coalition partners, and consider the needs of party activists. In 

this mix of competing considerations, the weight of party supporters may be less than 

it is in non-election years. Future research should explore this possibility. 

The referendum effects in table 2.2 are more in line with our predictions. The 

bottom-up effects from party supporters on elites are much stronger in countries that 

have referenda than in countries that do not. The same is true of the top-down 

effects, although these fail to reach statistical significance. It seems, then, that 

referenda force party elites to pay closer attention to their supporters and perhaps also 

to provide stronger cues to their base. 
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Table 2.2: Mass-elite linkages and electoral context 

 

  Party Elites Supporters 
Electoral Context N b s.e. b s.e. 

Electoral System:      
PR 423 .36* .16 .08** .03 
Plurality 112 .07 .13 -.07 .06 
Election Year:      
No 393 .49*** .17 .05* .03 
Yes 142 .03 .28 .07 .06 
Referendum Provision:      
No  269 .09 .16 .01 .03 
Yes 266 .38** .17 .07 .06 
Notes: Table entries are G2SLS random effects panel estimates and their estimated 
standard errors. The estimate for party elites is the effect of the EU stance of party 
supporters. The estimate for party supporters is the effect of the EU stance of party elites. 
The models include country dummies and other predictors which have been suppressed in 
the table (these are available upon request from the authors). 
***p < .01, **p < .05, *p < .10 (one-tailed). 

 

 Conditional models of mass-elite linkages: Party (system) attributes 

 

Table 2.3 reveals that the linkage between party elites and supporters is shaped to a 

considerable extent by attributes of the parties and the party system. Considering the 

role of issue salience first, we see that it moderates the impact of party cues on 

supporters.9 Consistent with Ray (2003), we find that the EU stance of the party 

leadership influences supporters only if the issue is salient to the party. The impact of 

salience is less dramatic for the bottom-up connection. Regardless of the salience 

level, we observe a statistically significant effect from supporters on elites. The effect 

is slightly larger when the issue is less salient to the party, but this difference is 

probably not significant. 

Internal dissent also appears as an important moderator of mass-elite linkages, 

as table 2.3 reveals.10 Consistent with Ray (2003) and Gabel and Scheve (2007), we 

find that low dissent strengthens parties’ ability to cue their supporters. Indeed, our 

data suggest that internally divided parties are unable to cue their base. Interestingly, 

internal dissent helps supporters to leverage influence over their parties. The effect of 

the EU stance of party supporters on party leaders is slightly larger in relatively 

divided parties than it is in relatively unified parties. 
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Table 2.3: Mass-elite linkages and party (system) attributes 

 

  Party Elites Supporters 
Party (system) 
Attributes 

N b s.e. b s.e. 

Issue Salience:      
Low 291 .51* .22 -.04 .04 
High 244 .43** .15 .15** .05 
Intra-Party Dissent:      
Low 259 .24** .14 .11* .05 
High 276 .39*** .16 .05 .06 
Inter-Party Dissent:      
Low  281 .05 .21 .03 .03 
High 254 .34* .18 .08* .06 
Notes: Table entries are G2SLS random effects panel estimates and their estimated 
standard errors. The estimate for party elites is the effect of the EU stance of party 
supporters. The estimate for party supporters is the effect of the EU stance of party elites. 
The models include country dummies and other predictors which have been suppressed in 
the table (these are available upon request from the authors). 
***p < .01, **p < .05, *p < .10 (one-tailed). 
 

Finally, inter-party disagreement seems critical especially for bottom-up 

linkages. A lack of diverging views on European integration among parties means that 

the viewpoints of party supporters carry little weight. The impact of inter-party 

dissent on parties’ ability to cue their supporters is less clear-cut. While Ray (2003) 

argued that variation among the views of parties is critical for cueing supporters, we 

find little support for that hypothesis here. 

 

Conditional models of mass-elite linkages: Supporter attributes 

 

Finally, let us consider the one attribute of party supporters that we have identified as 

critical – opinion leadership. Here we use the Eurobarometer opinion leadership 

index. First, we calculated the proportion of party supporters that scored highest on 

this index. Next, we split the sample of parties in such a way that the 25 percent with 

the highest proportion of opinion leaders is considered high on opinion leadership. 

Our strict criteria imply that this group of parties truly has a large representation of 

opinion leaders. 

Table 2.4 demonstrates the importance of opinion leadership for mass-elite 

linkages. First, the EU stance of party supporters influences party elites only in parties 

rich in opinion leaders. If there are comparatively few opinion leaders, then it 
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becomes much more difficult for supporters to have their views represented. Second, 

the ability of party elites to cue their supporters depends critically on strength of 

opinion leadership. Parties starved from opinion leaders are generally parties that have 

a difficult time cueing their supporters. Thus, when opinion leadership is weak, 

neither bottom-up nor top-down linkages seem to operate. 

 

Table 2.4: Mass-elite linkages and opinion leadership 

 

  Party Elites Supporters 
Opinion 
Leadership 

N b s.e. b s.e. 

Weak Leadership 423 .16 .16 .02 .03 
Strong Leadership 112 .77* .16 .24** .09 
Notes: Table entries are G2SLS random effects panel estimates and their estimated 
standard errors. The estimate for party elites is the effect of the EU stance of party 
supporters. The estimate for party supporters is the effect of the EU stance of party elites. 
The models include country dummies and other predictors which have been suppressed in 
the table (these are available upon request from the authors). **p < .01 (one-tailed). 

 

This finding has a great deal of political significance when one considers the 

distribution of opinion leadership across parties. Almost 74 percent of the mainstream 

parties score weak on opinion leadership, compared to just less than 50 percent of the 

remaining parties. If there is a disconnection between masses and elites, it seems to 

affect the mainstream parties disproportionately. Of course, these are also the parties 

that participate more frequently in the government and thus carry more weight in 

pushing European integration into new territory. 

 

 

2.6 Concluding remarks 

 

Mass-elite linkages lie at the heart of the politics of European integration. In this 

chapter, we have uncovered evidence that these linkages run in both directions: party 

supporters influence elites and the reverse is also true. Additionally, we have 

uncovered evidence that mass-elite linkages are conditioned by a variety of factors, 

including the electoral context, party (system) attributes, and attributes of supporters. 

These findings carry significant weight. At a theoretical level, we have demonstrated 

that theories of mass-elite linkages on European integration should allow for 

reciprocal causation and explore the conditional nature of cueing effects. 

Conditionalities in the dynamic representation of party supporters carry special 
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weight, since the literature to date has failed to explore them. At a methodological 

level, we have amended past efforts at estimating mass-elite linkages by explicitly 

incorporating the time series aspect of elite and opinion data about European 

integration. As a result, we believe that our estimates provide a more accurate view of 

the connections between masses and elites. 

Finally, our findings are relevant for a practical understanding of the politics of 

European integration. On the whole, we find very little evidence for allegations that 

political elites are out of step with the masses when it comes to EU policies. There are 

strong bottom-up and top-down processes, which cause the EU stances of party 

supporters and elites to be associated. However, within mainstream political parties, 

there is more evidence of a disconnection between party elites and supporters. Those 

parties tend to attract relatively few opinion leaders, and where opinion leadership is 

weak, so are bottom-up and top-down linkages. 

Of course, our study has limitations. We have only discussed one aspect of 

mass-elite linkages, namely the connection between national party elites and their 

supporters. A more comprehensive analysis would also consider connections between 

party elites and the median voter, between government policies and citizen 

preferences, and between European parties and voters. Second, our analysis has 

explored the conditionalities of mass-elite linkages one at a time, rather than pitting 

them against each other in a multivariate analysis. Third, we lack data about the past 

three years. Finally, some of the moderators may suffer from endogeneity. For 

example, why do mainstream parties tend to attract fewer opinion leaders? These 

issues will have to be addressed in future research. 

Despite these limitations, our results are suggestive of the future of European 

integration. The legitimacy of future integration efforts depends on the maintenance 

of an effective mass-elite linkage. While many factors play a role in this linkage, 

several stand out. First, referendum mechanisms seem to be a useful lubricant of 

mass-elite linkages. Since the end of our study period, the Dutch introduced a 

consultative referendum. While the outcome caused some parties to question the 

wisdom of a referendum, it has actually led to widespread discussions in the parties 

about how to better connect with their supporters. 

Second, inter-party dissent is critical for an effective mass-elite linkage. In this 

regard, the rise of anti-EU political entrepreneurs may prove beneficial for the 

European integration process, as they force other actors to engage their base, either 

through representation or persuasion. Moreover, these entrepreneurs will help to 

increase the salience of the EU in national and European elections. 
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Finally, opinion leadership is a key component. Often ignored because it does 

not seem to affect opinion directly (e.g. Gabel, 1998b), we believe that a reappraisal of 

the role of opinion leadership is in order. Forging a better linkage between masses and 

elites may require increasing awareness of and interest in the EU. This will take time 

and the input of many actors, including the mass media and the EU itself. However, 

political parties have a role to play in this process, by formulating clear positions, by 

emphasising the importance European integration as an issue, and by demonstrating 

that they take their supporters seriously. 
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2.7 Notes 

* The authors would like to thank Leonard Ray and David Scott for their collaboration on an earlier 

version of this study. They would also like to thank Mark Franklin, Liesbet Hooghe, Gary Marks, 

Tijmen de Vries, the participants in the Amsterdam workshop on Euroscepticism, and the two 

anonymous reviewers of European Union Politics for their helpful comments and suggestions. 

1 In examining the influence of intra-party dissent on voter opinion, Gabel and Scheve (2007) also 

control for reverse causation by means of an instrumental variable approach. 

2 We would have made the opposite prediction had we focused on mass-elite linkages defined in 

terms of the median voter (see Adams et al, 2004). 

3 An alternative approach would be to use vote intention. However, this measure is unavailable for 

the most recent Eurobarometer surveys. Moreover, vote intention poses methodological concerns 

because respondents may intend to vote for a party because of its EU stance. This makes it difficult 

to determine whether a respondent’s EU stance is a function of party cues or whether the 

respondent self-selected into the party because of its EU stance. Identifying the electorate on the 

basis of ideology does not raise this problem and has the added advantage that we do not focus on a 

party’s current electorate but on its potential electorate (Carrubba, 2001). Note, however, that there 

is an implicit model of voting behaviour here that may not always hold true, namely that votes are 

cast on the basis of ideology using proximity of the positions of the voter and the party. 

Nevertheless, identifying party supporters on the basis of ideology seems reasonable. When we 

matched predicted vote intentions on the basis of ideology to actual vote intentions when we had 

data on them, we correctly classified 65 percent of the respondents (see also Van der Eijk and 

Franklin, 1996: chapter 20). 

4 The model does not contain lagged values of the endogenous variables. Apart from the fact that 

the use of lagged dependent variables has come under attack in recent years (Achen, 2000), the lags 

in the current data are too large to be meaningful, averaging a little over two years. Moreover, the 

present approach addresses autocorrelation through a GLS approach. This approach has been 

shown to work well (Baltagi and Li, 1992), but, as an added security, we re-estimated the models 

with year dummies to capture period effects. The results from those models are not fundamentally 

different as far as the key relationships are concerned. 

5 Statistically speaking, a random effects specification is appropriate only if the unit effects are 

uncorrelated with the exogenous predictors. As an empirical matter, this assumption is much more 

reasonable in the case of party supporters than in the case of party elites. Hence, we re-estimated the 

models for the party elites using a fixed effects approach. Although the estimates change somewhat, 

the overall pattern of the results is similar to those reported here. 

6 An alternative strategy is to create interactions between the moderators and the endogenous 

variables. These should then be treated as endogenous variables in their own right. The problem is 

that an accumulation of such interaction terms quickly creates problems as we wind up with more 

endogenous variables than there are instruments. 

7 The category of PR systems includes list PR systems with and without thresholds, mixed member 

PR systems, and Greece’s system of reinforced PR. The category of plurality systems includes first-
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past-the-post, the single transferable vote, and the two round system that is used in French 

legislative elections. 

8 Comparisons of statistical significance should be made with a great deal of care since the sample 

sizes of the sub-groups are dramatically different. 

9 We used a median split of the following salience question in the Chapel Hill Expert Surveys: 

‘During [year], how important has the EU been to the parties in their public stance?’ 

10 We used a median split of the following dissent question in the Chapel Hill Expert Surveys: ‘How 

much internal dissent has there been in the various parties in [country] over the issue of European 

integration in [year]?’ (The question wording in 2002 deviated slightly from this format). 
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Abstract 

 

Do attitudes towards European integration influence vote choice in national elections 

– a phenomenon I refer to as EU issue voting? Evidence concerning EU issue voting is 

thus far mixed. Some scholars conclude that an electoral connection exists between 

European and national politics, while others claim that European integration has had 

very few observable effects on national elections. A resolution emerges when the 

conditional nature of EU issue voting is acknowledged. Specifically, EU issue voting is 

more likely to occur in elections in which both the extent of partisan conflict over 

European integration and the degree of EU issue salience among voters are high. 

Using a conditional logit model, I illustrate the conditional nature of EU issue voting 

by comparing British, Danish, Dutch and German elections between 1992-2002. 
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 The pro-/anti-EU orientation constitutes something of a “sleeping giant”  
that has the potential, if awakened, to impel voters to political behaviour  

that undercuts the bases for contemporary party mobilisation 
 in many, if not most, European polities. 

 
- Cees van der Eijk & Mark Franklin, 2004, pp. 32-3 

 

 

3. 1 Introduction* 

 

In the aftermath of the 2005 Dutch and French referenda on the Draft Constitutional 

Treaty, the discussion regarding an alleged gap between political elites and the masses 

has intensified (Hooghe and Marks, 2006; Gabel and Scheve, 2007; Steenbergen, 

Edwards and De Vries, 2007). With the expansion of EU jurisdictional authority over 

a range of policy areas from market integration and employment policy to foreign 

policy and immigration, the introduction of a single currency, EU enlargement and 

the negotiation of a Constitution for Europe, European integration has motored full 

speed ahead. But not all citizens appear to like the speed or direction in which the 

European endeavour is moving. There appears real potential for political mobilisation 

against the European project. Hence, the notion coined by Van der Eijk and Franklin 

that there is a ‘sleeping giant’ of public opinion scepticism which could be woken up 

by political entrepreneurs. This in turn could alter elections or even change the 

structure of domestic political competition (Van der Eijk and Franklin, 2004: 32-3). 

Research consistent with the sleeping giant thesis demonstrates that attitudes 

towards European integration are indeed capable of influencing national vote choice 

(Evans, 1999, 2002; Gabel, 2000; Tillman, 2004). There is also evidence that public 

opinion helps shape elite preferences over the EU and vice versa (Carrubba, 2001; 

Steenbergen, Edwards and De Vries, 2007). However, other scholars note that 

Europeanisation effects on domestic political competition are weak (Mair, 2000; 

Sitter, 2001; Krouwel, 2004; Van Holsteyn and Den Ridder, 2005). Mair (2000: 31) 

argues that European integration has had virtually no effect on the format of national 

party systems, which is echoed in the conclusion by Krouwel (2004: 1-2) that while 

policy-making is increasingly supranational in character, politics is still a 

predominantly national affair. 

What are we to make of these competing theses? In other words, do attitudes 

towards European integration influence vote choice in national elections, or not? In 

this chapter, I develop an argument that emphasises the conditional nature of EU 

issue voting. EU issue voting is defined as the process in which attitudes towards 
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European integration translate into national vote choice. I argue and empirically 

substantiate that the level of EU issue voting is conditional on the degree of EU issue 

salience among voters and the extent of partisan conflict on Europe. Do citizens care 

about Europe, and do parties provide them with meaningful choice? The available 

evidence also suggests that conflict and salience are mediated by the extent to which 

Eurosceptic political entrepreneurs on the ideological extremes can mobilise the EU 

issue. 

This chapter proceeds as follows. After a brief discussion of the sleeping giant 

thesis, the conceptual starting point of my argument, I theorise the conditional nature 

of EU issue voting. I then highlight the role of Eurosceptic political entrepreneurs on 

the far right and left in mobilising the EU issue in national electoral politics. Finally, I 

examine EU issue voting in Denmark, Germany, the Netherlands, and the United 

Kingdom, which provide sharply contrasting contexts for EU issue voting.  

 

 

3.2 The conditional nature of EU issue voting 

 

An interesting conceptual starting point for EU issue voting lies in the thesis 

developed by Van der Eijk and Franklin (2004). They argue that the EU issue presents 

a ‘sleeping giant’ to the extent that it divides voters without giving them an immediate 

outlet in party competition. Two elements underlie the thesis. For an issue to be a 

giant, EU orientations of voters should resemble “real” attitudes rather than random 

responses, i.e. most people should have an opinion and these opinions should exhibit 

some meaningful variation. If EU attitudes are “non-attitudes”, one would expect to 

find a high number of missing values, low agreement and low extremity (Van der Eijk 

and Franklin, 2004; see also Converse, 1964 and Van der Eijk, 2001). The authors 

show that a surprisingly large proportion of voters hold “real” attitudes and display 

meaningful variation in EU preferences (Van der Eijk and Franklin, 2004: 37-8). The 

giant is sleeping because voters find it impossible to express their views on Europe at 

the national ballot box. In most member states inter-party competition on European 

integration is much more limited than on the left/right issues, while voters appear as 

divided on Europe as on the left/right (Van der Eijk and Franklin: 39-41). Thus, Van 

der Eijk and Franklin (2004: 32-3) argue that the EU issue represents a sleeping giant 

in national elections that has the potential, if awakened, to change election outcomes 

or even transform the structure of domestic party competition.  

The sleeping giant thesis assumes that EU contention is most likely to originate 

from public opinion – though mediated via political entrepreneurs. The reason for 
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this, according to Van der Eijk and Franklin (2004), is that whilst most voters are 

“ready” to use EU preferences, political parties for the most part are inclined to 

downplay the EU issue. ‘Voter readiness is not enough; some policy entrepreneur or 

entrepreneurs have to come along who are willing to capitalise these preconditions in 

order to win votes that otherwise would have gone elsewhere’ (Van der Eijk and 

Franklin, 2004: 48). So, voters show meaningful variation on the EU issue and this 

“giant” of public Euroscepticism waits to be exploited by political entrepreneurs. 

 What happens if we relax this assumption? Could EU issue voting not emerge 

out of situations where inter-party conflict on European integration precedes and 

provokes voter salience? This latter perspective is highlighted in American literature 

on issue evolution (Carmines and Stimson, 1986, 1989; Abramowitz, 1994; Adams, 

1997; Layman and Carsey, 2002; Stimson, 2004). The notion of issue evolution 

developed by Carmines and Stimson (1986, 1989) is based on the view that party elites 

set in motion the process by which an issue becomes salient. The term refers to the 

emergence and development of issues that invoke public interest, which under the 

condition of durable divisiveness may eventually alter the link between voters and 

parties and lead to mass realignment (Carmines and Stimson, 1989: 11). Carmines and 

Stimson sketch a sequence explicating how elite change may result in electoral change. 

The first step is the (re-)phrasing of a potentially contentious issue in partisan 

terms. This may be triggered by strategic calculation – a situation whereby opposition 

parties identify a previously non-salient issue in the anticipation that it may help them 

upset an existing majority. The underlying assumption here is that of vote 

maximisation (Downs, 1957). But contention may also be provoked by a ‘critical 

moment’ – an exogenous event – which draws attention to an issue and which 

prompts partisan competition (Carmines and Stimson, 1986: 902). Either way, the 

issue becomes contentious. The second and third step extends this to voters. 

Carmines and Stimson emphasise how party priming, framing and cueing make voters 

aware of the differences in party positioning on the new issue, as well as make voters 

care about the issue. This is what they refer to as achieving clarity and affect (1986: 902-

3). The assumption is, then, that the public will follow the elites. According to 

Carmines and Stimson, issues are expected to gain political relevance when both of 

the following conditions are met. First, there should be conflict among parties, and 

this conflict should be perceived by voters (perceived partisan conflict, or contention + 

clarity). Second, voters should care about the issue (issue salience, or affect).  

Carmines and Stimson’s issue evolution perspective and Van der Eijk and 

Franklin’s sleeping giant scenario present two different pathways to EU issue voting. 

The latter model presumes that EU issue voting begins with public opinion 
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mobilisation; that is to say, when voters care about the issue, parties will respond. EU 

issue voting constitutes a bottom-up phenomenon. The former model highlights the 

role of political parties in driving EU issue voting in a top-down fashion. In this case, 

the process starts with party repositioning and, as parties play up their differences, 

voters respond.  

Despite their differences, the two perspectives share a basic insight: Both 

identify perceived partisan conflict and issue salience as crucial ingredients for issue 

voting. I build on this to theorise that EU issue voting is only likely to the extent that 

there is a combination of high perceived partisan conflict and high issue salience 

regarding European integration (EU Issue Voting Hypothesis).1 One or the other is not 

sufficient to trigger EU issue voting. 

 

 

3.3 The role of extremist political entrepreneurs in the  

EU issue voting process  

 

After I highlighted the conditions under which EU issue voting is likely to take place, 

it is important to reflect on when partisan conflict and voter salience regarding 

European integration are expected to be high. Relying on the literature on party 

strategy in general and on studies regarding party positioning on European integration 

specifically, I suggest that Eurosceptic parties at the political extremes are crucial in 

this respect.  

Parties on the far right or left have an interest in restructuring contestation to 

broaden their voter base, because their extreme position on the left/right dimension is 

likely to provide a low ceiling to their support base. As a result, these parties have an 

incentive ‘to find some alternative [issue] that beats the current winner’ (Riker, 1982: 

209). This may bring about an electoral reorientation and thus new voters. The kinds 

of issues rational parties on the extreme right and left can be expected to pick up are 

issues maximising consistency with their ideological platform, while at the same time 

minimising positional distance with some untapped public concern (Hinich and 

Munger, 1993). The EU issue could be such an issue, precisely because 1) 

Euroscepticism is ideologically consistent with these parties’ more general criticism of 

the political-economic status quo, and 2) because public opinion is, on average, much 

more Eurosceptical than mainstream elites. Hooghe (2003) refers to this phenomenon 

as ‘Europe divided’. So, there is an unexploited voter potential. All the while, 

opposition to European integration should enhance extremist parties’ credibility; 

because it fits rather nicely in their ideological profile (see Hinich and Munger, 1993).  
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The existence of an extremist, Eurosceptic political entrepreneur is not enough, 

however, to raise perceived partisan conflict and voter salience regarding European 

integration. Parties on the extremes of the political spectrum have to actively play up 

the EU issue, i.e. they need to decide to give the EU issue central importance in their 

electoral campaign. Both saliency theory of party competition (Budge and Farlie, 

1983) and the theory of issue ownership (Petrocik, 1996) inform us that political 

parties are compelled to pick certain core issues in their electoral campaign. By 

strategically emphasising some issues and de-emphasising others, voters come to 

associate certain parties with specific issues. However, neither theory gives us much 

guidance on which issues parties are likely to choose. The literature on party 

positioning regarding European integration can provide some clues. We know, for 

example, that mainstream parties have no incentive to play up the EU issue because 

they are generally supportive of the integration process; they have often been part of 

governing coalitions throughout Western Europe and were therefore largely 

responsible for the course of integration. Extreme, Eurosceptic parties, on the other 

hand, have an electoral incentive to play up the EU issue (Taggart, 1998; Netjes and 

Binnema, 2007). Moreover, Eurosceptism is rooted in partisan ideology of far left and 

right parties, albeit for different reasons. Radical right parties oppose European 

integration because it erodes national sovereignty and national identity, the radical left 

resists further integration in Europe due to its neo-liberal character (Hooghe, Marks 

and Wilson, 2002; Kopecky and Mudde, 2002; De Vries and Edwards, 2007). 

So, far left and right political entrepreneurs have a strategic incentive to 

mobilise the EU issue in order to reap electoral gains (Taggart, 1998; Van der Eijk and 

Franklin, 2004). When they do so, perceived partisan conflict and voter salience 

regarding European integration should rise as a result. Consequently, the more 

extremist parties actively play up the anti-EU card, the higher perceived partisan 

conflict and issue salience can expected to be (Extremist Parties Hypothesis).  

To sum up, two hypotheses guide the empirical analysis. First, I expect the 

extent of EU issue voting to be conditional on the degree of EU issue salience among 

voters and the extent of partisan conflict on Europe (EU Issue Voting Hypothesis). 

Secondly, partisan conflict and issue salience are mediated by the extent to which 

Eurosceptic political entrepreneurs on the ideological extremes mobilise the EU issue 

(Extremist Parties Hypothesis). Before we turn to the empirical examination of these 

hypotheses, let me first introduce the data, operationalisations and methods used. 
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3.4 Data, operationalisations and methods 

 

To examine the relationship between attitudes on European integration and vote 

choice in national elections, I employ individual-level survey data from the British 

National Election Surveys of 1992, 1997 and 2001, the Danish National Election 

Surveys of 1994, 1998 and 2001, the Dutch National Election Surveys of 1994, 1998 

and 2002 and the German Election Surveys 1998 and 2002.2 The data show 

considerable variation in EU issue salience and perceived partisan conflict on Europe 

and thus provide an excellent test of the EU Issue Voting Hypothesis. Moreover, the 

question wordings for the dependent and independent variables used in the empirical 

analysis are very similar across the different surveys.  

The analysis proceeds in three parts. First, I determine the extent of perceived 

partisan conflict and issue salience in each election. Next, I asses the validity of the 

EU Issue Voting Hypothesis by examining if EU issue voting is indeed more 

extensive when partisan conflict and issue salience are high. Finally, I evaluate the 

Extremist Party Hypothesis by presenting evidence of the role of extremist political 

entrepreneurs in the EU issue voting process. 

What is the extent of perceived partisan conflict and issue salience regarding 

Europe? Perceived partisan conflict is the ratio of party dispersion on EU issues to 

dispersion in terms of left/right ideology, which I measure as the standard deviation 

of voters’ EU and left/right party placements in the respective national election 

survey data. For the British 1992 elections, I lack voters’ perceptions of parties’ EU 

positions, and so I rely on the Chapel Hill Expert data on party positioning on 

European integration to determine party positions on Europe (Ray, 1996; Marks and 

Steenbergen, 1999; Hooghe, et al., 2002).3 If the ratio takes on the value of one or 

higher, then partisan conflict on EU issues is considered high. To measure EU issue 

salience, I use the question from the relevant national election surveys asking 

respondents to name the most important problems facing their countries. Some 

scholars have questioned whether this item truly taps issue salience on the grounds 

that it may conflate the importance of an issue – salience – with the problematic 

nature of the same issue (Wlezien, 2005). While this may be a valid concern for elites 

or sophisticated respondents, it is not clear whether ordinary citizens are in a position 

to distinguish the most important issues, that is to say, high up on the priority list, 

from the most problematic, that is to say, difficult to solve by public policy.  

The second part of the empirical analysis examines the extent of EU issue 

voting. In order to do so, I employ a conditional logit regression model. Since my 

dependent variable is a categorical variable with multiple values, i.e. vote choice for 
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different parties, I need to address several methodological concerns (see Alvarez and 

Nagler, 1998; Agresti, 2002). First, since the probability of voting for a party can only 

vary between 0 and 1, ordinary least squares regression analysis is ruled out. 

Moreover, as I am interested in how the characteristics of parties (i.e. their positions 

on European integration relative to voter positions) influence vote choice within a 

spatial framework, I use a conditional logit rather than a multinomial logit model (see 

Alvarez and Nagler, 1998). The multinomial logit model focuses on information 

about individual voters rather than issue positions of parties and/or candidates and is 

therefore less suitable for modelling electoral behaviour in a spatial setting. The 

conditional logit model, on the other hand, allows for the examination of both party 

and respondent positions on a given issue.4 All estimations were conducted in STATA 

version 9. 

The model consists of four predictors: the distance between a respondent’s 

self-placement and a party’s position on European integration (EU issue distance), 

left/right, immigration policy and environmental policy scales. I also include several socio-

economic control variables, such as gender, religiosity, income and education. The 

dependent variable is the vote choice of respondents in the respective parliamentary 

election. To construct the EU distance variable – the crown independent variable – I 

subtract a respondent’s self-placement from a respondent’s party-placement on an EU 

scale for each individual party. I then square this distance to derive an Euclidean 

distance measure. Respondents were asked to place themselves, as well as several 

political parties, on a five-point European integration scale, where 1 stands for exit 

from the EU and 5 stands for the fastest possible build-up of the EU. Voters are 

expected to choose the party that most accurately resembles their EU positions, i.e. 

smallest distance hypothesis.5 So, if EU issue voting occurs, the effect of EU issue distance 

should be negative and significant. In other words, an increase in disagreement 

between a respondent’s EU position and a party’s EU position should lead to a 

decrease in the likelihood of the respondent to vote for the party. 

To assess the importance of the EU issue in relation to other concerns, I also 

include three non-EU related policy variables (left/right, and two new politics 

policies, namely immigration, and environmental policy). Each is constructed in the 

same manner as EU issue distance.6 Table 3.1 summarises the operationalisations of 

the variables employed in the conditional logit regression analysis.  
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Table 3.1: Dependent and independent variable(-s) description 

 

Dependent variable 

Vote choice Vote choice for a particular party in a given election. 
Independent variables 

EU distance  Operationalised by subtracting a respondent’s self- 
placement from a respondent’s party-placements on a 
five-point European integration scale (where 1 stands 
for exit out of the EU and 5 stands for the fastest 
possible build-up of the EU) for each party. I then 
squared this distance to derive at an Euclidian distance 
measure.  
(0=high correspondence between self- and party- 
placement; 16= low correspondence between self- and 
party-placement). 

Left/right distance Operationalised by subtracting a respondent’s self- 
placement from a respondent’s party-placements on a 
five-point left/right ideological scale (where 1 indicates 
left and indicates 5 right) for each party. I then squared 
this distance to derive at an Euclidian distance measure.  
(0=high correspondence between self- and party- 
placement; 16= low correspondence between self- and 
party-placement). 

Immigration 
distance 

Operationalised by subtracting a respondent’s self- 
placement from a respondent’s party-placements on a 
five-point immigration scale (where 1 indicates restrict 
immigration and 5 indicates welcome more immigrants) 
for each party. I then squared this distance to derive at 
an Euclidian distance measure.  
(0=high correspondence between self- and party- 
placement; 16= low correspondence between self- and 
party-placement). 
Not included in the British election surveys. 

Environment 
distance 

Operationalised by subtracting a respondent’s self- 
placement from a respondent’s party-placements on a 
five-point environment scale (where 1 indicates not very 
green policy and indicates 5 green policy) for each party. 
I then squared this distance to derive at a Euclidian 
distance measure.  
(0=high correspondence between self- and party- 
placement; 16= low correspondence between self- and 
party-placement). 
Not included in the British election surveys. 
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Table 3.1 continued 

 
Gender Respondent’s gender (1=female; 0=male). 
Religiosity Respondent’s church attendance (1=high; low=0).  

Not included in the Danish and 1992 and 2001 British election 
surveys. 

Income Respondent’s household income (1=high; 0=low). 
Education Respondent’s level of education (1=high; 0=low). 

 

 

In the third and final step of the empirical analysis, I evaluate the role of 

extremist political entrepreneurs in the EU issue voting process. The parties included 

are both Eurosceptic and extremist in terms of left/right positioning. Left or right 

extremist parties are those parties that are one standard deviation below or above the 

mean left/right ideological position of all parties in a country. Eurosceptic parties are 

those parties that are one standard deviation below the mean position on European 

integration for all parties in a country. The parties’ left/right and EU positions are 

based on the respondents’ party-placements included in the respective national 

election surveys, with the exception of EU positions in the 1992 British election for 

which I used the Chapel Hill Expert data on party positioning.  

I argued above that the mere presence of an extremist, Eurosceptic political 

entrepreneur is not enough; these parties have to actively play up the EU issue in their 

electoral campaign. To get a sense of the importance of the EU issue for extremist, 

Eurosceptic parties I use the Chapel Hill Expert data on party positioning on 

European integration. In these surveys, experts were asked to evaluate the relative 

importance of the EU issue to the party’s public stance on a five-point scale, where 1 

indicates that European integration is of no importance to the party and 5 signifies 

that European integration is the most important issue for the party (Ray, 1996; Marks 

and Steenbergen, 1999; Hooghe, et al., 2002).7 

 

 

3.5 Empirical analysis 

 

Let me begin by determining the extent of perceived partisan conflict and issue 

salience regarding European integration in the British, Danish, Dutch and German 

elections. Table 3.2 below compares the perceived degree of conflict among parties 

over the EU issue relative to that in terms of left/right ideology for the eleven 

elections. I measure perceived partisan conflict by the ratio of the standard deviation 
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of party positions on European integration and the standard deviation of party 

positions on left/right as perceived by voters. A value above 1 means that, in the eyes 

of the voters, parties diverge more on European integration than on left/right. 

The differences between the cases are considerable. For the British and Danish 

elections the ratio of European integration versus left/right equals or even exceeds 1. 

This suggests that British and Danish parties represent a broad range of opinions on 

Europe – as broad, and sometimes broader – than on the classical left/right 

dimension. That is not at all true for German and Dutch elections, with the partial 

exception of the Dutch 2002 elections. 

 

Table 3.2: Partisan conflict on left/right and pro-/anti-EU dimensions 

 

Country Election 
Year 

Party 
Dispersion 

on 
Left/Right 

Party 
Dispersion 
on Pro-/ 
Anti-EU 

Ratio 
Measure 

1994 .92 .94 1.02 
1998 .80 1.08 1.35 

Denmark 

2001 .73 1.00 1.37 
1998 .81 .43 .53 Germany 
2002 .90 .46 .51 
1994 .74 .25 .33 
1998 .65 .21 .32 

Netherlands 

2002 .64 .50 .78 
1992 .76 .76 1.00 
1997 .72 1.10 1.52 

United 
Kingdom 

2001 .60 1.15 2.65 
Note: The ratio measure is constructed by dividing the party dispersion on 
the pro-/anti-EU dimension by the party dispersion on the left/right. Values 
of 1 and above indicate high partisan conflict, whereas a value below 1 
signifies low partisan conflict on the EU dimension. 
Source: National Election Surveys 
 

These data are consistent with what we know about British, Danish, Dutch and 

German politics. European integration has caused major disagreement in the Danish 

and British party system and tensions in several major political parties, especially 

within the Danish Social Democrats and the British Conservatives (Worre, 1996; 

Berrington and Hague, 1998). In Denmark, closely contested referenda on EU issues, 

of which there have been six so far, have deepened party divisions on Europe (Buch 

and Hansen, 2002). The no-camp has mainly framed its opposition in terms of the 
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danger of a small country being swallowed by a big EU; the EU is developing into a 

‘super state and Denmark would soon become a municipality of Europe’ (Friis 1998: 

2). For example, the Danish People’s Party (Danske Folkeparti-DF) voiced its 

opposition to the Amsterdam Treaty in the 1998 campaign by using the slogan “vote 

Danish, vote no”. Although two-thirds of British voters supported membership in the 

European Economic Community in 1975, public and party-based Euroscepticism has 

been on the rise ever since (Spiering, 2004). Opposition towards Europe in British 

party politics is especially associated with right-wing factions within the Conservative 

party, that are concerned about British sovereignty in the context of further European 

integration (Marks and Wilson, 2000; Gifford, 2006).  

 The EU issue generated much less partisan conflict in Dutch and German 

politics. Dutch and German citizens and political parties have long been regarded as 

Euro-enthusiasts. Opposition to further European integration was seen as “not 

done”. Recently, however, this traditional attitude of consent has given way to 

moderate Euroscepticism (Busch and Knelangen, 2004; Thomassen, 2005). Although 

German political parties have so far not exploited this change in mood (Lees, 2001), 

Dutch political parties, especially those on the extreme right, seem increasingly willing 

to play up anti-EU sentiment (Pellikaan and Brandsma, 2005). In the mid-1990s, the 

parliamentary leader of the Liberal Party (Volkspartij voor Vrijheid en Democratie-

VVD) Frits Bolkestein challenged the Dutch consensus by expressing reservations 

regarding the integration process. Bolkestein opposed further political integration and 

felt, like many other Conservative leaders in Europe, that integration should remain 

primarily economic (Harmsen, 2004a). Although this view was not shared by all VVD 

parliamentarians, Bolkestein’s dissent opened the door for other parties to become 

more openly Eurosceptic. As table 3.2 shows, perceived inter-party conflict regarding 

the EU almost doubled between the 1998 and 2002 elections. This change is primarily 

due to the Eurosceptic position of the List Pim Fortuyn (Lijst Pim Fortuyn-LPF) 

(Pellikaan and Brandsma, 2005). 

What about EU issue salience in public opinion? Figure 3.1 compares salience 

in British, Danish, Dutch and German elections. EU issue salience is measured with a 

question asking respondents to name the most important issues facing their countries. 

This is a tough question, because it requires voters to weigh the relative importance of 

the EU with other pressing issues. One would not expect many voters to see the EU 

as one of the most important issues in national elections. Still, in the United Kingdom 

no less than 8.8 in 1997 and even 10.9 percent of British voters in 2001 viewed issues 

regarding European integration as important to their country. This percentage was 

slightly lower in the 1992 campaign. Also, in Denmark about 4.5 percent of the voters 
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saw European integration and the Euro as important issues for their country in 1994 

and 1998. In contrast to Denmark and the United Kingdom, issue salience in 

Germany and the Netherlands has been consistently low. Recent studies show that 

European integration was virtually absent from Dutch and German electoral 

campaigns (see Poguntke, 1998, 2003; Thomassen, Aarts and van der Kolk, 2000; Van 

Holsteyn and Den Ridder, 2005).  
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Notes: Question wording used: ‘What is the most important problem facing the nation today?’ 
Values indicate the percentage of voters indicating that issues regarding European integration or the 
Euro constitute the most important problem facing their country. 
Source: National Election Surveys. 
 

Figure 3.1: EU issue salience 

 

 In line with the EU Issue Voting Hypothesis, I would expect EU issue voting 

to be most extensive in the three British and Danish elections due to the relatively 

high level of perceived partisan conflict and EU issue salience among voters. In the 

German and Dutch elections, however, both partisan conflict and public opinion 

salience remain low. Hence, in these elections, I expect voters to base their vote 

choice on considerations other than EU preferences. The Dutch 2002 election is 

interesting because with the electoral debut of the Pim Fortuyn movement, partisan 

conflict regarding European integration almost doubled compared to 1998. However, 

left/right conflict still clearly surpassed conflict over European integration and EU 

issue salience among the Dutch electorate remained very low, and so I predict no EU 

issue voting in this election.  

 Do the expectations about the degree of EU issue voting correspond to reality? 

Table 3.3 presents the key results of the conditional logit regression analyses. The 

reader is referred to tables A.1.1 through A.1.11 in the Appendix I for full results. 
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Table 3.3: Conditional logit results 

 

Denmark Germany  

1994 1998 2001 1998 2002 

 Estimates Odds 

Ratio 

Estimates Odds 

Ratio 

Estimates Odds 

Ratio 

Estimates Odds 

Ratio 

Estimates Odds 

Ratio 

 

Left/Right 

 

-.1.17* 

(.09) 

 

.31 

 

 

-1.27* 

(.09) 

 

.28 

 

-.82* 

(.05) 

 

.44 

 

-.15* 

(.02) 

 

.86 

 

-.18* 

(.02) 

 

.83 

EU -.15* 

(.03) 

.86 -.11* 

(.02) 

.90 -.06* 

(.01) 

.95 .04 

(.03) 

1.03 .03 

(.02) 

1.03 

Immigration -.06* 

(.03) 

.94 -.24* 

(.03) 

.78 -.25* 

(.02) 

.78 -.08* 

(.01) 

.93 -.03* 

(.01) 

.97 

Green -.22* 

(.05) 

.80 -.29* 

(.05) 

.75 -.17* 

(.03) 

.84 .01 

(.01) 

1.01 -.06* 

(.01) 

.94 

 

Pseudo R² 

 

.46 

  

.40 

  

.31 

  

.16 

  

.16 

 

Notes: Table entries are conditional logit regression coefficients with standard errors in parentheses and odds ratios.  
The dependent variable is a respondent’s vote choice for a particular party in a given election. 
N.a. indicates that not all the variables necessary to construct the distance measures were available in the respective surveys. 
* significant at p < .05 level (one-tailed). 
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Table 3.3 continued 

 

Netherlands United Kingdom  
1994 1998 2002 1992 1997 2001 

 Estimates Odds 
Ratio 

Estimates Odds 
Ratio 

Estimates Odds 
Ratio 

Estimates Odds 
Ratio 

Estimates Odds 
Ratio 

Estimates Odds 

Ratio 

 
Left/Right 

 
-.56* 
(.09) 

 
.57 

 
-.34* 
(.02) 

 
.71 

 
-.36* 
(.04) 

 
.69 

 
-.42* 
(.04) 

 
.66 

 

 
-.65* 
(.05) 

 
.52 

 
-.56* 
(.16) 

 

.57 

EU -.12 
(.09) 

.88 -.01 
(.02) 

.99 -.02 
(.02) 

.98 -.17* 
(.03) 

.84 -.16* 
(.02) 

.85 -.14* 
(.06) 

.87 

Immigration -.06* 
(.02) 

.94 -.06* 
(.02) 

.94 -.07* 
(.02) 

.93 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 

Green -.11* 
(.01) 

.89 -.04* 
(.02) 

.96 -.10* 
(.02) 

.90 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 

 
Pseudo R² 

 
.16 

  
.26 

  
.31 

  
.26 

  
.35 

  
.29 

 

Notes: Table entries are conditional logit regression coefficients with standard errors in parentheses and odds ratios.  
The dependent variable is a respondent’s vote choice for a particular party in a given election. 
N.a. indicates that not all the variables necessary to construct the distance measures were available in the respective surveys. 
* significant at p < .05 level (one-tailed). 
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EU issue voting exists in all three elections in Denmark and the United 

Kingdom, though not in the Dutch and German elections. In the Dutch and German 

elections, the coefficient of the EU issue distance variable is not significant. In British 

and Danish elections, however, the overall effect of the proximity between voters and 

parties in terms of the EU issue on national vote choice is negative and significant. In 

other words, an increase in disagreement between a respondent’s and a party’s EU 

position leads to a decrease in the likelihood of the respondent to vote for the party. 

More specific interpretations of these results are possible by examining the odds ratios 

reported in table 3.3 (Agresti, 2002; Long and Freese, 2006). The odds ratio refers to 

the change in the odds of the outcome for a unit increase in the predictor. Note that 

an odds ratio greater than 1 indicates a positive relationship, an odds ratio smaller 

than 1 indicates a negative relationship and an odds ratio 1 indicates no relationship. 

Odds ratios can be expressed as percent changes by using the following formula: 

100*(odds ratio - 1).8  

In case of the 1994 Danish election, the percentage by which the odds of 

voting for a party change for a unit increase in EU issue distance amounts to –14 %, 

i.e. 100*(.86 - 1), while for a unit increase in left/right issue distance the odds decrease 

by –69 % (100*(.31 - 1)). For the 2001 Danish election, the change in the odds of 

voting for a party as a result of a unit increase in EU issue distance is with –5 % lower 

than in 1994. This is not surprising in light of the fact that figure 3.1 already indicated 

that the salience of the EU issue was lower in the 2001 election campaign compared 

to the 1994 election. The change in the odds of voting for a party as a result of a unit 

increase in EU issue distance is of similar magnitude across the three British elections. 

The percentage change in the odds amounts to –16 % in 1992, –15 % in 1997 and –

13 % in the 2001 British election. The British results also show that similar to the 

Danish results, the effect of the left/right distance on vote choice is clearly higher 

than the effect of the EU issue distance. The percentage change in odds of voting for 

a party as a result of a unit increase in left/right issue distance is –34 % in 1992 and 

even larger in the 2001 British election, namely –43 %. This is not surprising as 

previous research tells us that the left/right dimension is the main predictor of vote 

choice (Van der Eijk and Niemöller, 1983; Van der Eijk, Franklin and Van der Brug, 

1999).  

The results indicate that the EU issue contributes significantly to an 

explanation of voting behaviour in Danish and British elections. This finding is 

consistent with my conjectures and is robust even when controlling for other factors 

influencing vote choice, such as attitudes on left/right, immigration and environment 

as well as education, income and religion.9 Thus, the EU issue contributes significantly 
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to voting behaviour and does so independently from left/right and new politics. 

Moreover, the results signify that EU issue voting is absent from elections in which 

EU issue salience and perceived conflict regarding Europe are low. In Dutch and 

German elections, EU issue distance does not significantly contribute to our 

understanding of voting behaviour. Hence, the findings laid out in table 3.3 support 

the EU Issue Voting Hypothesis. 

An additional way of testing the validity of the EU Issue Voting Hypothesis is 

to compare associations between the extent of EU issue voting and the extent to 

which an election fits the EU issue voting conditions, that is to say, where perceived 

partisan conflict and issue salience reinforce each other. I measure the extent of EU 

issue voting in terms of the relative improvement in R², i.e. the increase in explained 

variance when the EU issue distance variable is added to base conditional logit 

regression model. There is a strong association between the extent of EU issue voting 

and the extent of partisan conflict and issue salience (operationalised as an interaction 

of the two), namely r=.88 which is significant at the p≤ .001 level (two-tailed). 

Now we know when (i.e. under which conditions) EU issue voting is likely to 

occur, but are still left with the question why perceived partisan conflict and issue 

salience regarding European integration varies across elections? Above I highlighted 

the crucial role of Eurosceptic political entrepreneurs on the left and right extremes. 

Figure 3.2 below summarises the EU issue salience for Eurosceptic left and right 

extremist parties in Denmark, Germany, the Netherlands and the United Kingdom 

from 1992 to 2002. EU issue salience ranges from 1 ‘low salience’ to 3 ‘an important 

issue’ to 5 ‘most important issue’. 

The parties included are both Eurosceptic and extremist in terms of left/right 

positioning. Recall that for left/right extremism and Euroscepticism, I use the 

following criterion: Parties that are one standard deviation below or above the mean 

left/right ideological position of all parties in a country as well as one standard 

deviation below the mean position on European integration for all parties in a 

country. Figure 3.2 includes the usual suspects such as the DF or the LPF. The British 

Conservative party is also classified as an extremist, Eurosceptic party, which is 

consistent with the criteria I use to identify such parties. It is openly Eurosceptic, and 

it is also more than one standard deviation to the right of the median party position 

on left/right. 
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Notes: Question wording used: ‘What is the relative importance of the European integration issue 
in the party’s [list of parties] public stance in [year]?’ Issue salience ranges from 1 = low to 5 = high. 
List of parties included: EL: Enhedslisten (Unity List); SF: Socialistisk Folkeparti (Socialist People’s 
Party); FrP: Fremskridtspartiet (Progress Party); DF: Dansk Folkeparti (Danish People’s Party); 
CON: Conservatives; PDS: Partei des Demokratischen Sozialismus (Party of Democratic Socialism); 
LPF: Lijst Pim Fortuyn (List Pim Fortuyn); SP: Socialistische Partij (Socialist Party). 
Source: Chapel Hill Expert Survey on party positioning regarding European integration, 1992-2002 
 

Figure 3.2: EU issue salience of eurosceptic extremist parties 

 

While British and Danish extremist, Eurosceptic parties clearly view the EU issue as 

important, Dutch and German extremist political entrepreneurs do not. The level of 

EU issue salience of the extremist, Eurosceptic parties in the Netherlands and 

Germany between 1992 and 2002 is well below 3, indicating that the issue is not 

important for the public stance of these parties. Salience of the EU issue to extremist, 

Eurosceptic political parties is quite highly correlated with perceived partisan conflict 

on the Europe and EU issue salience in the election as a whole, with r=.64 and r=.58 

respectively (significant at p≤ .005 level, two-tailed). Figure 3.2 highlights the fact that 

in elections in which EU issue voting exists (that is to say, in the British and Danish 

elections), extremist, Eurosceptic political entrepreneurs actively play up the EU issue, 

while in those elections in which EU issue voting is absent (i.e. the Dutch and 

German elections) extremist parties refrain from doing so. Incidentally, Britain and 

Denmark are also the countries where parties on the left and right extremes can tap 

into a particularly large reservoir of Euroscepticism. 

A more rigorous examination of the role of extremist, Eurosceptic political 

entrepreneurs is beyond the scope of this analysis, but the initial findings presented 

above are in line with the Extremist Parties Hypothesis and show that extremist, 
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Eurosceptic parties may indeed play a crucial role in increasing public salience or 

mobilising partisan conflict regarding European integration. 

 

 

3.6 Concluding remarks 

 

When might European integration influence national elections? This chapter has 

explored the potential for EU contestation in British, Danish, Dutch and German 

general elections in the 1990s and early 2000s. The chapter argues and empirically 

substantiates that the extent of EU issue voting is conditional upon the salience of the 

issue for voters and the extent of partisan conflict. Both conditions, I argue, are open 

to manipulation by political parties, especially political entrepreneurs on the far right 

or left of the political spectrum. In some countries (like the Netherlands and 

Germany), voters do not care about the European integration issue and political 

parties do not compete on the issue; thus, we find no evidence of EU issue voting. In 

other countries (like Denmark and the United Kingdom), issue salience and partisan 

conflict regarding European integration are high, and EU preferences have influenced 

national vote choice.  

The double-barrelled conditional nature of EU issue voting is clearly 

highlighted in the 2002 Dutch election. Even though partisan conflict over European 

integration nearly doubled in 2002 compared 1998, this increase did not result in EU 

issue voting because the European issue did not (yet?) stir Dutch voters. As long as 

the public does not care about Europe, Europe is not going to bite in national 

elections. But this situation is not cast in stone: A political entrepreneur seeking to 

shift domestic debate away from the left/right and utilising growing discontent 

regarding Europe may change that.  

 Of course, this study has limitations. First of all, although it shows that EU 

issue voting varies with characteristics of the electoral environment (i.e. partisan 

conflict and issue salience), the current research design does not allow me to control 

for other national-level characteristics. For example, a recent study using a multi-level 

approach to explain variation in economic voting demonstrates the importance of 

party system characteristics (Duch and Stevenson, 2005). Could this also be the case 

for EU issue voting? Future research into EU issue voting should try to examine the 

multi-level nature of EU issue voting process, and if data availability allows it, by 

using multi-level analysis techniques. Secondly, a comprehensive understanding of EU 

issue voting requires one to disaggregate country patterns to discern fine-grained 

patterns. Hence, in future research it will be important to investigate variation in EU 
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issue voting across parties and voters. Finally, I have suggested that the key to 

understanding why conflict and salience vary, may lie in the extent to which 

Eurosceptic political entrepreneurs on the right and left extremes mobilise the EU 

issue. Preliminary results support this viewpoint, but they need to be confirmed in 

future research. As for now, the findings lend credence to Van der Eijk and Franklin’s 

idea that the sleeping giant of Euroscepticism may be woken up by political 

entrepreneurs. I suspect the princes to be of radical left or radical right lineage. 
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3.7 Notes 

 
∗ The author is grateful to the Danish Data Archive, the Dutch Data Archiving and Networking 

Services, the Zentral Archiv für Empirische Sozialforschung and the UK Data Archive for making 

available the data used in this chapter. The author is also indebted to Harmen Binnema, Erica 

Edwards, Lawrence Ezrow, Liesbet Hooghe, Gary Marks, Marco Steenbergen, Barbara Vis, Tijmen 

de Vries, the editor and three anonymous reviewers of European Union Politics for their insightful 

comments on earlier drafts of this chapter. Remaining errors are the sole responsibility of the 

author. 

1 In her work on the electoral success of niche parties, Bonnie Meguid (2005) also highlights the 

importance of partisan conflict and issue salience. She argues that niche parties, i.e. green and far 

right, are more likely be electorally successful when mainstream parties engage them on their 

favourite policy issue, and by doing so, presumably increase its salience, and when they take 

competing positions on this issue. 

2 The 1994 German election and the 2003 Dutch election could not be added to the analysis, as 

these election surveys do not contain questions regarding EU issues. The analysis presented in this 

chapter is based on data from the following surveys: 1. Nationaal Kiezersonderzoek, 1994, primary 

investigators: Kees Aarts, Hans Anker, Joop van Holsteyn, Erik Oppenhuis, Paul Pennings, Karin 

Wittebrood, P1209, Steinmetz Archief, 1995; 2. Nationaal Kiezersonderzoek, 1998, primary 

investigators: Kees Aarts, Henk Van der Kolk and Jacques Thomassen, P1415, Steinmetz Archief, 

1999; 3. Nationaal Kiezersonderzoek 2002, primary investigators: Galen A. Irwin, Joop J.M. Van 

Holsteyn en Josje M. Den Ridder, P1628, Steinmetz Archief, 2004; 4. Valgundersøgelsen 1994, 

primary investigators: Jørgen Goul Andersen, and Ole Borre, DDA-2210, Odense, Danish Data 

Archive, 2002; 5. Valgundersøgelsen 1998, primary investigators: Jørgen Goul Andersen, Johannes 

Andersen, Ole Borre and Hans Jørgen Nielsen, DDA-4189, Odense, Danish Data Archive, 1999; 6. 

Valgundersøgelsen 2001, primary investigators: Jørgen Goul Andersen, Ole Borre, Hans Jørgen 

Nielsen, Johannes Andersen, Søren Risbjerg, Thomsen and Jørgen Elklit, DDA-12516, Odense, 

Danish Data Archive, 2003; 7. Politische Einstellungen, politische Partizipation und 

Wählerverhalten im vereinigten Deutschland 1998, primary investigators: Oscar W. Gabriel, Jurgen 

W. Falter and Hans Rattinger, ZA-3066, Zentral Archiv für Empirische Sozialforschung, 1998; 8. 

Politische Einstellungen, politische Partizipation und Wählerverhalten im vereinigten Deutschland 

2002, primary investigators: Oscar W. Gabriel, Jurgen W. Falter and Hans Rattinger, ZA-3861, 

Zentral Archiv für Empirische Sozialforschung, 2002; 9. British General Election Study 1992, 

primary investigators: Anthony Heath, Roger Jowell, John K. Curtice, Jack A. Brand and James C. 

Mitchell, SN 2981, UK Data Archive, 1993; 10. British General Election Study 1997, primary 

investigators: Anthony Heath, Roger Jowell, John K. Curtice and Pippa Norris, SN 3887, UK Data 

Archive, 1999; 11. British General Election Study 2001, primary investigators: Howard Clark, David 

Sanders, Marianne Stewart and Paul F. Whiteley, SN 4619, UK Data Archive, 2003. 

3 I cross-validated the voters’ and experts’ judgments of party positions on an EU scale for the 1997, 

2001 British, the 1994, 1998, 2001 Danish, the 1994, 1998 and 2002 Dutch and the 1998 and 2002 

German data and found that these measures correlate at the .80 level or higher. So, I feel confident 
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to use the data for the British election in 1992 (for a more in-depth cross-validation of voters’ and 

experts’ judgments of EU party positioning, see Marks et al, 2007).  

4 One potential problem with a conditional logit model is the independence of irrelevant alternatives 

(IIA) assumption. IIA means that the ratio of the choice probabilities for two alternatives, A and B, 

is independent from all other alternatives in the choice set (see Agresti, 2002). I computed a 

Hausman test statistic for the respective elections, which demonstrated that the IIA assumption 

seems reasonable. 

5 This expectation builds on the proximity model developed by Enelow and Hinich (1984). This model 

assumes that voters act rationally and vote on the basis of policy outcomes that they associate with 

the future government. An alternative conceptualisation of issue voting is the directional voting model 

by Rabinowitz and MacDonald (1989) who include direction and intensity in conceptualising the 

distance between voters and parties. Since not all election studies provide the information needed to 

construct distances on the basis of the directional model, I use the proximity model. 

6 I use voters’ and parties’ placements on nuclear energy in German and Dutch surveys to tap into 

the environment issue. The original coding of voter and party placements on the EU, immigration 

and environment issue in the Dutch and German election studies were based on a seven-point scale. 

In order to guarantee comparability across the different countries, these items were recoded to a 5-

point scale. The original 10-point scales of left/right voter and party placements for the British, 

Danish, Dutch and German studies were collapsed into a five-point scale. Different permutations of 

rescaling do not affect the results.  

7 The EU issue salience for political parties in the 2002 Chapel Hill Expert Survey was measured on 

a 4-point rather than on a 5-point scale as was common in the previous rounds of the survey. In 

order to make to guarantee comparability across the surveys, the 2002 item was recoded to a 5-point 

scale.  

8 The odds ratio is defined as exp(b), see Agresti (2002). 

9 There is no evidence of multicollinearity. I calculated the variance inflation factors (VIF) for the 

several analyses. First, I performed auxiliary regressions, where after I computed the separate VIF 

scores using the following formula: 1/(1-R²). The VIF scores are below 1.23 (the VIF for the 

conditional logit regression model of the 2001 Danish election was the highest and amounted to 

1.23). This finding is in line with correlation analyses which demonstrated that the correlations 

between the predictors were well below .30, which is clearly below the critical value of .80. 
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Abstract 

 

Why do some issues influence voting behaviour while others do not? I propose that 

issues influence voting behaviour to the extent that they are related to the dominant 

dimension, i.e. the left/right dimension, of political competition. This general 

proposition is tested by focusing on the impact of issues regarding European 

integration on national vote choice, a process labelled EU issue voting. Cross-national 

analyses – relying on observations from British, Danish, Dutch and German national 

election surveys from 1990-2005 – suggest that EU issue voting occurs only when 

issues of European integration are related to the left/right dimension. This finding is 

significant because previous research on this topic arrives at the opposite conclusion 

that EU issues only become relevant to voters when they are perpendicular, i.e. 

orthogonal, to the left/right dimension. Furthermore, this study has implications for 

our understanding of how European integration affects domestic political 

competition, as well as for general notions of political representation. 
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To speak of politics is to speak of political issues, almost invariably.  
We speak of them as if we knew of them. But we truly do not. 
We do not know why they arise, why one question rather than  

another comes to seem important, why it happens at a particular 
time, rather than another, why some last, why some do not. 

 
- Edward Carmines & James Stimson, 1989, pp. 3 

 

 

4.1 Introduction∗ 

 

Why do issues become relevant to voters? This question has been addressed by 

several prominent scholars in political science since the 1960s (Schattschneider, 1960; 

Riker, 1982; Sundquist, 1983; Carmines and Stimson, 1986, 1989; Franklin, Mackie 

and Valen, 1992; Stimson, 2004). A large array of factors, such as critical events or 

party strategies, are important in solving the puzzle of why some issues influence 

voters’ voting decisions while others do not. Building on the work of Schattschneider 

(1960) and others, I would like to draw our attention to the importance of issue 

orthogonality, defined as the degree to which an issue is unrelated to existing 

ideological dimensions of political conflict. I argue that new issues influence voting 

behaviour to the degree that they are related to the dominant dimension of party 

competition, i.e. when issue orthogonality is low. 

I test this proposition by examining the impact of issues regarding European 

integration on national electoral politics, a process referred to as EU issue voting (De 

Vries, 2007). Relying on observations from several British, Danish, Dutch and 

German national election surveys, this chapter concludes that EU issue voting occurs 

when European integration fits onto the main axis of political competition, the 

left/right dimension, as opposed to being orthogonal to it. Thus, theories of EU issue 

voting should determine the relationship between axes of political competition, that 

is, the angle at which issues regarding European integration intersect with the 

dominant dimension of party competition.  

This chapter proceeds in five parts. First, I introduce the theoretical model that 

explains the conditions under which issues gain relevance to voters. Next, I discus the 

data and methods, which are necessary to explore EU issue voting. In a fourth step, 

the results of the empirical analysis of EU issue voting in British, Danish, Dutch and 

German elections between 1990 to 2005 are analysed. Finally, I conclude by 

highlighting the implications of the findings. 
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4.2 Conceptualising the role of issue orthogonality in EU issue voting 

 

Complex societies produce diverse conflicts over public policy. Indeed the number of 

potential policy issues is infinite. The essence of politics lies in the organisation of 

these diverse conflicts, a point succinctly made by Schattschneider when he remarked: 

‘What happens in politics depends on the way in which people are divided into factions, 

parties, groups, classes, etc. The outcome of the game of politics depends on which of 

the multitude of possible conflicts gains the dominant position’ (Schattschneider, 

1960: 62, italics in original). The process in which one or several of these conflicts gain 

political dominance involves a mobilisation of bias (Schattschneider, 1960). That is to 

say, only some social divisions eventually find political expression. The question arises 

under which conditions can we expect policy issues (like European integration) to 

become politically relevant and influence voting behaviour? An essential part in 

understanding why only some issues come to influence actions of parties and voters 

alike is the degree of issue orthogonality. Issue orthogonality refers to the extent to 

which an issue at hand is unrelated to existing dimensions of political conflict. Issue 

orthogonality matters in that it conditions the chances of new issues to successfully 

enter the world of party and electoral politics.  

Prominent researchers studying the impact of EU attitudes on national vote 

choice conclude that the EU issue is largely orthogonal to the main axis of political 

competition, i.e. the left/right dimension (Evans, 1998, 1999, 2002; Gabel, 2000; 

Tillman, 2004; Van der Eijk and Franklin, 2004). It has been argued that contestation 

over Europe is largely confined to one single independent dimension ranging from pro- 

to anti-integrationist, and, consequently, the left/right dimension is irrelevant to 

understanding conflict over this issue (see also Hix and Lord, 1997; Hix, 1999a). The 

major implication of these important studies is that EU issue voting is likely precisely 

due to the fact that the EU issue is largely unrelated to the left/right dimension.  

Van der Eijk and Franklin (2004: 33, italics added), for example, argue that ‘the 

pro-/anti-EU orientation […] constitutes something of a “sleeping giant” that has the 

potential, if awakened, to impel voters to political behaviour (because of its degree of 

orthogonality with left/right orientations) that undercuts the bases for contemporary party 

mobilisation in many, if not most, European polities’. From this perspective, EU issue 

voting has the potential to cut across existing cleavages and shake up existing patterns 

of electoral politics by bringing about new voter alignments.  

This view seems partly at odds with our current knowledge of party positioning 

and voters’ salience regarding the EU issue. Recent literature on party positioning on 

the EU issue argues that issues regarding European integration are linked to (Marks 
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and Wilson, 2000; Hooghe, Marks and Wilson, 2002), or even subsumed into (Kreppel 

and Tsebelis, 1999; Noury and Roland, 2002; Hix, Noury and Roland, 2006) the 

dominant dimension of political conflict rather than being orthogonal to it.1 

Moreover, there is plenty of evidence to suggest that although the importance of 

European integration in domestic politics is increasing, the EU issue is still not the 

most salient issue for voters (De Vries, 2007). As a result, this issue should not be 

seen as constituting a new dimension that will come to redefine party competition and 

existing electoral alignments in the near future.  

Against this backdrop, I develop an alternative hypothesis: For an issue, in this 

case the EU issue, to influence voter decisions at the ballot box, it needs to be related 

to the dominant dimension of current political contestation. Following this logic, EU 

issue voting is likely to occur when the EU issue is in some way related to the main 

axis of political competition, an argument consistent with the work of 

Schnattschneider (1960).  

It is important to point out that as issue salience increases (for example through 

an external event) and a policy issue becomes the most important theme in politics, 

this expectation may no longer hold. In this case, one may expect this issue to replace 

the existing main conflict of party competition and realign voters, such as the race 

issue in American politics during the 1960s (Carmines and Stimson, 1986, 1989). Here 

high issue orthogonality may actually facilitate issue voting. However, in the case of 

the EU issue, this is not a likely scenario at the present time. 

The logic underlying the expectation that EU issue voting will be more 

extensive when European integration is related to the left/right dimension requires 

more elaboration. Simply, parties and voters benefit when the number of conflicts 

over public policy are confined to one (or, at most, two) ideological dimension(s) 

(Downs, 1957; Schattschneider, 1960; Riker, 1982; North, 1990; Hinich and Munger, 

1993; Stimson, 2004; McDonald and Budge, 2005). Reducing the number of conflicts 

reduces transaction costs for parties and voters.  

Elections and the relationship between parties and voters are best described in 

terms of “electoral markets”. In these markets, parties and/or candidates sell 

themselves to constituents in order to maximise their profits, i.e. maximise their votes. 

Voters in turn vote for parties that maximise their utility. The exchange currency is 

policy pledges by parties to voters (Downs, 1957; North, 1990). These electoral 

markets, however, are imperfect and inefficient. ‘It is extraordinarily difficult to 

measure what is being exchanged in political markets and in consequence to enforce’ 

(North, 1990: 362). Additionally, actors have limited knowledge of the “true” interests 

driving other actors. As a result, political markets are characterised by high levels of 
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uncertainty and high transaction costs at the side of parties and voters (North, 1990: 

361). 

To reduce transaction costs and make cooperation more efficient, parties and 

voters rely on political ideologies (North, 1990; Hinich and Munger, 1993). Political 

ideologies can be understood as a more or less coherent and consistent set of 

(normative) ideas about what constitutes good public policy and society (see Hinich 

and Munger, 1993: 33-6). Two mechanisms make electoral competition centre on 

political ideology rather than single policy issues. On the demand-side of the electoral 

market, i.e. the voters, political ideology serves as a cost-reducing mechanism. Most 

voters are relatively ill-informed about the actual policy stances of parties. Moreover, 

they are aware of the fact that while in office the actions of political elites are hard to 

predict (mainly due to unknown future events). Consequently, voters rely on 

ideological positioning. In deciding the party for which to vote, voters rely on the 

availability of these broadly construed information substitutes rather than on detailed 

policy specific information. Rationally acting voters use ideological cues presented by 

parties as information short-cuts in their voting decision, as it lowers their costs of 

voting (see Downs, 1957: chapter 7).  

For political parties, i.e. the suppliers on the electoral market, political 

ideologies serve as mechanisms of legitimation and justification of acts and 

propositions. In order for political ideologies to successfully justify and legitimate 

actions, they need to be consistent. Consistency involves two aspects: logical 

consistency (i.e. a political ideology should justify the same action in different 

situations) and temporal consistency (i.e. as a political ideology evolves, it should rule 

out actions once approved) (Hinich and Munger 1993: 37). Political ideologies 

provide means by which political elites competing for public office can translate 

particular disputes over policy into ideological causes, whilst reducing transaction 

costs. Perceived in this way, political ideologies are the ordering principles of electoral 

markets. In other words, they set the terms of political debate.  

 Reducing the number of conflicts over public policy into one or two dominant 

ideological dimensions has two important consequences. First, it “freezes” into place 

a specific language of politics (see Schattschneider, 1960; Sartori, 1968; Mair, 1997). 

The most prominent evidence on this has been presented by Mair (1997: 13), who 

remarks that ‘party competition, and politics more generally, then becomes dominated 

by a particular overriding choice, to which other considerations are subordinated’. 

Secondly, the reduction of issues into ideological dimensions restricts the movement 

of parties in political space. Voters evaluate parties on the basis of reputation and 

consistency. In order for political parties to make credible commitments to their 
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constituents, these need to be consistent with their overall ideological position 

(Hinich and Munger, 1993: 42-3). These two implications of understanding electoral 

markets as ideological spaces are important for our endeavour, as they point at the 

significance of issue orthogonality in understanding why only some issues come to 

influence voting behaviour. In order to guarantee ideological consistency, reduce 

transaction costs, and due to their restriction in terms of ideological movement, 

political parties are geared towards relating new issues to existing conflicts. In other 

words, political elites will translate new issues into existing terms in order to reduce 

potential electoral risks. Figure 4.1 below outlines this process. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 4.1: Incorporation of issues into dominant conflict dimension 

 

When parties relate emerging issues (here the EU issue) to their overall 

ideological left/right positioning (see figure 4.1), voting on the basis of these issues is 

more likely to occur, as voters base their voting decision largely on ideological cues 

presented by parties. Note that this argument implies that the issue is related but not 

incorporated or even subsumed in the left/right dimension. If latter is the case (that is 

to say, if the EU issue perfectly aligns with the left/right dimension), the EU issue 

would add no further information to voters to inform their vote choice. That is if the 

issue is absent, voters would have more or less made the same choices as in the 

presence of the issue. In contrast, the argumentation outlined here maintains that 

issues are more likely to influence voters’ decisions when they are related to existing 

ideologies, i.e. when they are part and parcel of the political debate. Hence, I 

hypothesise that EU issue voting is more likely under the condition of low issue 

orthogonality.  

 Though necessary, a low degree of issue orthogonality is not a sufficient 

condition for EU issue voting. Building on the theory of issue evolution2 developed in 

Left Right 

EU Issue 
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the United States context (Carmines and Stimson, 1986, 1989; Abramowitz, 1994; 

Adams, 1997; Layman and Carsey, 2002; Stimson, 2004), I argue that perceived partisan 

conflict and issue salience are also important factors in determining the extent of EU issue 

voting. While low issue orthogonality facilitates EU issue voting in the first place, 

perceived partisan conflict over European integration and EU issue salience mediate 

the extent of EU issue voting in a given election. Figure 4.2 below presents a graphical 

image of this conditional model of EU issue voting. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 4.2: Conditional model of EU issue voting 

 

The first step in determining the likelihood of EU issue voting is the degree of 

issue orthogonality. In order for the EU issue to gain the potential to influence voters’ 

choices, it needs to be related (at least to some extent) to the dominant left/right 

ideological dimension. The second step is the (re-) phrasing of a contentious issue in 

partisan terms. Vote-seeking, that is the maximisation of votes, is among the chief 

objectives of political parties (see Downs, 1957; Strøm, 1990). Consequently, political 

parties may have an incentive to introduce or promote an issue within electoral 

competition if they feel that this could result in an increase of votes or eventually 

upset an existing majority (see Riker, 1982). Importantly, voters must be aware of the 

differences in the positions of the parties on the new issue at hand (labelled perceived 

partisan conflict).  

In addition to perceived partisan conflict, voters must also care about this issue. 

‘The outcome of every [political] conflict is determined by the extent to which the 
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audience [voters] becomes involved in it’ (Schattschneider, 1960: 2). The extent of 

voter involvement in a political issue is labelled as issue salience.3 In order for EU 

attitudes to influence vote choice, EU issue salience should be high. 

Having introduced this conditional model, it follows that EU issue voting 

depends on three conditions: First, the EU issue should be related to the main 

dimension of political conflict (low orthogonality). Second, there should be conflict 

among parties, and this conflict must be perceived by voters (high perceived partisan 

conflict). Finally, the public must also believe that the issue is important (high issue 

salience). Hence, EU issue voting is likely when elections can be classified towards the 

bottom-right of figure 4.2 (i.e. the EU issue is related to the main axis of party 

competition, voters perceive that parties take diverging stances on the EU issue and 

voters care enough about the issue to let it co-determine their vote choice). By 

contrast, EU issue voting is far less likely in elections classified towards the bottom-

left of figure 4.2 where the EU issue is unrelated to the main axis of party 

competition. The next section addresses matters of data and measurement for 

evaluating the conditional model of EU issue voting. 

 

 

4.3 Data, operationalisations and methods 

 

The goal of the empirical analysis is to examine the extent and conditions under 

which attitudes towards the European integration process influence voting behaviour 

in national elections. I test the empirical relevance of the EU issue voting model by 

drawing on national election surveys ranging from 1990 to 2005 for four countries: 

Denmark, Germany, the Netherlands and the United Kingdom.4 The data from these 

four countries provide an excellent test of EU issue voting across different types of 

elections, as the question wordings for the dependent and independent variables used 

in the empirical analysis are almost identical.  

 In order to test the applicability of the conditional EU issue voting model, I 

will first determine the extent to which the three conditions – issue orthogonality, 

partisan conflict and issue salience – are fulfilled in a given election. The degree of 

orthogonality of the EU issue to the left/right dimension is measured by the 

correlation between the self-placements of voters on an EU and a left/right 

dimension obtained from the several national election surveys. Note that although 

many authors argue that political space in Western Europe consists of “one-plus” or 

two dimensions (Inglehart, 1997; Flanagan, 1987; Kitschelt, 1989; Inglehart, Rabier 

and Reif, 1991; Hooghe, Marks and Wilson, 2002; Kriesi, et al, 2006), I use an one-
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dimensional space and measure the orthogonality of the EU issue to the left/right 

dimension. This is done for several reasons. The first is a practical one: The data used 

in this chapter do not always include an indicator of voter or party placements on a 

second cultural dimension. Secondly, research has shown that the left/right 

dimension is the dominant conflict dimension of political competition in Western 

Europe (and the United States) for both parties and voters (Downs, 1957; Budge, 

Robertson and Hearl, 1987; Bartolini and Mair, 1990; Miller, et al, 1999; Gabel and 

Huber, 2000; McDonald and Budge, 2005).  

The extent of perceived partisan conflict over the EU is operationalised using a 

ratio measure, i.e. the party dispersion on the EU issue divided by the dispersion in 

terms of left/right ideology. If this measure takes on the value of one or greater 

partisan conflict is considered high, as the value one indicates the situation in which 

party dispersion of the left/right is equal to party dispersion regarding the EU. Values 

lower than one indicate low conflict. The party dispersion in terms of the EU and 

left/right is measured as the standard deviation of the perceived EU and left/right 

party positions using the respective national election survey data. In the case the 

British 1992 and Danish 1990 elections, I unfortunately lack the voters’ perceptions of 

parties’ EU positions. In these cases I rely on the Chapel Hill Expert data to 

determine party positioning on the EU (Ray, 1996; Marks and Steenbergen, 1999; 

Hooghe, et al., 2002).5  

EU issue salience is measured using the question from the relevant national 

election surveys asking respondents to name the most important problems facing 

their countries. Although the usage of this question as an operationalisation of issue 

salience has been recently criticised because it confuses the importance of an issue 

with the problematic nature of the same issue (Wlezien, 2005), I will rely on this 

indicator as its availability allows me to compare changes in issue salience across time 

and space.  

In a second step, I determine the actual extent of EU issue voting in a given 

election by using a conditional logit regression model. As I am interested in how the 

characteristics of parties, i.e. their positions on European integration relative to voter 

positions, influence vote choice within a spatial framework, a conditional logit 

regression model is most appropriate (Alvarez and Nagler, 1998).6 All estimations 

were conducted in STATA version 9.  

The dependent variable in these analyses is the vote choice of the respondent in 

a respective parliamentary election. For the purpose of operationalising the actual 

extent of EU issue voting, I calculate the squared distance between a respondent’s EU 

position and a party’s EU position.7 I expect voters to vote for the party that most 
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accurately resembles their EU positions (smallest distance hypothesis, see Enelow and 

Hinich, 1984: 38). So, if EU issue voting exists, the effect of EU issue distance should 

be negative and significant. In other words, an increase in disagreement between a 

respondent’s EU position and a party’s EU position should lead to a decrease in the 

likelihood of the respondent to vote for the party. 

To construct the EU distance variable I subtract a respondent’s self-placement 

from a respondent’s party-placement on an EU scale for each individual party. I then 

square this distance to derive an Euclidean distance measure. Respondents were asked 

to place themselves, as well as several political parties, on a five-point European 

integration scale, where 1 stands for exit from the EU and 5 stands for the fastest 

possible build-up of the EU. In order to assess the importance of the EU issue in 

relation to other concerns, I also include left/right ideological distance and a set of 

socio-economic control variables. The left/right ideological distance variable is 

constructed in the same way as the EU distance variable.8 Gender, income, education 

and religiosity are added as socio-economic controls. Within the literature on EU 

support, these socio-economic variables are often used to explain support or 

opposition to European integration (cf. Gabel, 1998b), and therefore it is useful to 

include them here to rule out the possibility that the main independent variable – 

support for European integration – is a proxy for other factors.9 Table 4.1 summarises 

the operationalisations of the variables employed in the conditional logit regression 

analysis. 
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Table 4.1: Dependent and independent variable(-s) description 

 

Dependent variable 
Vote choice Vote choice for a particular party in a given election. 

Independent variables 

EU distance  Operationalised by subtracting a respondent’s self- 
placement from a respondent’s party-placements on a 
five-point European integration scale (where 1 stands 
for exit out of the EU and 5 stands for the fastest 
possible build-up of the EU) for each party. I then 
squared this distance to derive at an Euclidian distance 
measure.  
(0=high correspondence between self- and party- 
placement; 16= low correspondence between self- and 
party-placement). 

Left/right distance Operationalised by subtracting a respondent’s self- 
placement from a respondent’s party-placements on a 
five-point left/right ideological scale (where 1 indicates 
left and indicates 5 right) for each party. I then squared 
this distance to derive at an Euclidian distance measure.  
(0=high correspondence between self- and party- 
placement; 16= low correspondence between self- and 
party-placement). 

Gender Respondent’s gender (1=female; 0=male). 
Religiosity Respondent’s church attendance (1=high; low=0).  

Not included in the Danish and 1992 and 2001 British election 
surveys. 

Income Respondent’s household income (1=high; 0=low). 
Education Respondent’s level of education (1=high; 0=low). 

 

 

4.4 Empirical analysis 

 

The empirical analysis proceeds in two steps. First, I establish to what extent the 

British, Danish, Dutch and German elections fulfil the conditions laid out in the EU 

issue voting model. In a second step, I determine the actual extent of EU issue voting 

in these elections using conditional logit regression analysis. In doing so, I test if my 

model predictions regarding the extent of EU issue voting that should be found in an 

election coincides with the actual levels.  

Let me turn to the first condition: issue orthogonality. Table 4.2 below provides 

an overview of the correlations between voters’ self-placements on an EU and a 
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left/right scale. The results show that with the exception of the 2002 electoral 

campaign the EU issue is not related to the left/right dimension in the eyes of Dutch 

and German voters. The EU issue, however, is related to the left/right dimension in 

the Danish and British elections. Even so, the way in which it is related, differs across 

these two countries. Whereas the political right in Britain, that is the Conservative 

Party (CON), opposes European integration, right-wing parties in Denmark mostly 

favour the integration process – with the exception being the Danish People’s Party 

(Danske Folkeparti-DF) that views the EU mainly as a threat to Danish identity, 

values, and sovereignty. Although the British Conservative Party may have initially 

supported market liberalisation throughout Europe, it currently emphasises the 

protection of British sovereignty in light of further European integration. Hence, 

opposition to the EU has become more ingrained among British Conservatives since 

the creation of the EMU (Evans, 1998; Marks and Wilson, 2000). In Denmark 

opposition towards the EU is found more on the left side of the political spectrum. 

For instance, the Danish left-wing Unity List (Enhedslisten-E) and Socialist People’s 

Party (Socialistisk Folkeparti-SF) conceive European integration as a market-liberal 

project that threatens to undermine domestic social policy (Christensen, 1996).  

 

Table 4.2: Degree of issue orthogonality  

 

Country Election 
Year 

Left/Right 

1990 -.44** 
1994 -.43** 
1998 -.30** 

 
Denmark 

2001 -.17** 
1998 .05 Germany 
2002 .09 
1994 .06 
1998 .04 

 
Netherlands 

2002 .12** 
1992 .12** 
1997 .26** 
2001 .24** 

 
United Kingdom 

2005 .15** 
Notes: Issue orthogonality is measured by the correlation between 
the self-placements of voters on an EU and a left/right dimension.  
** significant at the p≤.01 level (two-tailed). 
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The level of perceived partisan conflict over the EU issue is measured using a 

ratio dividing the degree of conflict among parties over the EU issue by the party 

dispersion in terms of left/right ideology (see table 4.3). The results show that 

whereas conflict over the EU is extensive in Denmark and the United Kingdom, it is 

virtually absent from Dutch and German party politics. This finding may not be 

surprising, as both Dutch and German public opinion and political parties have long 

been regarded as Euro-enthusiasts (Thomassen, 2005). Opposition to further 

European integration was seen as “not done”. However very recently, conflict over 

the EU in the Netherlands has been on the rise with the referendum on the 

Constitutional Treaty, which was voted down in June 2005. 

 

Table 4.3: Degree of perceived partisan conflict 

 

Country Election 
Year 

Party 
Dispersion 

on 
Left/Right 

Party 
Dispersion 
on Pro-/ 
Anti-EU 

Ratio  
Measure 

1990 1.13 1.13 1 
1994 .92 .94 1.02 
1998 .80 1.08 1.35 

 
Denmark 

2001 .73 1.00 1.37 

1998 .81 .43 .53 Germany 

2002 .90 .46 .51 
1994 .74 .25 .33 
1998 .65 .21 .32 

 
Netherlands 

2002 .64 .50 .78 

1992 .76 .76 1 
1997 .72 1.10 1.52 
2001 .60 1.15 2.65 

 
United 
Kingdom 

2005 .56 1.43 2.55 
Note: The ratio measure is constructed by dividing the party dispersion on the 
pro-/anti-EU dimension by the party dispersion on the left/right. Values of 1 
and above indicate high partisan conflict, whereas a value below 1 signifies low 
partisan conflict on the EU dimension. 

 

 In Denmark and the United Kingdom the picture is very different. These 

countries have witnessed extensive debate over European integration since the 1970s. 

The EU issue has caused major disagreement in the British and Danish party system, 

and led to tensions in major political parties, such as the British Conservatives and the 

Danish Social Democrats (Worre, 1996; Evans, 1998). Moreover, Denmark has 
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recently experienced contentious referenda on European issues. Six popular referenda 

have been held on European integration (Buch and Hansen, 2002). Each time, a large 

minority has voted in opposition to further integration within Europe and in two out 

of six referenda on European integration the “no-vote” gained the upper hand. 

The level of EU issue salience shows more intra-case variation, although the 

pattern between the four cases is similar. Table 4.4 shows the percentage of 

respondents who viewed issues regarding European integration and/or the Euro as 

the most important problems facing their countries in the respective election years. 

This question requires voters to weigh the relative importance of the EU with other 

pressing issues. Hence, one would not expect many voters to see the EU as one of the 

most important issues. In the Dutch and German case this expectation holds. As in 

the case of partisan conflict over the EU, the EU issue salience is extremely low in 

Dutch and German politics. Less than one percent of Dutch and German voters saw 

the EU issue as important to their country. The figures are similar for the 1990 and 

2001 Danish elections. Here also, just about one percent of Danish voters render the 

EU issue importance. During the other election campaigns, however, the EU issue is 

of key concern to voters. In these elections at least three and at most ten percent of 

British or Danish respondents view the EU issue as salient.  

 

Table 4.4: Degree of issue salience 

 

Country Election Year EU Issue 
Salience 

1990 1.50 
1994 4.20 
1998 4.40 

 
 
Denmark 

2001 1.00 
1998 .20  

Germany 2002 .40 
1994 .90 
1998 .60 

 
 
Netherlands 2002 .30 

1992 3.00 
1997 8.80 
2001 10.90 

 
 
United Kingdom 

2005 3.10 
Note: EU issue salience is measured as the share of respondents that 
view issues regarding European integration as one of the most 
important problems facing their countries today. 
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The discussion of the extent of issue orthogonality, partisan conflict and issues 

salience shows that EU issue voting is not likely to take place in the Dutch and 

German elections. The British, the Danish elections, however, show a potential for 

EU issue voting. Do these expectations correspond to the actual extent of EU issue 

voting in a given election?  

I evaluate the extent of EU issue voting by means of a conditional logit model; 

the results for the respective elections are reported in table 4.5. The table provides 

conditional logit estimates and odds ratios for the EU and left/right distance 

variables. Note that in order for EU issue voting to occur, the overall effect of the 

proximity between voters and parties in terms of the EU issue on national vote choice 

should be negative and significant. In other words, an increase in disagreement 

between a respondent’s EU position and a party’s EU position should lead to a 

decrease in the likelihood of the respondent to vote for the party. Due to space 

constraints only the key results are presented in table 4.5. Full results including socio-

economic controls are provided in tables A.2.1. through A.2.13 in Appendix II. 

The results show that the predictions on the basis of the EU issue voting 

model correspond highly to the actual extent of EU issue voting. Whereas EU issue 

voting exists in British and Danish elections, it is absent from the Dutch and German 

electoral politics. In the Dutch and German elections, the coefficient of the EU 

distance proximity variable is not significant. In the British and Danish elections, 

however, the overall effect of the proximity between voters and parties in terms of the 

EU issue on national vote choice is negative and significant. In other words, an 

increase in disagreement between a respondent’s EU position and a party’s EU 

position leads to a decrease in the likelihood of the respondent to vote for the party. 

More specific interpretations of these results are possible by examining the odds ratios 

reported in table 4.5 (Agresti, 2002; Long and Freese, 2006). The odds ratio refers to 

the change in the odds of the outcome for a unit increase in the predictor. Note that 

an odds ratio greater than 1 indicates a positive relationship; an odds ratio smaller 

than 1 indicates a negative relationship, and an odds ratio 1 indicates no relationship. 

Odds ratios can be expressed as percent changes by using the following formula: 

100*(odds ratio - 1). 
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Table 4.5: Conditional logit results 

 

Left/Right 
Distance 

EU Distance Country Year 

Estimates Odds 
Ratios 

Estimates Odds 
Ratios 

1990 
 

-32* 
(.04) 

.73 -.05* 
(.02) 

.96 

1994 -1.16* 
(.08) 

.31 -.15* 
(.02) 

.86 

1998 -1.38* 
(.08) 

.25 -.13* 
(.01) 

.88 

 
 
 
Denmark 

2001 -.92* 
(.05) 

.40 -.06* 
(.01) 

.94 

1998 -.16* 
(.02) 

.85 .06 
(.01) 

1.07  
Germany 

2002 -.20* 
(.02) 

.82 .03 
(.02) 

1.03 

1994 -.27* 
(.03) 

.76 -.04 
(.14) 

.96 

1998 -.35* 
(.02) 

.70 .02 
(.02) 

.98 

 
 
Netherlands 

2002 -.43* 
(.04) 

.65 -.02 
(.02) 

.98 

1992 -.42* 
(.04) 

.66 -.17* 
(.03) 

.84 

1997 -.65* 
(.05) 

.52 -.16* 
(.02) 

.85 

2001 -.56* 
(.16) 

.57 -.14* 
(.06) 

.87 

 
 
United 
Kingdom 

2005 -.54* 
(.05) 

.59 -.16* 
(.03) 

.85 

Notes: Table entries are conditional logit regression coefficients with standard 
errors in parentheses and odds ratios. * significant at the p≤.05 level (one-tailed). 

 

In the case of the 1990 Danish election, for example,  the percentage by which 

the odds of voting for a party change for a unit increase in EU issue distance amounts 

to only –4 %, i.e. 100*(.96 - 1), while for a unit increase in left/right issue distance the 

odds decrease by –27 % (100*(.73 - 1)). For the 1994 and 1998 Danish elections, the 

change in the odds of voting for a party as a result of a unit increase in EU issue 

distance is much higher than in 1990 with –14 % and –12 % respectively. During the 

2001 election, the effect of the EU issue distance is similar to that in the 1990 
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election, namely –6 %. The change in the odds of voting for a party as a result of a 

unit increase in EU issue distance is of similar magnitude across the three British 

elections. The percentage change in the odds amounts to –16 % in 1992, –15 % in 

1997, –13 % in 2001 and –15 % in the 2005 British election. The British results also 

show that similar to the Danish results, the effect of the left/right distance on vote 

choice is clearly greater than the effect of the EU issue distance. The percentage 

change in odds of voting for a party as a result of a unit increase in left/right issue 

distance is –34 % in 1992 and even larger in the 2005 British election, namely –41 %. 

Hence, these findings indicate that the effect of the EU issue is overall much smaller 

than the effect of left/right ideology. This is not surprising as previous research tells 

us that the left/right dimension is the main predictor of vote choice (Van der Eijk and 

Niemöller, 1983; Van der Eijk, Franklin and Van der Brug, 1999). 

In order to present the main findings in a more straightforward manner I 

calculated the correlation between the extent to which an election fits the EU issue 

voting conditions (i.e. low issue orthogonality, high perceived partisan conflict and 

high issue salience) and the extent of EU issue voting in that given election. The 

extent to which an election fits the EU issue voting conditions is determined by the 

interaction between the degree of issues orthogonality (measured as the correlation 

between self-placements of voters on an EU and a left/right dimension), the degree 

of perceived partisan conflict on Europe (measured by using the ratio measure) and 

the degree of EU issue salience (measured as the share of respondents that view issues 

regarding European integration as one of the most important problems facing their 

countries today). I measure the extent of EU issue voting in terms of the relative 

improvement in R², i.e. the increase in explained variance when the EU issue distance 

variable is added to base conditional logit regression model. The correlation between 

the degree to which an election fulfils the EU issue voting conditions and the extent 

of EU issue voting in that election is high at r=.74 significant at the p≤.01 level (two-

tailed). Thus, these results provide strong evidence for the conditional model of EU 

issue voting. EU issue voting is likely to occur when: 1) Parties are divided on the 

issue of European integration; 2) the salience of the EU issue is high; and 3) the EU 

issue is related to the left/right dimension.  

 

 

4.5 Concluding remarks 

 

So, what can one take away from this chapter? This chapter proposes and empirically 

substantiates a model of EU issue voting that contextualises how European 
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integration intersects with domestic dimensions of political competition in order to 

account for the substantial cross-temporal and cross-sectional variation in EU issue 

voting. The results indicate that when EU issue voting exists, it is likely to revitalise 

the existing conflict in party competition, i.e. the left/right ideological divide, rather 

than to introduce a new one. EU issue voting is only likely to occur when parties are 

divided over the issue of European integration, voters care about Europe, and, most 

importantly, when the EU issue is not orthogonal, but rather related to the dominant 

left/right dimension. For instance, in the case of Denmark this means that opposition 

to European integration has been a powerful source of EU issue voting precisely 

because leftist voters have conceived of European integration as a market-liberal 

project that threatens to undermine leftist domestic policy – not because European 

integration is orthogonal to the left/right dimension.  

The evidence presented here clashes with the usual assumption in the EU issue 

voting literature, which suggests that the extent of EU issue voting is higher when the 

EU issue is orthogonal, i.e. unrelated, to the dominant left/right dimension of 

political competition (Evans, 1999, 2002; Gabel, 2000; Van der Eijk and Franklin, 

2004; Tillman, 2004). However, in light of the fact that the left/right division 

constitutes the focal point for both parties as well as voters, this chapter’s findings are 

not at all surprising (Downs, 1957; Budge, Robertson and Hearl, 1987; Bartolini and 

Mair, 1990; Miller, et al, 1999; Gabel and Huber, 2000; McDonald and Budge, 2005). 

Left/right ideology can be viewed as ‘the ideological super-issue’, which bundles a 

large array of specific policy issues (Pierce, 1999: 30). This chapter shows that EU 

issue voting occurs when the EU issue is part and parcel of domestic political conflict. 

Hence, in order to fully grasp the EU issue voting process, it is essential to understand 

how issues regarding European integration relate to existing dimensions of political 

conflict. It is exactly this degree of issue orthogonality that can add to our 

understanding of why some issues have long lasting influence on electoral politics, 

while others remain politically irrelevant. 

This chapter has taken an important step toward understanding the conditions 

under which issues come to influence voting behaviour. Although it examines the 

varying impact of the EU issue in national electoral politics, its main theoretical 

contribution is not confined to this particular case. The finding that issues become 

politically relevant and influence vote choice, only if they are related (at least partially) 

to the dominant left/right dimension, should also hold for other issues, such as the 

environment or immigration. The question if the conditional model presented here 

holds across different issue-areas will have to be addressed in future research. 
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4.6 Notes  

 
∗The author is grateful to the Danish Data Archive, the Dutch Data Archiving and Networking 

Services, the Zentral Archiv für Empirische Sozialforschung and the UK Data Archive for making 

available the data used in this chapter. Earlier versions of this chapter were presented at the Midwest 

Political Science Association Meeting in Chicago, April 20-23, 2006 as well as at the workshop 

‘Identity, Political Parties, and Multilevel Governance’ held at the University of North Carolina at 

Chapel Hill, April 28-30 2006. The author would like to thank Harmen Binnema, Lawrence Ezrow, 

Liesbet Hooghe, Gary Marks, George Rabinowitz and Barbara Vis for their insightful comments on 

earlier drafts of this chapter. Remaining errors are the sole responsibility of the author. 

1 Some authors argue that the issue of European integration is subsumed into the left/right 

dimension and does not constitute an independent dimension of political conflict in national or EU 

politics (Kreppel and Tsebelis, 1999; Noury and Roland, 2002; Hix, Noury and Roland, 2006). 

Whereas the left favors further political integration as a means to establish common economic 

regulation across Europe, parties on the right favoured economic integration and the creation of the 

common market, but after the establishment of the EMU object to further political integration. 

Others describe the relationship between left/right placement and support for European integration 

as ‘the inverted U-curve’ (Hooghe, Marks and Wilson, 2002: 968). The inverted U-curve indicates 

that extreme left-wing and right-wing most strongly oppose European integration, whereas parties in 

the middle, such as the Christian Democrats, Liberals, or Social Democrats, are generally much 

more supportive of the integration process. 

2 The notion of issue evolution developed by Carmines and Stimson (1986, 1989) refers to the 

emergence and development of issues that invoke public interest, which under the condition of 

durable divisiveness may eventually alter the link between voters and parties and lead to mass 

realignment (Carmines and Stimson, 1989: 11). Carmines and Stimson (1986, 1989) sketch a 

sequence explicating how elite change may result in electoral change. 

3 It is important to note that here I equate salience with emphasis. This conception of salience is 

found in saliency theory (Budge and Farlie, 1983) or the theory of directional voting (Rabinowitz 

and MacDonald, 1989). A slightly different concept of salience also exists in election studies or 

studies on voting behavior. Salience, here, is associated not so much with emphasis (or frequency) 

but with the extent to which an issue creates (potential) conflict. An issue becomes salient when there 

is a large variety of opinions, or ‘perception of party differences’, to quote RePass (1971). If parties 

promote pretty much the same ideas, it becomes hard to distinguish between them, let alone to 

make a well-thought vote choice. For example, if one party were to propose immediate withdrawal 

from the EU, whereas another party would argue for the transfer of all policy competences to the 

EU level, this is bound to become a salient issue. In this chapter, I make an analytical distinction 

between the perceived conflict among parties and issue salience, as one can well imagine that issues 

are salient to voters, even though parties may not necessarily play up the issue. 

4 The 1994 German and 1990 and 2003 Dutch elections could not be included in the analysis as 

these surveys did not include questions regarding voters’ self- and party placements on an EU scale. 
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The 2005 German election was also excluded from this analysis, as the survey asked voters’ to place 

themselves and political parties on Turkish accession to the EU rather than asking their positions on 

an European integration scale. This question is not comparable to the questions used in the 1998 

and 2002 surveys not to the questions used in British, Danish and Dutch surveys. The analyses 

presented in this chapter are based on data from the following surveys: 1. Denmark: 

Valgundersøgelsen 1990, primary investigators: Jørgen Goul Andersen, Ole Borre, Steen Sauerberg, 

Hans Jørgen Nielsen and Torben Worre, DDA-1564, Odense, Danish Data Archive, 1996; 

Valgundersøgelsen 1994, primary investigators: Jørgen Goul Andersen and Ole Borre, DDA-2210, 

Odense, Danish Data Archive, 2002; Valgundersøgelsen 1998, primary investigators: Jørgen Goul 

Andersen, Johannes Andersen, Ole Borre and Hans Jørgen Nielsen, DDA-4189, Odense, Danish 

Data Archive, 1999; Valgundersøgelsen 2001, primary investigators: Jørgen Goul Andersen, Ole 

Borre, Hans Jørgen Nielsen, Johannes Andersen, Søren Risbjerg, Thomsen and Jørgen Elklit, DDA-

12516, Odense, Danish Data Archive, 2003; 2. Germany: Politische Einstellungen, politische 

Partizipation und Wählerverhalten im vereinigten Deutschland 1998, primary investigators: Oscar 

W. Gabriel, Jurgen W. Falter and Hans Rattinger, ZA-3066, Zentral Archiv für Empirische 

Sozialforschung, 1998; Politische Einstellungen, politische Partizipation und Wählerverhalten im 

vereinigten Deutschland 2002, primary investigators: Oscar W. Gabriel, Jurgen W. Falter and Hans 

Rattinger, ZA-3861, Zentral Archiv für Empirische Sozialforschung, 2002; 3. The Netherlands: 

Nationaal Kiezersonderzoek, 1994, primary investigators: Kees Aarts, Hans Anker, Joop van 

Holsteyn, Erik Oppenhuis, Paul Pennings, Karin Wittebrood, P1209, Steinmetz Archief, 1995; 

Nationaal Kiezersonderzoek, 1998, primary investigators: Kees Aarts, Henk Van der Kolk and 

Jacques Thomassen, P1415, Steinmetz Archief, 1999; Nationaal Kiezersonderzoek 2002, primary 

investigators: Galen A. Irwin, Joop J.M. Van Holsteyn and Josje M. Den Ridder, P1628, Steinmetz 

Archief, 2004. 4. The United Kingdom: British General Election Study 1992, primary investigators: 

Anthony Heath, Roger Jowell, John K. Curtice, Jack A. Brand and James C. Mitchell, SN 2981, UK 

Data Archive, 1993; British General Election Study 1997, primary investigators: Anthony Heath, 

Roger Jowell, John K. Curtice and Pippa Norris, SN 3887, UK Data Archive, 1999; British General 

Election Study 2001, primary investigators: Howard Clark, David Sanders, Marianne Stewart and 

Paul F. Whiteley, SN 4619, UK Data Archive, 2003.; General Election Study 2005, primary 

investigators: David Sanders, Paul F. Whiteley, Harold Clark and Marianne Stewart, URL: 

http://www.essex.ac.uk/bes/2005/Survey%20with%20Mailback.htm. 

5 I feel confident in using these expert data as the expert and voter placements of parties’ EU 

positions are strongly related. I cross-validated the voters’ and experts’ judgments of party positions 

on an EU scale for the 1997, 2001 British, the 1994, 1998 and 2002 Dutch and 1994, 1998, 2001 

Danish data and found that these measures correlate at the .8 level or higher (for a more in-depth 

cross-validation of voters’ and experts’ judgments of EU party positioning, see Marks, et al, 2007). 

6 Alvarez and Nagler (1998: 56, italics in original) demonstrate that ‘the spatial model requires 

conditional logit since the spatial model is based on positions of voters relative to parties’. A 

potential problem with a conditional logit model is, however, the independence of irrelevant 

alternatives (IIA) assumption. IIA means that the ratio of the choice probabilities for two 

alternatives, A and B, is independent from all other alternatives in the choice set (see Agresti, 2002). 
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I computed a Hausman test statistic for the respective elections, which demonstrated that the IIA 

assumption seems reasonable. 

7 This conceptualisation of the independent variable builds on a specific issue voting model: the 

proximity model (Enelow and Hinich, 1984). An alternative conceptualisation of issue voting is the 

directional voting model by Rabinowitz and MacDonald (1989). These authors have developed an 

alternative way of conceptualising the distance between voters and parties including a direction and 

an intensity component. Due to the fact that not all election studies employed here provide all 

information needed to construct distances on the basis of the directional model, I focus on the 

proximity model. 

8 The original coding of voter and party placements on the EU issue in the British and Dutch 

election study were based on an eleven- and seven-point scale, respectively. In order to guarantee 

comparability across the different countries, these items were recoded to a five-point scale. The 

original ten- or eleven point scales of left/right voter and party placements for the British, Dutch 

and Danish studies were also collapsed into a five-point scale. Different permutations of rescaling 

do not affect the results. 

9 The argument is that economic integration in Europe, which resulted in the creation of an 

international market for goods, labor and capital as well as a reallocation of economic resources 

throughout the EU, creates differential benefits for EU citizens (Gabel, 1998b). In this view, market 

liberalisation creates differential benefits for citizens due to their income and education levels as well 

as on the basis of their employment status. 
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Abstract 

 

This chapter develops and tests arguments about how political parties’ electoral 

fortunes in national elections are influenced by voters’ preferences regarding the EU. 

To date, there is increasing evidence demonstrating the impact of EU issues on vote 

choice in national elections - a process referred to as EU issue voting. Notwithstanding, 

little is known about which parties actually gain or lose as a result of EU issue voting. 

Using a two-stage estimation procedure and employing national election survey data 

from Denmark, Germany, the Netherlands and the United Kingdom from 1992 to 

2002, I first estimate an individual-level model of vote choice modelling the impact of 

EU preferences for individual parties. This first stage of the analysis reveals that the 

extent of EU issue voting varies greatly among political parties. In the second stage, I 

utilise party characteristics to account for this cross-party variation by using an 

estimated dependent variable model. I demonstrate that the variation in EU issue 

voting is largely a function of the degree to which the EU issue is salient to political 

parties, the level of extremism in terms of EU positioning as well as opposition status.  

These findings corroborate a growing body of work that demonstrates an increasing 

electoral connection between European and national politics. Moreover, they 

strengthen our understanding of how European integration affects national electoral 

politics. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Key Words: EU Issue Voting, European Integration, National Elections, Political 

Parties and Two-Stage Estimation. 
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Since politics has its origin in strife, political strategy deals 
 with the exploitation, use, and suppression of conflict. 

 
-Elmer E. Schattschneider, 1960, pp. 65 

 

 

5. 1 Introduction* 

 

Whereas we know a lot about how national politics influences voting for the EP (Reif 

and Schmitt, 1980; Van der Eijk and Franklin, 1996; Van der Brug and Eijk, 2007), we 

know much less about the way in which European integration intersects with national 

electoral politics (Börzel and Risse, 2003, 2007; Tillman 2004). This lack of 

understanding is unfortunate, as national elections constitute important channels 

through which citizens can communicate their interests regarding the EU. For 

example, government officials elected through national elections participate in the EU 

Council of Ministers. Additionally, elected leaders of government directly represent 

the interests of the member states and their citizens in the European Council (Gabel, 

2000; Mair, 2005, 2007). Indeed, recent analyses reveal that European integration has 

a significant effect on electoral outcomes in some EU member states (Evans 1998, 

2002; Tillman 2004, De Vries, 2007). Voters’ EU preferences do influence vote choice 

in national elections, a process referred to as EU issue voting (De Vries, 2007).  

But which political parties thrive as a result of EU issue voting? On the basis of 

the ‘sleeping giant’ hypothesis developed by Van der Eijk and Franklin (2004), one 

may expect political entrepreneurs on the fringes of the political system to reap the 

electoral fruits of EU issue voting. The authors argue that although the electorate’s 

ability to constrain the integration process through national elections may be limited 

at present, due to the restricted choice regarding the EU issue on offer by political 

parties, it will only be ‘a matter of time before political entrepreneurs seize the 

opportunity to differentiate themselves from other parties in EU terms’ (Van der Eijk 

and Franklin, 2004: 47). Indeed, the literature on party positioning regarding 

European integration highlights the fact that the EU issue constitutes a strategic 

opportunity for far left and right parties to distinguish themselves from the 

predominantly pro-EU mainstream and thereby possibly enhance their vote share 

(Taggart, 1998; Marks and Wilson, 2002; Crum 2007). Parties on the far left or right 

are undeniably the most pronounced Eurosceptics of all party families (Hooghe, 

Marks and Wilson, 2002). Not only does Eurosceptism present a prospect for vote 

maximisation, but it is also linked to the overall ideological positioning and/or anti-

establishment stance of these parties (Taggart, 1998; Sitter, 2002; Ray, 2007). This, 
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accompanied by the fact that public opinion is on average more Eurosceptic than 

mainstream elites (Hooghe, 2003), and perhaps increasingly so, makes opposition to 

European integration a means by which extremist parties can enhance their electoral 

appeal. Euroscepticism maximises the consistency with their ideological platform, 

while simultaneously minimising their distance from the median voter position (see 

Hinich and Munger, 1993).   

 This chapter addresses the important issue of the differential impact of EU 

issue voting on political parties’ electoral fortunes at the national ballot box. It does so 

by means of a two-stage estimation procedure. Recent work has demonstrated the 

advantages of this procedure when dealing with the multi-level nature of data (Huber, 

Kernell and Leoni, 2005; Duch and Stevenson, 2005, 2007; Kedar, 2005). The 

empirical analysis employs national election survey data from Denmark, Germany, the 

Netherlands and the United Kingdom from 1992 to 2002. In the first stage, I estimate 

an individual-level model of vote choice modelling the impact of EU preferences for 

individual parties. In the second stage, I utilise party characteristics (left/right 

extremism, EU extremism, EU issue salience to party and opposition status) to 

account for cross-party variation by using an estimated dependent variable model (for 

further elaboration on this approach, see Lewis and Linzer, 2005).  

Interestingly, the empirical analysis shows that left/right extremism is not the 

decisive factor in understanding variation in EU issue voting: Extreme left or right 

parties are not more or less affected by EU issue voting than mainstream parties. 

Instead EU issue voting is directly connected to a party’s intrinsic position on 

European integration: Parties for whom European integration is salient and parties 

with an extreme position on European integration (either pro or anti) are much more 

susceptible to EU issue voting. In addition, opposition parties are more likely to be 

subject to EU issue voting. These findings refine previous research which has shown 

the important role of political entrepreneurs on the fringes of the political spectrum in 

facilitating EU issue voting (De Vries, 2007). The sheer fact that a party is on the far 

left or far right does not automatically increase the extent to which that party is 

affected by EU issue voting. Rather, the degree to which a party is affected by EU 

issue voting largely depends on the extremity of the EU stance a party takes (i.e. is the 

party clearly Eurosceptic or Euroenthusiastic), if it sits in opposition and the degree to 

which a party views the EU issue as important for its electoral appeal. These findings 

have important implications for our understanding of how European integration 

affects national electoral and party politics. Moreover, they corroborate a growing 

body of work that demonstrates an increasing ‘electoral connection’ between 

European and national politics (Carrubba, 2001).  
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This chapter proceeds as follows. First, I briefly discuss the concept of EU 

issue voting. Next, I present expectations regarding which political parties are likely to 

be affected by EU issue voting. In a third step, I discuss the data, the 

operationalisations and the method guiding the empirical analysis. The fourth section 

considers the results from the empirical analyses. Finally, the conclusion highlights the 

implications of these findings. 

 

 

5. 2 Conceptualising EU issue voting 

 

European integration can intersect with national voting behaviour in several ways. To 

begin, EP elections potentially serve as markers for national elections; that is to say, 

the performance of parties in EP elections is presumed to predict how well these 

parties may perform in (subsequent) national elections. Although EP elections 

constitute ‘second-order elections’ (Reif and Schmitt 1980) – i.e. they are dominated 

by national concerns and often mirror the popularity and performance of national 

governments (Niedermayer, 1984; Bogdanor, 1989) – studies have shown that the 

results of European elections have altered voting behavior in subsequent national 

elections (see for example Van der Eijk and Franklin, 1996; Van der Eijk, Franklin 

and Marsh, 1996; Marsh, 1998). Two such examples are the EP electoral successes of 

the Front National (National Front-FN) in France and of Bündnis’90/Die Grünen 

(Greens-Bd90/G) in Germany, which were of crucial importance to their electoral 

gains nationally. 

An additional way in which European integration can affect national elections 

is through the impact of European economic integration on economic voting in 

national elections. Research in this field focuses on whether participation in the EMU 

and specifically the introduction of the single currency changes the impact of 

macroeconomic conditions on national vote choice (Palmer and Whitten, 1999; 

Scheve, 1999; Bohrer and Tan, 2000, Mulas-Granados, 2004). In the case of France 

and Britain, for example, Scheve (1999) shows that EMU had diverse distributional 

impacts for different groups within the French and British electorate, which in turn 

influenced their national voting behaviour. Moreover, Palmer and Whitten (1999) 

argue that the single currency may increase the variability in national economic 

performance, and, thus, Euro membership increases the relevance of changes in 

macroeconomic conditions to electoral fortunes of incumbent parties (see also Bohrer 

and Tan, 2000 for a similar argumentation).  
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Notwithstanding the importance of both mechanisms, there is an even more 

straightforward effect of European integration on national elections, namely EU issue 

voting. EU issue voting is the process in which positions regarding European 

integration influence vote choice in national elections (De Vries, 2007). In other 

words, support or opposition towards European integration may directly co-

determine vote choice in national elections. EU issue voting is receiving increasing 

scholarly attention (Evans, 1998, 1999, 2001, Gabel, 2000; Tillman, 2004; Van der 

Eijk and Franklin, 2004; Van Holsteyn and De Ridder, 2005; De Vries, 2007). 

Although empirical evidence shows that the electorate’s ability to constrain the 

integration process through national elections is limited in some countries due to low 

EU issue salience compared to traditional issues like the “welfare state” or “social 

justice” and due to restrictive choices on offer by political parties regarding the EU 

issue, researchers have found that in some countries, namely Denmark and the United 

Kingdom, EU issue voting is an important factor in national electoral politics (Evans, 

1999, 2001; De Vries, 2007). In these countries, attitudes toward European integration 

are an important source in determining voters’ national vote choice both in absolute 

terms as well as relative to the influence of other typically more central concerns 

facing voters, such as left/right ideology. Consequently, this line of research 

demonstrates that EU issue voting has a direct effect on national vote choice 

independently from other concerns facing voters, such as left/right ideology or new 

politics issues like immigration or the environment. 

 

 

5.3 EU issue voting and the electoral fortunes of political parties 

 

This chapter takes up the EU issue voting perspective. It analyses the extent to which 

the choice for a political party in a national election is influenced by citizens’ attitudes 

towards European integration. I draw from the literature on party strategy and party 

positioning on European integration to formulate hypotheses on four party 

characteristics that may account for variation in EU issue voting across parties: 

left/right extremism, EU extremism, EU issue salience and opposition status. 

The first hypothesis relates to left/right extremism.  

 

H1 (Left/right extremism hypothesis): The more extreme a party’s position in terms 

of left/right ideology, the higher the extent of EU issue voting for that party. 
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Van der Eijk and Franklin (2004) argue that EU issue voting is likely to benefit 

parties on the fringes of the electoral spectrum, as left-wing or right-wing extremist 

parties are most likely to rally Eurosceptic sentiment in national elections. Why would 

we expect this to be the case? Due to their extreme position in terms of left/right 

ideology, radical left or right parties have an incentive to play up new issues and 

thereby enable themselves to reap electoral gains. This idea is in line with Riker’s view 

that political parties mobilise on new issues ‘to find some alternative [issue] that beats 

the current winner’ (Riker 1982: 209). The EU issue provides an excellent opportunity 

for these parties for two reasons. First, public opinion is increasingly fickle and 

sceptical (Eichenberg and Dalton, 2007; De Vries and van Kersbergen, 2007), and, 

second, “Euroenthusiasm” still constitutes the norm within the mainstream of 

Western European party systems. The ideological mainstream, i.e. Conservative, 

Social and Christian Democratic parties, are generally supportive of the integration 

process, as they have often been part of governing coalitions throughout Western 

Europe and therefore were largely responsible for the course of integration (Marks, 

Wilson and Ray, 2002; Crum, 2007). The radical left and right, in contrast, have been 

at the forefront of mobilisation of Eurosceptic views in national elections (Taggart, 

1998; Hooghe, Marks, and Wilson, 2002; Sitter, 2002).  

Note that H1 does not necessarily imply that the incentives for extremist 

parties to mobilise anti-EU sentiment are merely strategic in nature. While it seems 

plausible that strategic calculation informs party change on European integration, 

especially for marginal parties, parties may also change their positioning because they 

have ideological reasons to oppose European integration. Do radical right parties, for 

example, oppose European integration strategically to drive a wedge in the existing 

party system, or does their disdain arise because European integration is the 

embodiment of a whole range of threats to the national community (Hooghe, Marks 

and Wilson, 2002)? Euroscepticism may simultaneously constitute a conscious 

strategy by political entrepreneurs as well as be rooted in partisan ideology; indeed, 

these processes are most likely mutually enforcing (see Kopecky and Mudde, 2002 for 

a similar argumentation).  

 

H2 (EU extremity hypothesis): The more extreme a party’s stance in terms of EU 

positioning, the higher the extent of EU issue voting for that party. 

 

The second factor explaining variation in EU issue voting across parties is 

extremity in EU positioning. The idea here is that parties taking a clear position 

regarding Europe, i.e. parties that are clearly Eurosceptic or Euroenthusiast, are 
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expected to experience higher levels of EU issue voting than parties with middling 

positions on Europe. This expectation draws from the work of Rabinowitz and 

MacDonald (1989) on directional voting. Building on Stokes (1963), Rabinowitz and 

MacDonald (1989) argue that issue positioning of voters consists of two elements: 

direction and intensity. The intensity refers to the strength of the opinion, ranging from 

strong preferences on the end-points of the scale to weak feelings on the neutral mid-

point of the scale. The direction of the opinion has three positions: favourable, 

unfavourable and neutral. The directional component determines whether a voter 

likes or dislikes the party. In general, voters tend to like parties that are on the same 

side of an issue as they are. The intensity component indicates the extent to which the 

issue evokes an attitudinal response and how salient the issue is for a voter’s 

judgment. More extreme positions indicate that the issue evokes stronger feelings and 

is of greater importance to voters’ party evaluations. Thus, according to the 

directional model, voters do not utilise a continuum of policy positions when 

evaluating parties but instead focus on a party’s agreement or disagreement with their 

personal policy preference (Rabinowitz and MacDonald, 1989: 94).  

Note that the directional idea does not imply that radical parties propagating the 

most extremist positions are expected the gain electorally. Although it is assumed that 

supporting intense issue positions is beneficial to a party, the directional model 

imposes a theoretical limitation to plausible issue stands, referred to as the ‘region of 

acceptability’ (Rabinowitz and MacDonald, 1989: 108; MacDonald, Listhaug and 

Rabinowitz, 1991: 1111). The idea here is that a party’s issue position must be 

reasonable in the eyes of (most) voters: ‘A candidate must convince voters of his or 

her reasonableness. Voters are wary of candidates who seem radical and project 

harshness or stridency’ (Rabinowitz and MacDonald, 1989: 108). For our purposes, 

this penalty may be less relevant, as both Euroscepticism – defined as opposition 

towards the EU, its institutions or policies and/or the process of European 

integration (for an overview of definitions of Euroscepticism, see Ray, 2007) – as well 

as its antithesis Euroenthusiasm are reasonable positions upheld by both mainstream 

and peripheral parties throughout the EU (Marks and Wilson, 2000; Marks, Wilson 

and Ray, 2002). Thus, I expect that parties with clear (i.e. extreme) preferences on the 

EU issue are more likely to arouse support from voters than parties with a moderate 

or neutral position regarding European integration (H2).  

A third line of argumentation draws on saliency theory and the theory of issue 

ownership to argue that the extent to which a party views the EU issue as important 

for its electoral appeal affects its susceptibility to EU issue voting: 
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H3 (Salience hypothesis): The higher the EU issue salience for a party, the higher 

the extent of EU issue voting for that party. 

 

Saliency theory of party competition (Budge and Farlie, 1983) and the theory of issue 

ownership (Petrocik, 1996) inform us that political parties build their electoral appeal 

around issues for which they have (or could have) the support of their constituents 

and/or a majority of voters. Parties make certain core issues of primary importance to 

their electoral campaign in order to reap electoral gains. Although issue ownership has 

long been regarded as fairly static, recent studies show that policy reputations are 

relatively flexible and, hence, open to strategic manipulation (Bélanger, 2003; Meguid, 

2005; Tavits, 2008). To the extent that this is true, one would expect political parties 

to heighten the importance of relatively new issues, such as European integration, if 

they expect to be able to alter mass alignments in their favour (see also Carmines and 

Stimson, 1989). Parties that play up an issue seek to persuade voters to base their 

voting decision on that particular issue (H3).  

 

H4 (Opposition party hypothesis): The extent of EU issue voting is expected to be 

higher among parties in opposition. 

 

 A fourth and final line of argumentation in the literature is that opposition 

status increases the extent to which a party is affected by EU issue voting. Because 

European integration is a project driven largely by governments and government 

parties, criticism of EU policies tends to be the privilege of opposition parties (Sitter, 

2002). Indeed, analyses show that mainstream opposition parties seem to increasingly 

play the anti-EU card (Sitter, 2001, 2002; Ray, 2007). The British Conservatives in 

recent years clearly exemplify this strategy (Evans, 1998).  

Governing parties often downplay the salience of European integration because 

they wish to avoid fighting elections on the issue, in part because it may bring about 

intra-party dissent (Steenbergen and Scott, 2004; Edwards, 2006, 2007; Netjes and 

Binnema, 2007). Moreover, it is not easy for government parties to adopt a sceptical 

position on Europe given that they usually have been deeply involved in shaping the 

integration process in the past. Hence, outspoken opposition may lack credibility. Of 

course, it is possible for government parties to oppose European integration, but they 

run the risk of isolation and consequently ineffectiveness at the EU level. As a result, 

government parties find themselves confronted with a steep trade-off between 

Euroscepticism and government effectiveness.  
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In contrast, opposition parties have an interest in restructuring contestation and 

stressing the integration issue, as such a reorientation may bring about new voters. 

Moreover, an increase of the polarisation on European integration by opposition 

parties may force government parties to take a clear-cut stance on the issue, which 

could destabilise the government coalition. Consequently, I expect that opposition 

parties are more likely to be affected by EU issue voting than government parties 

(H4). 

 

 

5.4 Data, operationalisations and methods 

 

How do these four hypotheses shed light on variation among parties in their 

susceptibility to EU issue voting? Producing a measure of the extent of EU issue 

voting for a party is complicated because one cannot observe it directly. Instead, we 

must estimate a measure from the data for the two variables that make up the 

relationship: a voter’s party choice and a voter’s EU preference.  

In order to explore and explain variation in EU issue voting across parties, I use 

a two-stage estimation procedure (Duch and Stevenson, 2005, 2007; Kedar, 2005; 

Lewis and Linzer, 2005). I first estimate individual-level multinomial logistic 

regression analyses to model the impact of voters’ EU preferences on vote choice. In 

the second stage, I use an estimated dependent variable model, whereby I use party 

characteristics to account for cross-party variation in EU issue voting. All estimations 

were conducted in STATA version 9. The data are national election survey data from 

Denmark, Germany, the Netherlands and the United Kingdom for the period 1992-

2002.1 Question wordings for the variables used in the empirical analysis are very 

similar across surveys. Moreover, the data provide an excellent basis for explaining 

EU issue voting across parties, since there is considerable variation across our four 

party characteristics: left/right extremism, EU extremism, EU issue salience and 

opposition status.  

Let us begin by explaining in some detail the multiple stages of the model. In a 

first step, I conduct several individual-level multinomial logistic regression analyses to 

model the impact of voters’ EU preferences on vote choice, while controlling for 

other factors. The dependent variable is vote choice for a particular party in a given 

election. Table A.3.1 in Appendix III provides a list of parties that were in included in 

every election. The main independent variable is a voter’s EU preference, which is 

gleaned from several surveys in which voters were asked to place themselves on an 

EU scale. These different scales were standardised to a 0-1 scale, whereby 0 indicates 



 
Chapter 5: EU Issue Voting: Asset or Liability? 

 
 

 119 

low EU support and 1 indicates high EU support. To assess the importance of the 

EU issue in relation to other central concerns, I also include non-EU related policy 

variables and socio-economic controls. I begin by adding a respondents’ self-

placement on a left/right ideological scale. This scale was recoded to a 0-1 scale, 

where 0 indicates a left and 1 indicates a right placement. With the exception of the 

British data, I also include two variables tapping the “new politics” dimension of 

political competition: immigration and environment. Although this new politics 

dimension may include diverse issues, such as political participation, gender, abortion 

or lifestyle issues, immigration and environmental policy are usually considered key 

elements of new politics (Dalton, 1996). As with the variables presented above, the 

different scales were recoded to 0-1 scales, where 0 indicates fewer immigrants/less 

green policy and 1 indicates more immigrants/more green policy. Finally, I add 

several socio-economic control variables, namely gender, income and education, to 

the model. In the Dutch and German cases, I also incorporate religiosity.  

In a second stage, I utilise the estimates from the first stage to account for the 

cross-party variation in EU issue voting. To ensure substantively meaningful 

comparability across cases I transform the first stage coefficients into 

predicted/expected values (see also Duch and Stevenson, 2005, 2007). In this case, 

the first stage provides a predicted change in vote for a particular party due to a 

change in the distribution of EU preferences across voters. In the second stage, I 

construct the estimated dependent variable, i.e. the EU issue voting measure for a 

particular party, as the change in vote probability when a voter moves from fully 

supporting to strongly opposing European integration, while holding all other control 

variables at their respective means. This is done using CLARIFY, which employs 

Monte Carlo simulations to convert raw statistical results into more intuitive 

quantities without changing the statistical assumptions (King, Tomz and Wittenberg 

2000).2  

Since the dependent variable in the second stage of the analysis is based on 

estimates, the analysis should account for the uncertainty of these estimates. Lewis 

and Linzer (2005) put forward a weighting procedure that produces appropriate 

standard errors for the second stage but also show that using White’s heteroscedastic 

consistent standard errors is almost always as good. Hence, I use the latter strategy. 

Additionally, since the extent of EU issue voting is determined using several election 

surveys from the same country, one might expect the level of EU issue voting for the 

same party to be correlated across different elections. To control for this, I grouped 

the data by party and calculated standard errors that allow for possible correlations 

between parties while assuming no correlation. Consequently, the resulting standard 
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errors allow for unspecified forms of heteroscedasticity for the same party across the 

different surveys. 

 I regress these predicted changes in vote probability against several party 

characteristics gleaned from the Ray (1996), Marks/Steenbergen (1999) and Hooghe 

et al. (2003) Expert Surveys on party positioning towards European integration. 

Left/right ideological extremism is measured by squaring the distance between a 

party’s left/right position and that of the median party in the system. Similarly, EU 

extremism is measured by squaring the distance between a party’s EU position and 

that of the median party. EU issue salience is measured on a five-point scale ranging 

from 1 (no importance) to 5 (high importance).3 Finally, I measure the opposition 

status of a party using a dummy variable indicating if the party was in opposition 

during the year prior to the election. This measure was determined using Siaroff 

(2000) and official government websites. Table 5.1 below summarises the indicators 

used to operationalise the dependent and independent variables employed in the first 

and second stage of the empirical analysis. 

 

Table 5.1: Dependent and independent variable(-s) description 

 

First Stage: Individual Level Analysis 
Dependent 
variable:  
Vote choice 

 
 
Vote choice for a particular party in a given election. 

Independent 
variables: 
EU position 

 
 
A respondent’s self- placement on a five-point 
European integration scale where 1 stands for exit out 
of the EU and 5 stands for the fastest possible build-up 
of the EU (recoded to 0-1). 

Left/right position A respondent’s self- placement on a five-point left/right 
ideological scale where 1 indicates left and 5 indicates 
right (recoded to 0-1). 

Immigration 
position 

A respondent’s self- placement on a five-point 
immigration scale where 1 indicates restrict immigration 
and 5 indicates welcome more immigrants) (recoded to 
0-1). 

Environment 
position 

A respondent’s self- placement on a five-point 
environment scale where 1 indicates not very green 
policy and indicates 5 green policy (recoded to 0-1). 

Gender Respondent’s gender (1=female, 0=male). 
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Table 5.1 continued 
 

Religiosity Respondent’s church attendance (1=high, low=0).  
Not included in the Danish and British election surveys. 

Income Respondent’s household income (1=high, 0=low). 
Education Respondent’s level of education (1=high, low). 

Second Stage: Party Level Analysis 

Dependent 
variable:  
Extent of EU issue 
voting for each party 

 
 
Estimated dependent variable based on the first stage 
individual-level multinomial logistics regression 
coefficients measuring the impact of a respondent’s EU 
position on a respondent’s vote choice. Extent of EU 
issue voting signifies the absolute change in vote 
probability for a give party when a voter moves from 
fully supporting to strongly opposing European 
integration, while holding all other control variables at 
their respective means. This measure ranges from 0 to 
42. 

Independent 
variables: 
EU issue salience 

 
 
EU issue salience is measured as on a five-point scale 
ranging from 1 (no importance) to 5 (high importance). 
Salience measure is obtained from Chapel Hill Expert 
data on party positioning regarding European 
integration (recoded to 0-1). 

EU extremism EU extremism is measured by squaring the distance 
between a party’s EU position and that of the median 
party. A party’s and the median party’s EU position were 
measured using Chapel Hill Expert data on party 
positioning regarding European integration (recoded to 
0-1). 

Left/right 
extremism 

Left/right ideological extremism is measured by 
squaring the distance between a party’s left/right 
position and that of the median party. A party’s and the 
median party’s left/right positions were also measured 
using Chapel Hill Expert data on party positioning 
regarding European integration (recoded to 0-1). 

Opposition party Dummy variable indicating if the party was in 
opposition during the year prior to the election. 
Information obtained from Siaroff (2000) and official 
government websites. 
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5.5 Empirical analysis 

 

Does the extent of EU issue voting vary across different parties? If so, who benefits? 

The answer to the first question is yes. Table 5.2 below provides a summary of the 

multinomial logistic regression analyses. It presents the multinomial logistic estimates 

of the impact of a voter’s EU preference on vote choice for the different parties in a 

given election. Each such coefficient is one of a full model of vote choice estimated. 

Full model specification is available in tables A.3.2.1 through A.3.2.11 in Appendix 

III. 

The results show that EU issue voting differs greatly across parties. On 

average, many more British and Danish parties are affected by EU issue voting than 

Dutch and German ones. This finding is in line with previous work suggesting that 

EU issue voting is extensive in Denmark and the United Kingdom but weak in Dutch 

and German elections due to the lack of partisan conflict on Europe and the relatively 

low salience of the EU issue in these countries (De Vries, 2007). Nonetheless, in the 

1994 and 1998 Dutch elections, vote choice for the small Christian party, the 

Reformed Political Alliance (Gereformeerd Politiek Verbond-GPV), the Socialist 

Party (Socialistische Partij-SP) was influenced by voters’ EU preferences. In Germany, 

the Social Democrats (Sozialdemokratissche Partei Deutschlands-SPD) and former 

Communists (Partei des Demokratischen Sozialismus-PDS) experienced EU issue 

voting during the 1998 German elections, as did the Liberals (Freie Demokratische 

Partei-FDP) in 2002.  

 

Table 5.2: The effect of EU preferences on vote choice 

 

Denmark 
 DF FrP KF KrF RV CD SD SF E 

1994 

 
- 
 

-.86* 
(.24) 

-.06 
(.20) 

-
.70* 
(.33) 

-.85* 
(.28) 

-.01 
(.21) 

-
1.03* 
(.23) 

-
1.96* 
(.33) 

-2.07* 
(.41) 

1998 

 
-.83* 
(.14) 

-.66* 
(.29) 

-.04 
(.12) 

-
.74* 
(.19) 

-.42* 
(.17) 

-.06 
(.19) 

-.54* 
(.12) 

-
1.03* 
(.15) 

-1.22* 
(.23) 

2001 

 
-.79* 
(.10) 

-.46 
(.57) 

-.00 
(.11) 

-
.72* 
(.21) 

-.08 
(.15) 

-
.80* 
(.30) 

-.54* 
(.10) 

-.87* 
(.14) 

-.98* 
(.24) 
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Table 5.2 continued  

 
Germany 

 FDP SPD Bd90/G PDS    
1998 

 
.01 
(.11) 

-.19* 
(.06) 

.09 
(.11) 

-.39* 
(.09)    

2002 

 
.28* 
(.12) 

-.07 
(.08) 

-.02 
(.14) 

.04 
(.19)    

Netherlands 
 LPF VVD GPV/CU D66 PvdA GL SP 

1994 

 
- 
 

-.01 
(.07) 

-.49* 
(.20) 

-.03 
(.08) 

.01 
(.08) 

-.21 
(.13) 

-.10 
(.20) 

1998 

 
- 
 

-.05 
(.08) 

-.51 
(.34) 

-.04 
(.10) 

-.15 
(.08) 

-.20 
(.11) 

-.40* 
(.13) 

2002 

 
-.11 
(.08) 

.03 
(.08) 

-.22 
(.13) 

.11 
(.11) 

.09 
(.08) 

.04 
(.11) 

-.01 
(.16) 

United Kingdom 
 LIB LAB    
1992 

 
.29* 
(.08) 

.47* 
(.08)    

1997 

 
.42 
(.30) 

.33 
(.24)    

2001 

 
.24 
(.14) 

.43* 
(.14)    

Notes: Cell entries present multinomial logistic regression estimate of the impact of a 
voter’s EU preference on vote choice. Each such coefficient is one of a full model of 
vote choice estimated. Full model specification is available in Appendix III. 
The reference categories for the respective countries are the Danish Liberals (Venstre-
V), the German Christian Democrats (Christlich Demokratische Union/ Christlich-
Soziale Union-CDU/CSU), the Dutch Christian Democrats (Christen-Democratisch 
Appèl-CDA) and the British Conservatives (CON). Note that two small Dutch 
Christian parties merged prior to the 2002 election into the Christian Union (Christen 
Unie-CU). In the 1994 and 1998 elections the coefficients reflect vote choice for the 
Reformed Political Alliance (Gereformeerd Politiek Verbond-GPV), one of the CU 
founding members, whereas the coefficient for 2002 is based on vote choice for the 
CU. 
*significant at p<.05 (two-tailed). Standard errors in parentheses. 
 

 

In order to compare these coefficients across the cases, I transform the first 

stage coefficients into changes in predicted/expected values. To do so, I calculate the 
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change in vote probability when the electorate moves from strongly opposing 

European integration to fully supporting it, while holding all other variables at their 

respective means. This allows for a straightforward comparison of the extent to which 

a party’s vote probability is influenced by EU issue voting across parties and elections. 

Figure 5.1 below shows the extent of EU issue voting across parties in a given 

election. Positive values indicate an increase in the expected vote probability of a party 

as a result of an increasingly Eurosceptic electorate, while negative values indicate a 

decrease in the expected vote probability.  
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Notes: The values on the y-axis denote the change in the expected vote probability P(v) for a party 
as a function of an increasing Eurosceptic electorate (i.e. when voters’ EU preferences move from 
their maximum to their minimum level). Positive values indicate an increase in the expected vote 
probability of a party as a result of an increasing Eurosceptic electorate, while negative values 
indicate a decrease in the expected vote probability. The individual parties are labelled by an 
acronym followed by the election year. For full details on the parties included in each country and 
election, the reader is referred to table A.3.1 in Appendix III. 

 

Figure 5.1: Extent of EU issue voting across political parties 

 

Note that these are maximum effects which may not always be entirely realistic. 

Notwithstanding, these maximum effects do give a good sense of the variation in EU 

issue voting across parties in the data. Moreover, the data do indicate that a 
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substantial number of respondents place themselves at the end-points of the EU 

scale.  

The Danish Social Democrats (Socialdemokratiet-S) and Liberals (Venstre-V) 

experienced the highest change in vote probability as a result of voters’ EU 

preferences moving from their minimum to their maximum levels. In the United 

Kingdom, the Labour Party (LAB) and the Conservatives in 2001 were most strongly 

affected by EU issue voting.  On the whole, the extent of EU issue voting for British, 

Danish, Dutch and German parties between 1992 and 2002 varies between 0 and 42 

percent.  

Why are certain parties more susceptible to EU issue voting, while others are 

less so? Hypotheses H1 through H4 point to four factors, which I now test in an OLS 

regression using the absolute changes in expected vote probabilities as the dependent 

variable. Table 5. 3 below presents the results.  

 

Table 5.3: Explaining variation in extent of EU issue voting  

 

Parameters  Estimates 

Left/Right Extremism  .02 
(.02) 

EU Extremism 
 

.03* 
(.01) 

EU Issue Salience .08* 
(.02) 

Opposition Party 
 

.04* 
(.02) 

Constant .08* 
(.02) 

       R² .46 
       N 65 
Notes: Cell entries are OLS estimates with robust standard 
errors clustered on party.  
*significant at p<.05 (one-tailed). Standard errors are in 
parentheses. 
 

The results strongly support the theoretical conjectures formalised in 

hypotheses H2, H3 and H4. The findings show that variation in the effect of EU issue 

voting across parties is largely a function of the degree to which the EU issue is salient 

to a respective party, extremity in terms of EU positioning as well as opposition 

status. Overall, these factors explain 46 percent of the variance in EU issue voting 
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across parties. The strongest predictor of EU issue voting is the extent to which a 

party renders the EU issue salient. A one-unit increase in EU issue salience results in a 

.08-point increase in EU issue voting – a shift of 8.0 percentage points in EU issue 

voting. The EU salience finding is in keeping with both saliency theory of party 

competition (Budge and Farlie, 1983) and the theory of issue ownership (Petrocik, 

1996). Parties seem to be able to strategically raise the salience of the European 

integration issue in order to boost EU issue voting.  

Extremity in terms of EU positioning also increases the extent of EU issue 

voting. A one-unit increase in EU extremity leads to a .03-point increase in EU issue 

voting – a shift of 3.0 percentage points in EU issue voting. So, in line with a 

directional view on issue voting, parties that take either a clear Eurosceptical or 

Euroenthusiast stance may benefit from EU issue voting. While vote choice for 

parties that have a middling position regarding European integration within the party 

system are least influenced by voters’ EU preferences. Finally, the expected value of 

EU issue voting is .04-point higher for opposition parties than for government 

parties. This finding indicates that EU issue voting is part of a government-opposition 

dynamic. Opposition parties are influenced to a larger extent by EU issue voting than 

are government parties.  

The results in table 5.3 do not support the hypothesis that the more extreme a 

party’s position in terms of left/right ideology, the higher the extent of EU issue 

voting for that party (H1). The coefficient for left/right extremism is in the expected 

direction but is not significant. Apparently, the fact that a party is on the far left or far 

right does not significantly influence the extent to which that party is affected by EU 

issue voting. How can we make sense of this surprising finding? One plausible 

explanation is that although far left and right parties frequently oppose Europe and 

mobilise public sentiment against it (De Vries and Edwards, 2007), the EU issue rarely 

constitutes their main electoral appeal (Taggart, 1998; Mair, 2000). These parties are 

likely to be ‘parties whose identity is tied up with particular issues (e.g., ecology, 

immigration) and for whom the EU is a secondary concern’ (Taggart, 1998: 384). The 

Dutch List Pim Fortuyn (Lijst Pim Fortuyn-LPF) is exemplary in this respect. 

Although the LPF party platform was clearly Eurosceptic, public safety and 

immigration policy were the key concerns in their 2002 electoral campaign and clearly 

overshadowed the EU issue (Pennings and Keman, 2003; Van Holsteyn, Irwin and 

den Ridder, 2003; Kleinnijenhuis, et al., 2003). Hence, far left and right parties often 

have other “powerful strings on their bows”. Since European integration is clearly not 

paramount to national political parties, parties on the fringes will more likely devote 

their attention to their key “own” issues, such as immigration or their critique of neo-



 
Chapter 5: EU Issue Voting: Asset or Liability? 

 
 

 127 

liberal policy (see also Taggart, 1998; Steenbergen and Scott, 2004; Netjes and 

Binnema, 2007).  

 

 

5.6 Concluding remarks 

 

Which parties are affected by EU issue voting and why? This chapter has taken an 

important step in understanding the way in which the process of European 

integration within national political arenas potentially alters mass-elite linkages at the 

time of election. Two main conclusions emerge from the analyses. First, there is 

considerable variation in the extent to which political parties are influenced by EU 

issue voting. Secondly, this variation in EU issue voting is largely a function of the 

degree to which the EU issue is salient to a respective party, the level of EU 

extremism and opposition status. While the literature on EU issue voting and party 

positioning regarding European integration thus far put forward the idea that political 

entrepreneurs on the fringes of the political system are expected to prosper as a result 

of EU issue voting, the results reported here show that extremism in terms of 

left/right ideology is not the decisive factor in understanding the variation in EU issue 

voting across parties. The findings indicate that the more salient the EU issue is to a 

party, the larger the impact of EU issue voting. Also, the more extreme a party is in 

terms of its EU positioning, the higher the extent of EU issue voting. Finally, EU 

issue voting constitutes a government-opposition dynamic, as opposition parties 

benefit from EU issue voting significantly more than government parties. Thus, EU 

issue voting seems directly related to a party’s intrinsic position regarding European 

integration, i.e. the salience and extremity of that position, as well as its opposition 

status.  

Naturally, this study has limitations. A comprehensive understanding of how 

EU issue voting varies across parties should also account for cross-national variation. 

This would enable us to bring in the strategic context in which parties operate. For 

example, do party system characteristics matter when it comes to EU issue voting? 

Moreover, it may also prove worthwhile to compare these findings regarding EU issue 

voting to issue voting in other areas, such as immigration or the environment. These 

topics will have to be addressed in future research. 

Despite limitations, the results presented here expand our understanding of 

how European integration affects national electoral politics. The study adds to the 

body of work that demonstrates an increasing ‘electoral connection’ between 

European and national politics (Carrubba, 2001). That is to say, by influencing 
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national vote choice EU preferences create differential impacts on parties’ electoral 

fortunes. The analysis highlights that parties can strategically use the EU issue to their 

electoral benefit. For example, by “naming or shaming” or by increasing the 

importance of EU issues in their electoral campaigns, parties may reap the electoral 

benefits of EU issue voting.  
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5.7 Notes 

 
* The author is grateful to the Danish Data Archive, the Dutch Data Archiving and Networking 

Services, the Zentral Archiv für Empirische Sozialforschung and the UK Data Archive for making 

available the data used in this chapter. A previous version of this chapter was presented at the 

NIG/Connex European Research Colloquium Meeting 31st of May-2nd of June 2006, Amsterdam. 

The author would like to thank all participants for their input. The author is also indebted to Erica 

Edwards, Liesbet Hooghe, Gary Marks and Barbara Vis for their insightful comments on earlier 

drafts of this chapter. Remaining errors are the sole responsibility of the author. 

1 The following datasets were used in the empirical analysis:  

Denmark: 1. Valgundersøgelsen 1994, primary investigators: Jørgen Goul Andersen and Ole Borre, 

DDA-2210, Odense, Danish Data Archive, 2002; 2. Valgundersøgelsen 1998, primary investigators: 

Jørgen Goul Andersen, Johannes Andersen, Ole Borre and Hans Jørgen Nielsen, DDA-4189, 

Odense, Danish Data Archive, 1999; 3. Valgundersøgelsen 2001, primary investigators: Jørgen Goul 

Andersen, Ole Borre, Hans Jørgen Nielsen, Johannes Andersen, Søren Risbjerg, Thomsen and 

Jørgen Elklit, DDA-12516, Odense, Danish Data Archive, 2003. 

Germany: 1. Politische Einstellungen, politische Partizipation und Wählerverhalten im vereinigten 

Deutschland 1998, primary investigators: Oscar W. Gabriel, Jurgen W. Falter and Hans Rattinger, 

ZA-3066, Zentral Archiv für Empirische Sozialforschung, 1998; 2. Politische Einstellungen, 

politische Partizipation und Wählerverhalten im vereinigten Deutschland 2002, primary 

investigators: Oscar W. Gabriel, Jurgen W. Falter and Hans Rattinger, ZA-3861, Zentral Archiv für 

Empirische Sozialforschung, 2002. 

The Netherlands: 1. Nationaal Kiezersonderzoek, 1994, primary investigators: Kees Aarts, Hans 

Anker, Joop van Holsteyn, Erik Oppenhuis, Paul Pennings, Karin Wittebrood, P1209, Steinmetz 

Archief, 1995; 2. Nationaal Kiezersonderzoek, 1998, primary investigators: Kees Aarts, Henk Van 

der Kolk and Jacques Thomassen, P1415, Steinmetz Archief, 1999; 3. Nationaal Kiezersonderzoek 

2002, primary investigators: Galen A. Irwin, Joop J.M. Van Holsteyn and Josje M. Den Ridder, 

P1628, Steinmetz Archief, 2004. 

The United Kingdom: 1. British General Election Study 1992, primary investigators: Anthony 

Heath, Roger Jowell, John K. Curtice, Jack A. Brand and James C. Mitchell, SN 2981, UK Data 

Archive, 1993; 2. British General Election Study 1997, primary investigators: Anthony Heath, Roger 

Jowell, John K. Curtice and Pippa Norris, SN 3887, UK Data Archive, 1999; 3. British General 

Election Study 2001, primary investigators: Howard Clark, David Sanders, Marianne Stewart and 

Paul F. Whiteley, SN 4619, UK Data Archive, 2003.  

2 CLARIFY 2.1 is a STATA application that can be downloaded form Gary King’s website: 

http://gking.harvard.edu/clarify/. 

3 The EU issue salience for political parties in the 2002 Chapel Hill Expert Survey was measured on 

a 4-point rather than on a 5-point scale as was common in the previous rounds of the survey. In 

order to make to guarantee comparability across the surveys, the 2002 item was recoded to a 5-point 

scale.  
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Abstract 

 

How can we measure and explain the salience of European integration for political 

parties? Although salience is an extensively used concept within the field of European 

studies, it suffers from conceptual ambiguity and lacks rigorous empirical 

investigation. This chapter sets out to conceptualise and explain the salience of 

European integration to political parties, by cross-validating three empirical salience 

measures used in the Comparative Manifesto Project, European Election Study and 

Chapel Hill Expert Survey data. The analysis demonstrates that whilst the different 

salience measures underlie one common dimension, the explanation of salience of the 

integration issue differs greatly among the different operationalisations. Nevertheless, 

one hypothesis is confirmed across the different data sources: The salience of the EU 

to a particular party is relatively high when the issue is also salient to other parties 

within that system. 
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The best method should be chosen for each data.  
But more data are better. Triangulation, then, becomes  
another word for referring to the practice of increasing  

the amount of information to bear on theory or hypothesis. 
 

- Gary King, Robert Keohane and Sidney Verba, 1995, pp. 479-80 
 

 

6. 1 Introduction
∗∗∗∗ 

 

With the completion of the European Common Market, the EU has shifted from a 

mere intergovernmental organisation with primarily economic competencies into a 

supranational regime with increased political competencies. With this qualitative and 

quantitative shift in the integration process, it seems to have become conventional 

wisdom to assume that European integration has as a result developed into a more 

and more salient issue for political parties and national publics (Franklin and Wlezien, 

1997; Van der Eijk and Franklin, 2004; Eichenberg and Dalton, 2007). Surprisingly, a 

rigorous empirical analysis of this claim is lacking in the writing on European 

integration and political parties.1 Instead, the empirical analyses of the relationship 

between political parties and European integration focus mainly on the positions of 

parties towards integration (see Ray, 1999; Marks and Wilson, 2000; Hooghe, Marks 

and Wilson, 2002; Marks, et al, 2007; Ray, 2007; Whitefield, et al, 2007). This relative 

neglect of issue salience may have to do with the fact that it is unclear why European 

integration would be important for national political parties in the first place, and 

second, what the consequence of high salience would be for party competition. 

 The objective of this chapter is to shed light on the salience of European 

integration to political parties. We do so by presenting a cross-validation of three 

different empirical salience measures: the European Election Study of 1999 conducted 

by the European Election Study Group (Van der Eijk, et al, 2002), the Chapel Hill 

Expert Survey conducted by Gary Marks and Marco Steenbergen in the year 1999 

(Marks and Steenbergen, 1999) and the Comparative Manifesto Project headed by Ian 

Budge and his colleagues (Budge, et al, 2001).2 Hence, we provide an in-depth look at 

the consistency among the different salience measures available within the field. 

This chapter is structured as follows. First, we define the concept of salience on 

the basis of the existing literature. Our definition can be summarised as the extent to 

which the party leadership considers an issue as vital for its electoral appeal. In a 

second step, we describe the three salience measures. Thirdly, we provide criteria for 

the cross-validation of the different operationalisations of salience with a special focus 
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on convergent and construct validity. In a next step, we derive hypotheses that can 

account for variation of the salience of European integration among political parties 

in order to empirically examine the construct validity across the three different 

measures. Fifth, we present the empirical analysis of the convergent and construct 

validity of the measurement of salience within the respective datasets. Finally, we 

conclude by discussing the implications of our findings. 

 

 

6.2 Why salience? 

 

The concept of salience has become increasingly popular in recent literature on 

European integration. However, salience is often used in a very general fashion: Most 

authors merely conclude that salience has increased, without further reflection on 

what the implications are of this enhanced importance (see also Hobolt, 2004). We 

find this rather unsatisfactory and wonder why one should bother about salience to 

begin with? Therefore, it is worthwhile to discuss the relevance of studying salience at 

some length.   

 To us, salience is significant for three reasons. First, it can be used to explain 

how parties compete with each other. One theory of party competition is most 

explicit in this respect: saliency theory (Budge and Farlie, 1983; Budge, et al, 2001). 

The main tenet here is that parties compete by consciously and strategically 

emphasising selected issues. Saliency theory posits that certain parties “own” a 

particular issue, e.g. welfare for social-democratic parties or law and order in the case 

of conservative parties. Voters will come to associate certain parties with specific 

issues and, as a result, other parties will de-emphasise issues that are connected to 

rival parties.  

 Second, salience is relevant in understanding the relation between party 

positions and voter preferences. Theories of political representation argue that there is 

a close connection between the positions of parties and those of voters. For instance, 

political parties heighten the importance of issues by framing them in partisan terms 

in order to change party competition or eventually alter mass alignments in their 

electoral favour (Carmines and Stimson 1986, 1989). In the particular case of 

European integration, the more important integration is to a party, the more it is 

expected to influence the stance of party supporters on this issue. 3  

However, when an issue is considered important, this may have little impact on 

actual vote choice. This is the third reason why we consider salience a relevant 

concept. Even a high level of salience of European integration among voters does not 
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necessarily mean that voters will choose the party which is closest to their preference 

on European issues. Socio-economic or territorial cleavages may still be crucial. One 

cannot simply argue that salience automatically leads to new alignments among voters. 

Arguably, the clearest example of salience of the integration issue is to be found when 

people vote for a party based on their position on European integration (De Vries, 

2007). 

This also brings us to a slightly different concept of salience, that can be found 

in election studies and studies on voting behaviour. The prevalent assumption here is 

that salient issues determine which party people will vote for.  Salience is associated 

not so much with emphasis (or frequency) but with the extent to which an issue 

creates (potential) conflict. An issue becomes salient when there is a large variety of 

opinions, or ‘perception of party differences’, to quote RePass (1971). If parties 

promote pretty much the same ideas, it becomes hard to distinguish between them, let 

alone to make a well-thought vote choice. For example, if one party were to propose 

immediate withdrawal from the EU, whereas another party would argue for the 

transfer of all policy competences to the EU level, this is bound to become a salient 

issue.  

The evidence of the possible impact of European integration on domestic 

processes of interest formation and representation so far has been rather mixed. In his 

discussion of the impact of Europe on national party systems, Mair (2000) states that 

parties tend to depoliticise the EU issue.  In the terminology of this chapter: 

European integration has low salience or no salience at all. The main reason for this 

absence of the EU issue from domestic party competition, is said to be the pro-

integration consensus among the mainstream parties. In other words, there is no 

incentive to compete, since parties cannot distinguish themselves. Those parties that 

do politicise the EU issue, are to be found at the extremes of the political spectrum. 

Yet, they often have “other powerful strings on their bows” and use the EU to 

promote an anti-immigration, or anti-capitalist market political agenda.  

Other scholars, however, have argued that the European integration issue is 

salient within the context of national party and electoral politics. Evidence from the 

United Kingdom for example suggests that the Conservatives have followed a 

conscious strategy to differentiate themselves from Labour on the European 

integration issue to secure votes of Eurosceptics (Evans, 1998). Moreover, recent 

studies in the field of voting behaviour show that attitudes towards European 

integration influence vote choice in national elections (Evans, 1998, 2001; Gabel, 

2000; Scheve, 1999; Tillman, 2004; De Vries, 2007). There seems to be some sort of 

an ‘electoral connection’ between European and national politics (Carrubba, 2001). 
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These findings indicate that parties may attempt to politicise the EU issue to their 

own electoral benefit. 

 

 

6.3 Measuring salience 

 

After having established the importance of examining the level of salience of the 

European integration issue for political parties, let us turn to the three different 

salience measures present in the literature: the Marks and Steenbergen Expert Survey 

(ES), the European Election Study (EES) and the Comparative Manifesto Project 

(CMP). In Marks and Steenbergen Expert Survey on party positions towards EU 

integration, experts were asked to evaluate the ‘relative importance of this issue in the 

party’s public stance’ on a five-point scale: 

 

1=European integration is of no importance, never mentioned by the party 
2=European integration is a minor issue for the party 
3=European integration is an important issue for the party 
4=European integration is one of the most important issues for the party 
5=European integration is the most important issue for the party  

 

The dataset covers the year 1999 and 17 countries: the EU-15, Norway and 

Switzerland. Since this a very straightforward way of measuring salience, we can easily 

use these data in our analysis. 

In the EES (Van der Eijk, et al, 2002), respondents are asked:  

 

Thinking about European integration, is this compared to other important 
topics in [name of your country] a topic of great importance, some 
importance, little importance or no importance at all? 1 great importance, 2 
some importance, 3 little importance, 4 no importance at all, 8 don’t know , 9 
no answer 

 

Obviously, this question measures the salience of EU integration among the public. To 

allow for comparison with the scores from the manifesto data and the expert survey, 

which are party scores, we have to add a second step. The issue salience for a 

particular party is taken to be the mean score of those respondents who identify 

themselves with that party. This “indirect” measure of party salience will be used in 

the subsequent analysis. 

The story is slightly more complicated in the case of CMP data (Budge, et al, 

2001): These contain two EU-related categories, which are labelled European 
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Community: Positive (per108) and European Community: Negative (per 110). The former 

category is defined as: 

 

Favourable mentions of European Community in general; desirability of 
expanding the European Community and/or of increasing its competence; 
desirability of the manifesto country joining or remaining a member (Budge, et 
al, 2001: 223). 

 

The second category refers to: 

 

Hostile mentions of the European Community; opposition to specific 
European policies which are preferred by European authorities; otherwise as 
108, but negative (Budge, et al, 2001: 223). 

 

In this chapter, we operationalise salience using the CMP data by adding up the 

scores of the pro- and anti-category.4 It is important to stress that this 

operationalisation differs from those within the ES and EES datasets. The CMP 

salience  measure operationalises salience of the integration issue relative to all other 

issues a party can possible mention in its manifesto (the other 54 categories in the 

manifesto coding scheme). 

Next to this difference, there are a number of other distinctions between the 

respective salience measures. First, the CMP scores are based on content analysis 

according to a standard coding scheme, while the ES scores draw on a survey among 

party specialists. The EES scores are taken from a survey among citizens, more 

precisely, party supporters. Nevertheless, despite the different methods of data 

collection and different sources, the estimations of salience could be rather similar. 

Actually, the purpose of the cross-validation in this chapter is precisely to determine 

to what extent the three measures tap into the same phenomenon. 

The second distinction is probably more important; it concerns the kind of 

information that is taken into account when assigning scores. In order to answer this 

question, it is useful to make a difference between what parties say and what parties do 

(see also Keman, 2007). The most straightforward example of the first category are 

the manifestos. They describe the policy pledges which parties want to accomplish 

once in power. Although parties may reflect on their past policy successes, manifestos 

are not about actual behaviour. Manifestos present the program with which a party 

intends to distinguish itself from other parties in order to win elections and office. 

Yet, issues may come up during election campaigns or during a government period, 

that were hardly dealt with in the manifesto (Keman, 2007: 77). On the other hand, 
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the EES is more concerned with what parties do; these scores represent how parties 

are perceived by voters. Since only few people actually read manifestos, this 

perception will be based on a general image of a party, based on e.g. personal 

experience or media coverage. In other words, it is the actual behaviour of parties in 

parliament, in government and in the media that counts.  

 It can be argued that the ES combines what parties say and what parties do. If 

an expert is asked whether a particular issue is salient for a party, she will tap from 

various sources of information. It is likely that the expert will have more detailed and 

accurate knowledge of a party program than the average voter. In addition, the expert 

will also have a good view on the conduct of parties. Thus, salience scores take into 

account both the policy pledges made by parties and the extent to which they are 

translated in actual behaviour.  

There is one “external” measure that we could not include in our analysis: 

reports on the EU in the media.  In a study of US Supreme Court cases, Epstein and 

Segal (2000) argue that the salience for elite actors can best be measured by analysing 

the media coverage of a particular issue. The main reason is that this allows to 

measure contemporaneous salience, as opposed to retrospective salience – when analysts 

identify the salience of issues after the fact. The authors argue that media coverage 

should also be used in other fields of political science. Indeed, it would be very 

interesting to compare the EU salience reported in CMP, ES or EES datasets, to the 

attention that EU issues receive in the media. Unfortunately, the lack of data forestalls 

the opportunity to make such comparisons in this chapter. 

 

 

6.4 Cross-validation 

 

In the previous section, we have introduced the three measures of salience that will be 

analysed. The main purpose of this chapter is to test their validity, that is, to answer 

the question whether they actually measure what they are supposed to measure 

(Bollen, 1989; Ray, 2007). In comparative research, the validity of the measurement 

has always been of central importance, as it concerns the links between theoretical 

concepts and empirical observations (Keman, 1999: 6-7).5  

Yet as Adcock and Collier (2001) rightly observe, there is a lot of confusion 

about types of validity (they count as many as 37 in social science literature) and the 

way in which these types are interrelated. The main argument they make is that we 

should think not in terms of various types of validity, which are independent from 

each other, but rather in types of evidence for validity. Thus, they restrict the use of 



 
Chapter 6: The Salience of the European Integration Issue 

 
 

 139 

validity ‘to measurement validity itself’; the various methods for evaluating validity are 

referred to as ‘types of validation’.  

Drawing on Adcock and Collier (2001: 538-43), we can distinguish three types 

of validation: content, convergent, and construct.  It involves the following questions:  

- content: ‘Does a given indicator adequately capture the full content of the 

systematised concept?’ 

- convergent (discriminant): ‘Are the scores of a given systematised concept 

empirically associated and thus convergent?’ 

- construct (nomological): ‘Is the hypothesis again confirmed when the cases 

are scored with the proposed indicator  for a systematised concept that is 

one of the variables in the hypothesis?’ 

There is also a fourth type, mentioned by both Adcock and Collier (2001) and Ray 

(2007), namely criterion validation. It assesses whether the scores are empirically 

associated with a variable that is generally considered the best (most direct) measure. 

However, this type of validation is often considered of limited use; in political science, 

it is difficult to find such generally accepted variables that can function as “real” 

measures.  

 The problem with criterion validity largely applies to content validity as well. 

For each of the three salience measures it is difficult to tell whether it includes all 

necessary elements, while at the same time not containing any irrelevant elements. 

Since there is no agreement on the theoretical definition of salience, it will be difficult 

to evaluate from the perspective of content.6 As a result, the empirical analysis will 

focus on construct and convergent validity. 

 Concerning convergence validation, we will analyse whether salience measures 

derived from CMP, ES and EES data correlate with each other. High correlations 

indicate that indeed the same concept is measured, whereas low correlations suggest 

that they are measuring different concepts. In the latter case, we can also speak of 

discriminant validation, since different sets of indicators are told apart. Construct 

validation will be undertaken by means of testing a model for explaining salience, 

using our three measures as dependent variables. That is, the set of independent 

variables used to explain salience is kept constant, but the dependent variable 

(salience) changes. 
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6.5 Salience of the European integration issue: Some expectations 

 

In order to examine the construct validity of the three different salience measures, we 

need to develop an explanatory model that accounts for the variation of EU salience 

across political parties. In doing so, we are also able to explain why some political 

parties emphasise the issue of European integration, while other parties do not. We 

present two models of EU issue salience to a party. The baseline model only includes 

systemic salience, i.e. the salience of the European integration issue to other parties, while 

the second model adds five more factors: intra-party dissent, distance between the party’s 

position on European integration and the electorate’s mean position, party size, government status of 

a party and the occurrence of popular referenda regarding European integration.  

Our main hypothesis states that the salience of the European integration issue 

to a party is higher when other parties within the political system highlight the issue. 

The systemic salience – i.e. the extent to which other parties within the political 

system highlight the issue – of the European integration issue reinforces the salience 

of European integration to an individual party. This expectation is based on the idea 

that party competition involves the definition of political space and takes on the form 

of a struggle over agenda control by identifying issues which are salient or not (Budge, 

et al, 2001). Therefore, the salience of an issue is largely determined by the behaviour 

of other parties, as a party cannot risk to remove itself from the mainstream political 

debate (Ray, 1997; Steenbergen and Scott, 2004). Due to the fact that the political 

agenda is mostly controlled by more than one party, parties may wish to de-emphasise 

an issue, but are unable to do so when other parties have an incentive to stress the 

issue. Alternatively, parties may be forced to highlight an issue when other parties do 

so.  

The second hypothesis is derived from theories of both proximity as well as 

directional voting (Enelow and Hinrich, 1984; Rabinowitz and MacDonald, 1989; 

MacDonald, Listhaug and Rabinowitz, 1991). We expect that the salience of the 

European integration issue to a party increases as the distance between the party’s 

position and the mean position of the electorate decreases (Steenbergen and Scott, 

2004: 168). Vote-seeking, that is the maximisation of votes, is among the chief 

objectives of political parties (Downs, 1957; Strøm, 1990). Political parties have an 

incentive to introduce or promote an issue like European integration within electoral 

competition if they feel that this could result in an increase of votes. Parties have an 

impetus to stress issues when these could become “winners” among the electorate 

(see Riker, 1982). From this perspective, parties emphasise an issue when the party’s 
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position is close to that of the mean or median voter. In contrast, they may wish to 

downplay an issue, if their position is too far removed from the mean electorate.  

Although parties have an incentive to introduce or promote European 

integration as a new issue dimension within electoral competition to maximise 

electoral success, this strategy may also involve risk. By emphasising European 

integration, parties potentially jeopardise their internal cohesion. Indeed, the 

European integration issue has provoked deep tensions within several major parties, 

including the French Gaullists (Union pour un Mouvement Populaire-UMP), the 

British Conservatives, the German Christian Social Union (Christlich-Soziale Union-

CSU) and the Danish and Swedish Social Democrats (Socialdemokratiet-S and 

Socialdemokratiska Arbetarepartiet-SAP, respectively) (Taggart, 1998; Edwards, 2006, 

2007). Even more recently, the issue of the acceptance of the European constitution 

has led to deep internal divisions within the French Socialists (Parti Socialiste-PS) and 

the Dutch Liberals (Volkspartij voor Vrijheid en Democratie-VVD). Hence, political 

parties may wish to maximise their electoral success to eventually hold office, they 

cannot pursue this goal at any cost. Parties have to be geared towards keeping ‘party 

activists in the fold, because they are critical to the survival of the party’ (Steenbergen 

and Scott, 2004: 171). Our third expectation is that parties, which suffer from internal 

divisions on the European integration issue, will tend to de-emphasise the issue and 

compete on the basis of existing conflict dimensions. Reversely, party leadership may 

also have an incentive to play up an issue, which builds on an widespread consensus, 

as this may potentially strengthen party unity.  

Steenbergen and Scott (2004: 169) rightly argue that there are limits to the 

strategic manipulation of issue salience to counter internal dissent. Parties facing 

major internal divisions may be unable to de-emphasise the issue of European 

integration. These major internal differences spark off extensive debate within the 

party regarding the issue, consequently leading to an increase of issue salience. Thus, 

we also expect the relationship between salience and intra-party dissent to be 

curvilinear (Scott, 2001).  

The fourth important factor in the explanation of the salience of the European 

integration issue to a party is the size of party. We hypothesise that the salience of the 

European integration increases with the size of the party. In comparison to small 

parties, large parties (i.e. parties that gain the greatest number of seats in parliamentary 

elections) can draw attention to a large array of issues. Due to the fact that European 

integration is clearly not the most important issue to national political parties (see also 

figures 6.1 through 6.3 in section 6.6), smaller parties will be more likely to devote 
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their attention to their key issues, rather than European integration, such as 

environmental protection in the case of Green parties for instance.7 

Next to party size, we expect the government status of a party to matter in the 

explanation of the salience of European integration to political parties. We know that 

support for European integration is mostly found among government parties, as these 

have been largely responsible for the course of integration through the years (Marks 

and Wilson, 2000; Crum, 2007). Following the idea of strategic issue salience, we 

argue that there is not much incentive among government parties to stress the 

importance of the European integration issue. Opposition parties, on the other hand, 

have an interest in restructuring contestation and stressing the integration issue, as 

such a reorientation may bring about new voters (Sitter, 2001). The British 

Conservatives exemplify this strategy (Evans, 1998). Moreover, an increase of the 

polarisation on European integration by opposition parties may force government 

parties to take a clear-cut stance on the issue, which could possibly result into 

government coalition instability or intra-party dissent. Fifthly, we hypothesise that the 

salience of the European integration increases when a party is member of the 

opposition.  

Next to these party characteristics, we expect events to draw attention to the 

European integration issue. Carmines and Stimson (1986: 902ff.) stress the 

importance of ‘external developments’ in heightening issue salience. In this particular 

case, we expect that the salience of the European integration increases when the 

country has witnessed a referendum on issues concerning the integration process. 

 

 

6.6 Empirical analysis: Convergent and construct validity 

 

After having elaborated six different hypotheses, all of which predict the way in which 

parties adjust the salience weight they associate with the integration issue, we now 

turn to cross-validation of the different salience conceptualisations. We first examine 

the convergent validity. This involves examining the interrelation among the different 

measures. In a second step, we focus on the construct validity of the three different 

measures by testing if our explanatory model of salience holds up across the different 

operationalisations of the dependent variable.  

The convergent validation takes place in three stages: the analysis of descriptive 

statistics, the comparison of bivariate correlations and a principal component analysis. 

We first inspect the similarity between the three salience measures by using descriptive 
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statistics. Figure 6.1 through 6.3 shows box plots for the salience of European 

integration aggregated for all parties within the 14 countries included in the datasets. 8 

A small explanatory note on the box plots is in order. Fifty percent of the cases 

are in the box, i.e. the shaded area, so the top and bottom represent the 25th and 75th 

percentile respectively. The parties that are identified with a circle are outliers that are 

more than 1.5 times box-length away form either the 25th or the 75th percentile, 

whereas those cases marked by a star represent outliers that are more than 3 times 

box-length away form either the 25th or the 75th percentile. The countries have been 

ranked according to their median score on the salience of the integration issue; this 

median is represented by a bold line within each box. 
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Figure 6.1: Salience Expert Survey, by country  
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Figure 6.2: Salience Manifesto Project, by country 
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Figure 6.3: Salience European Election Study, by country 
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 The examination of the different figures indicates that the ranking of countries 

on the basis of their average salience levels is far from uniform among the three 

datasets. The rankings of the CMP and EES data deviate by a factor of 3.57, whereas 

the comparison between the CMP and ES data, and the EES and ES survey data 

differ by a factor of 4 correspondingly. 9 Also, we find no correspondence between 

the countries with the maximum or minimum level of salience. Whereas Spain 

exhibits the highest and Italy the lowest level of salience of the European integration 

issue according to the ES data, the CMP data indicates Germany and Austria as the 

countries with the maximum and minimum level of salience respectively. On the basis 

of European Election Study, on the other hand, we would conclude that European 

integration is most salient within French party politics and least salient within the 

Swedish party system. Finally, with the exception of the Danish Centre Democrats 

(Centrum-Demokraterne -CD) and the Basque National Party (Partido Nacionalista 

Vasco–PNV) in Spain in both the European Election and Expert Surveys, the box 

plots also indicate that the three datasets differ with regard to the parties that strongly 

diverge from the general pattern of salience within their respective countries.10 

On the basis of these findings we could conclude that the three salience 

measures are inconsistent in terms of ranking national party systems from most to 

least salient with regard to European integration. However, to fully asses the 

convergent validity, we have to examine the interrelation between the different 

measures. So, we have performed a correlation and a principal component analysis in 

order to test the assumption that the three salience measures constitute one 

underlying dimension. Table 6.1 presents the results of the correlation analysis 

between the four different salience measures. The correlations reported are Pearson’s 

r correlations. All variables are standardised around their respective means. 
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Table 6.1: Correlating three salience measures 

 

 Manifesto 
Project 

Expert 
Survey 

European 
Election 
Study 

Manifesto 1.00 
 

- - 

Expert 
Survey 

.30*** 
(85) 

1.00 - 

European 
Election 
Study 

.32*** 
(81) 

.20** 
(85) 

1.00 

Notes: ** p<.05 (one-tailed), *** p<.01 (one-tailed), N in parentheses. 

 

 Before we examine the individual correlation coefficients presented in the table 

above, we would like to touch upon the fact that these correlations are measured 

using varying numbers of cases. These differences in sample sizes are due to missing 

cases in the European Election Study. The EES data fails to include for three Belgian 

parties (Christelijke Volkspartij-CPV, Vlaams Blok-VB and Volksunie-VU) and for 

one Finnish party (Suomen Maaseudun Puolue -SMP).  

The results presented in table 6.1 demonstrate that the different salience 

measures are positively but weakly related. The highest correlation coefficient (r=.32) 

is found between the salience measures in the CMP and the EES data. Although at 

first glance, the size of the individual significant correlation coefficients may not seem 

very high, it is important to remember that these measures are based on different 

conceptual underpinnings of salience. Notwithstanding these conceptual differences, 

the correlation analyses show that the different salience measures within the CMP, ES 

and EES datasets are indeed related but that these relationships are weak.  

Nonetheless, to fully asses the extent to which these different measures 

measure one underlying salience dimension, we have employed a principal component 

analysis. A principal component analysis is often used in data reduction and can be 

best described as a structure detection method. The basic idea of a principal 

component analysis is discovering patterns among correlations within a set of 

observed variables. In essence, this is done through the generation of artificial 

dimensions that correlate highly with the input variables and that are independent 

from each other (Babbie, 1986: 435). Eigenvalues are vital for the interpretation of a 

principal component analysis. Although the mathematical background is not of 

concern to us here, we will shortly touch upon the concept of Eigenvalue. An 
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Eigenvalue denotes the discriminatory power of the concept, i.e. the dimension, to be 

measured as the multiple of the discriminatory power of the separate indicators used. 

The higher the Eigenvalue, the higher the discriminatory power of the concept and 

the more of the total variance is accounted for by the dimension (Kleinnnijenhuis, 

1999: 98-99).  

The question analysed here is to what extent do the three indicators of salience 

underlie one common dimension? This question can be answered by the rule of 

thumb that each indicator should “load” on the first component found 

(Kleinnnijenhuis, 1999: 99).  If all three measures load on one single dimension and 

the respective loadings are of similar magnitude, we can conclude that the common 

structure underlying these three indicators is unidimensional and measures the 

salience of the European integration issue for political parties. If however, the 

measures load on different dimensions or the loading of one or more of the measures 

is substantially less, we need to be concerned about the convergent validity of the 

measurement of salience across the three different datasets.  

Table 6.2 presents the results of the principal component analysis using the 

CMP, ES and EES salience measures. The table shows that one component was 

extracted. 11 The threshold for the generation of dimensions used here is based on the 

Kaiser criterion. We can only retain dimensions with Eigenvalues greater than 1. 

Components with an Eigenvalue less than 1 have a lower variance than the variance 

of a single indicator (Kleinnnijenhuis, 1999: 99). The first component has an 

Eigenvalue of 1.43 and hence explains almost half of the total variance, i.e. 48 

percent.12 The loading of the ES data measure is slightly higher than that of the CMP 

and EES data. However, all component scores are above the critical value of .50.  

 

Table 6.2: Convergent validity: Principal component analysis  

 

Variables Component scores  

Manifesto Project .693 

European Election Study .664 

Expert Survey .711 

Note: This component explains 48 percent of the total variance. 

 

On the basis of the principal components analysis presented above, we can 

conclude that the different salience measures do share one common structure. To the 

extent to which the indicators share a common structure (accounting for an estimated 

48 percent of the variance) this structure appears to be unidimensional.  
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Although we find that the convergent validity is given, it may be too early to 

draw a general conclusion as we also need to investigate the second dimension of 

validity, namely construct validity. Can we find one common explanation for all three 

salience measures? Recall, that construct validity is given when the hypotheses 

proposed in section 6.5 are confirmed across the different operationalisations of the 

dependent variable, in this case the salience of the European integration issue. 

Accordingly, we keep the set of independent variables used to explain salience 

constant, while changing the dependent variable.  

The construct validation is performed in two steps, first, we present our 

baseline Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) regression model explaining party salience by 

the level of systematic salience of the integration issue for the three different datasets. 

In a second step, we add six independent variables, which are hypothesised to account 

for the variation of salience across political parties, to come to a fully-specified model 

using the respective salience measures as dependent variables.  

 In section 6.3, we outlined several factors that can explain salience of the 

European integration issue across political parties (for the exact operationalisation of 

these variables see  the variable description in table A.4.1 in Appendix IV). The 

salience of the EU issue to a political party is expected to be higher as a function of 

high systemic salience, a large distance between the party position on European 

integration and the electorate’s mean position, the size of the party and a high number 

of popular referenda regarding European integration. On the other hand, we 

hypothesise that the issue salience of European integration to a party is lower when a 

party suffers from high internal dissent and when it is in government rather than in 

opposition. 

Table 6.3 presents the OLS-regression model using the salience as measured in 

the ES, EES and CMP respectively as dependent variables and the systemic salience 

as an independent variable. Table 6.4 presents the results of the OLS-regression 

model using the full-specified regression equation. The regression models all suffer 

from heteroscedasticity; in order to mend this problem, we ran OLS regressions with 

robust standard errors.  

Let us first examine the baseline model including only systemic salience as a 

predictor. The systemic salience of the European integration issue indicates the level 

to which other parties within the political system highlight the issue. We expect that as 

the salience of the European integration issue within the party system increases, i.e. 

the systemic salience augments, the salience of the issue to an individual party will also 

increase. The results of the regression analysis confirm this hypothesis. Regardless of 

its operationalisation, the salience of the European integration issue increases by a 
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factor of .6 for one-unit increase of systemic salience in the case of the CMP data and 

by a factor over .7 if we use the ES and EES data. However, the fit-of the model to 

the data differs according to the dataset used to measure salience. The model using 

the ES data clearly outperforms the other two data sources and explains almost a 

quarter of the variation in salience of European integration across political parties.  

 

Table 6.3: Explaining salience: Baseline model 

 

 Expert 

Survey 

European 

Election Study 

Manifesto 

Project 

Predictors b b b 

Systemic salience .70*** 

(.18) 

.78** 

(.25) 

.61*** 

(.17) 

Constant .91* 

(.57) 

1.31** 

(.77) 

1.49** 

(.66) 

       N 85 81 85 

       R2 .23 .12 .15 

Notes:  Table entries are OLS estimates with robust standard errors in parentheses.  
* p<.10, ** p<.05, *** p<.01 (one-tailed). 
 

 We now turn to the question, if the other hypotheses are confirmed regardless 

of the dependent variable used. Table 6.4 below presents the OLS results using the 

full-specified model. Next to systemic salience, we added internal dissent, internal 

dissent squared, distance between the party’s position on European integration and 

the electorate’s mean position, size of the party, government status of a party and the 

occurrence of popular referenda regarding European integration to the regression 

equation. The examination of the three regression models indicates that only the 

systemic salience hypothesis is confirmed across all three datasets. The expectation 

with regard to party size, i.e. the salience of the European integration is higher for 

larger parties, is confirmed in two out of three datasets, namely the ES and EES data.   
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Table 6.4: Explaining salience: Full-specified model 

 

 Expert 

Survey 

European 

Election Study 

Manifesto 

Project 

Predictors b b b 

Systemic salience .67*** 

(.18) 

.50* 

(.32) 

.58*** 

(.19) 

Internal dissent -.39*** 

(.09) 

.01 

(.11) 

.62 

(.65) 

Internal dissent2 .05* 

(.04) 

-.02 

(.03) 

-.02 

(.22) 

Distance from national 

mean 

.02 

(.10) 

.03 

(.15) 

.38 

(.52) 

Party size (% vote) .01*** 

(.00) 

.01** 

(.00) 

-.02 

(.02) 

Government party -.22** 

(.10) 

.01 

(.08) 

.45 

(.64) 

Referenda .17** 

(.09) 

.05 

(.12) 

-.37 

(.69) 

Constant 1.51*** 

(.54) 

1.48 

(.92) 

.28 

(1.36) 

       N 85 81 85 

       R2 .49 .16 .17 

Notes: Table entries are OLS estimates with robust standard errors in parentheses.  
* p<.10, ** p<.05, *** p<.01 (one-tailed) 
 

On the whole, the results presented in the table 6.4 show that the full-specified 

explanatory model works well only in the case of the ES data. In this case, we find 

that all predictors are significant and in the expected direction except for the distance 

to the mean position on integration of the national electorate. Moreover, the results 

show that that half of the variation in salience of the European integration issue 

across political parties is explained by the level of salience within the party system, 

internal dissent, party size, whether a party is in government or opposition or the 

presence of referenda regarding EU issues.  

Comparing the explained variance of the models using the ES data in table 6.3 

and 6.4 suggests that the salience of integration to a party is largely explained by the 

weight that other parties in the national party system give to this issue. The effect of 
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systemic salience attains statistical significance and is in the expected direction in both 

the baseline as well as the full-specified model. This finding is consistent with a study 

regarding EU salience conducted by Steenbergen and Scott (2004: 187) using the 

same data. Moreover, our analysis shows that also other factors influence party 

salience, such as the level of internal dissent regarding European integration or the 

presence of EU referenda. Hence, these findings indicate that although political 

parties may wish to strategically influence the salience of European integration issue 

to differentiate themselves from the governing parties for example, they are largely 

constrained in this effort.  Most importantly, parties are restrained by the actions of 

other parties, but also by internal party dynamics, such as intra-party dissent or 

growing importance of the integration issue through the presence of EU referenda. 

In all, we can conclude that although the convergent validity is given, the 

construct validity of the three different salience measures is weak. While the three 

different measures underlie one common dimension, the explanation of salience 

differs according to operationalisation of the dependent variable. Whereas the 

explanatory model performs well in the case of the ES data, it explains very little of 

the variation of salience of European integration among parties when we use the 

CMP or EES data. One hypothesis, however, is confirmed across the different data 

sources, the salience of the integration issue to a party varies according to the level of 

salience among other parties within the political system. 

 

 

6.7 Concluding remarks 

 

So, what can one take away from this chapter? First of all, we have elaborated the fact 

that salience, notwithstanding its prominence in the field of EU studies, is a contested 

concept. In a second step, we cross-validated three different salience measures that 

have different conceptual underpinnings. Despite initial reservations regarding the 

different conceptualisations of salience, the empirical analysis presented in this 

chapter shows that the salience measures used in the Comparative Manifesto Project, 

European Election and Expert Surveys do share a common structure. On the basis of 

these findings, we conclude that the convergent validity of the measurement of 

salience is given across these three different datasets.  

However, the construct validity of the three data sources is weak. The empirical 

analysis shows that developing a general explanation for the variation in salience of 

the European integration issue across the different datasets is a very difficult task. 

While we were able to account for half of the variation in the salience of the 
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integration issue using the Expert Survey as our data source, the same model explains 

less than 20 percept of the variation in the case of the European Election Study and 

the Comparative Manifesto Project data. One avenue worth investigating may be the 

cross-validation of these salience measures with a “harder” measurement of the level 

of salience of the European integration issue for political parties using content 

analysis of national and EP election campaigns in the print media for example.  

Using the Expert data, we found that our explanatory model was largely 

confirmed by the data. The results indicate that although political parties may wish to 

strategically influence the salience of European integration issue to for example 

differentiate themselves for the governing parties, they are largely constrained in this 

effort. Most importantly, parties are restrained by the actions of other parties, but also 

by internal party dynamics, such as intra-party dissent, or by the growing importance 

of the integration issue through the presence of EU referenda. 

On the basis of the findings presented here, we conclude that the validity 

across the three different salience measures is weak. We would argue that the Expert 

Survey provides the most useful data source for the measurement of the salience of 

the European integration issue to political parties both in terms of conceptualising 

and explaining salience. The results of the analysis using the Expert data salience 

scores outperform the other salience conceptualisations in terms of explanation. The 

Expert Survey balances the promises parties make in their manifestos with the actions 

they undertake as documented in the media or perceived by voters. If an expert is 

asked whether the integration issue is salient for a party, she dwells on both these 

sources of information. Arguably, the salience measure from the Expert Survey 

therefore provides the most complete picture both in terms of conceptualisation as 

well as explanation.  
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6.8 Notes 

 

 
∗ An earlier version of this manuscript was presented at the workshop ‘Comparing Data Sets on 

Positioning of Political Parties’, Amsterdam, October 16th 2004. The authors would like to thank 

the participants of this workshop for their useful criticism and suggestions, and especially the 

organisers, Liesbet Hooghe and Gary Marks, for making available the data used in this chapter. The 

authors are also indebted to two anonymous reviewers of Electoral Studies for their insightful 

comments. 

1 One exception is the study by Steenbergen and Scott (2004), which explicitly examines the issue 

salience of European integration across political parties. 

2 The European Election Study 1999 can be obtained through the European Election Study website 

under URL: http://shakti.trincoll.edu/~mfrankli/EES99.html. The Expert Survey can be 

downloaded from the personal website of Gary Marks under URL: 

http://www.unc.edu/~gwmarks/data.htm. The Comparative Manifesto Project data are available  

on a CD-Rom included in  the study of Budge, et al. (2001). 

3 This clearly is a top-down view on the relation between parties and voters. We could also think of a 

bottom-up model in which parties respond to the concerns put forward by voters. A recent study 

indeed shows that both linkages are operating simultaneously (Steenbergen, Edwards and De Vries, 

2007). 

4 Note that Ray (1999) uses the positive mentions of the EU as a measure of salience in the 

manifesto data. In our view, the EU issue can be salient both by emphasising the positive or the 

negative side of EU integration.  

5 Another important question is whether we can draw causal inferences from our data, i.e. from 

sample to population. This is also often referred to as validity: Internal validity where the cases 

under study are concerned, and external validity when it comes to generalising to a broader set of 

cases (Adcock and Collier, 2001: 529). However, we will be concerned only with measurement 

validity. 

6 We have described how each of the three indicators of salience has been constructed, in that sense 

it is up to the reader to decide where content validity is highest. Yet, we do not wish to make any 

judgment about this.  

7 However, we have to add that it may of course be the case that European integration is of 

importance to some small parties. For instance, our analysis shows that European integration is very 

important to the Centre Democrats (Centrum-Demokraterne – CD) in Denmark (see figures 6.2 

and 6.3 in section 6.6). This party is an outlier in both the European Election Study as well as in the 

Manifesto Project data, i.e. the EU issue is much more important to this party than the average party 

in Danish politics. However, on average we expect the size of a party to be positive related to the 

EU salience of the party. 
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8 The analysis focuses on the following fourteen EU member states: Austria, Belgium, Denmark, 

Finland, France, Germany, Great Britain, Greece, Ireland, Italy, the Netherlands, Portugal, Spain, 

Sweden. 

9 To obtain this factor, we have compared the country rankings from 1 to 14 of the datasets in pairs 

respectively. We calculated the actual factor score by adding the deviations per ranking and 

averaging them afterwards. 

10 The abbreviations used in the box plots to indicate the outliers represent the following parties: the 

Austrian Greens (Die Grünen – Die Grüne Alternative – GAL), the Flemish Christian People’s 

Party (Christelijke Volkpartij – CVP) in Belgium, the Danish Centre Democrats (Centrum-

Demokraterne – CD), the Danish Progress Party (Fremskridtspartiet – FrP), the Finnish Centre 

Party (Suomen Keskusta – KESK), the German Party for Democratic Socialism (Partei des 

Demokratischen Sozialismus – PDS), the Greek Political Spring (Politiki Anixi –POLAN), the Irish 

Greens (GREEN), the Italian Lega Nord (LEGA), the Dutch Liberal Party (Volkspartij voor 

Vrijheid en Democratie – VVD), the Basque National Party (Partido Nacionalista Vasco – PNV) in 

Spain, the Spanish Communists (Izquierda Unida – IU) and the Spanish Convergence and Unity 

(Convergència i Unió – CIU). 

11 It is important to point out that the underlying structure of the three indicators also depends on 

the method used. A principal component analysis only generates orthogonal dimensions. In this case 

no second dimension was constructed. However, the loosening of the orthogonality assumption is 

not very useful as the Eigenvalue of the second dimension is merely .8, indicating that the variance 

of the second component is lower than the variance of a single indicator (Kaiser-criterion, see text). 

12 The total variance explained by the dimension/or component is calculated as follows: 

(Eigenvalue/number of variables)* 100, so in this case the variance accounted for by the first 

component is : (1.43/3)*100=47.67. 

 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Appendices 

 

 



 



 

Appendices: Appendix I 

 
 

 157 

Appendix I: Full results of chapter 3 
 

 
Table A 1.1: Conditional logit estimates, Denmark 1994 (Pseudo R² =.49) 
 

 ALL FrP V KF CD KrF RV SF E 

 
Left/Right 
 

 
-.1.12* 
(.09) 

 
- 

 
- 

 
- 

 
- 

 
- 

 
- 

 
- 

 
- 

EU -.17* 
(.03) 

- - - - - - - - 

Immigration -.07* 
(.03) 

- - - - - - - - 

Green -.23* 
(.05) 

- - - - - - - - 

Gender 
 

- .11 
(.34) 

-.58* 
(.28) 

-.77* 
(.28) 

-1.39* 
(.32) 

-1.04* 
(.32) 

-1.25* 
(.35) 

-.36 
(.31) 

-1.59* 
(.31) 

Education 
 

- -.09 
(.14) 

.41* 
(.15) 

.36* 
(.15) 

.26 
(.17) 

.39 
(.20) 

.35* 
(.17) 

.30 
(.18) 

.70* 
(.21) 

Income 
 

- -.15 
(.13) 

-.04 
(.08) 

-.00 
(.08) 

-.24 
(.13) 

-.48* 
(.12) 

-.12 
(.11) 

-.31* 
(.11) 

-.30* 
(.13) 

Notes: Table entries are conditional logit regression coefficients with standard errors in 
parentheses. Social Democracy (Socialdemokratiet-S) is the omitted reference group for 
individual-specific variables. 
* significant at p < .05 (one-tailed for left/right, EU, immigration and green issue distance; 
two-tailed for all other predictors). 
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Table A.1.2: Conditional logit estimates, Denmark 1998 (Pseudo R² =.37) 
 
 ALL DF V KF CD KrF RV SF E 

 
Left/Right 
 

 
-1.31* 
(.07) 

 
- 

 
- 

 
- 

  
- 

 
- 

 
- 

 
- 

EU -.06* 
(.01) 

- - -  - - - - 

Immigration -.20* 
(.02) 

- - -  - - - - 

Green -.27* 
(.01) 

- - -  - - - - 

Gender 
 

- -.76* 
(.21) 

-.49 
(.26) 

-.26 
(.20) 

-.70* 
(.20) 

.90* 
(.27) 

-.93* 
(.22) 

-.72* 
(.25) 

-.25 
(.23) 

Education 
 

- -.05 
(.35) 

.70 
(.42) 

.43 
(.36) 

.51 
(.40) 

.58 
(.47) 

.35 
(.35) 

.76 
(.43) 

.19 
(.36) 

Income 
 

- -.09 
(.11) 

.14 
(.17) 

.35* 
(.11) 

.07 
(.13) 

.08 
(.15) 

-.09 
(.13) 

-.01 
(.16) 

.39* 
(.10) 

Notes: Table entries are conditional logit regression coefficients with standard errors in 
parentheses. Social Democracy (Socialdemokratiet-S) is the omitted reference group for 
individual-specific variables. 
* significant at p < .05 (one-tailed for left/right, EU, immigration and green issue distance; 
two-tailed for all other predictors). 
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Table A.1.3: Conditional logit estimates, Denmark 2001 (Pseudo R² =.31) 
 

 ALL DF V KF KrF RV SF E 

 
Left/Right 
 

 
-.84* 
(.05) 

 
- 

 
- 

 
- 

 
- 

 
- 

 
- 

 
- 

EU -.05* 
(.01) 

- - - - - - - 

Immigration -.25* 
(.02) 

- - - - - - - 

Green -.15* 
(.02) 

- - - - - - - 

Gender 
 

- -.43* 
(.14) 

-.06 
(.11) 

.07 
(.12) 

.03 
(.12) 

.09 
(.11) 

.12 
(.12) 

-.20 
(.15) 

Education 
 

- .34* 
(.16) 

.43* 
(.12) 

.49* 
(.12) 

.35* 
(.12) 

.55* 
(.11) 

.43* 
(.12) 

.42* 
(.12) 

Income 
 

- -.14 
(.16) 

.59* 
(.13) 

.12 
(.13) 

.07 
(.13) 

.22 
(.13) 

.17 
(.14) 

.30 
(.16) 

Notes: Table entries are conditional logit regression coefficients with standard errors 
in parentheses. Social Democracy (Socialdemokratiet-S) is the omitted reference 
group for individual-specific variables. 
* significant at p < .05 (one-tailed for left/right, EU, immigration and green issue 
distance; two-tailed for all other predictors). 
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Table A.1.4: Conditional logit estimates, Germany 1998 (Pseudo R² =.16) 
 

 ALL CDU/CSU FDP Bd90/G PDS 

 
Left/Right 
 

 
-.15* 
(.02) 

 
- 

 
- 

 
- 

 
- 

EU .04 
(.03) 

- - - - 

Immigration -.08* 
(.01) 

- - - - 

Green -.01 
(.01) 

- - - - 

Gender 
 

- -.15 
(.19) 

-.18 
(.19) 

-.40 
(.21) 

-.40 
(.21) 

Education 
 

- .19 
(.10) 

.59* 
(.09) 

.19 
(.10) 

.13 
(.11) 

Religiosity - .56* 
(.05) 

.53* 
(.05) 

.68* 
(.06) 

.82* 
(.06) 

Income 
 

- -.03 
(.03) 

.14* 
(.04) 

.07 
(.04) 

.13* 
(.04) 

Notes: Table entries are conditional logit regression coefficients with 
standard errors in parentheses. The Social Democratic Party of Germany 
(Sozialdemokratische Partei Deutschlands - SPD) is the omitted reference 
group for individual-specific variables. 
* significant at p < .05 (one-tailed for left/right, EU, immigration and 
green issue distance; two-tailed for all other predictors). 
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Table A.1.5: Conditional logit estimates, Germany 2002 (Pseudo R² =.16) 
 

 ALL CDU/CSU FDP Bd90/G PDS 

 
Left/Right 
 

 
-.18* 
(.02) 

 
- 

 
- 

 
- 

 
- 

EU -.03 
(.02) 

- - - - 

Immigration -.06* 
(.01) 

- - - - 

Green -.03* 
(.01) 

- - - - 

Gender 
 

- -.52* 
(.24) 

-.31 
(.22) 

-.20 
(.24) 

-.10 
(.21) 

Education 
 

- -.10 
(.12) 

.05 
(.10) 

.40* 
(.10) 

.19 
(.10) 

Religiosity - .67* 
(.07) 

.35* 
(.07) 

.37* 
(.08) 

.11 
(.07) 

Income 
 

- .10* 
(.04) 

.04 
(.03) 

.02 
(.04) 

-.01 
(.03) 

Notes: Table entries are conditional logit regression coefficients with 
standard errors in parentheses. The Social Democratic Party of Germany 
(Sozialdemokratische Partei Deutschlands - SPD) is the omitted reference 
group for individual-specific variables. 
* significant at p < .05 (one-tailed for left/right, EU, immigration and 
green issue distance; two-tailed for all other predictors). 
. 
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Table A.1.6: Conditional logit estimates, Netherlands 1994 (Pseudo R² =.16)  
 

 ALL VVD CDA D66 

 
Left/Right 
 

 
-.56* 
(.09) 

 
- 

 
- 

 
- 

EU -.12 
(.09) 

- - - 

Immigration -.06* 
(.02) 

- - - 

Green -.11* 
(.01) 

- - - 

Gender 
 

- -.01 
(.22) 

.01 
(.23) 

-.16 
(.22) 

Education 
 

- .05 
(.10) 

-.14 
(.10) 

.04 
(.09) 

Religiosity - .28* 
(.10) 

.92* 
(.10) 

.22* 
(.10) 

Income 
 

- .09* 
(.03) 

.05 
(.03) 

.03 
(.03) 

Notes: Table entries are conditional logit regression coefficients with 
standard errors in parentheses. The Labour Party (Partij van de Arbeid - 
PvdA) is the omitted reference group for individual-specific variables. 
* significant at p < .05 (one-tailed for left/right, EU, immigration and green 
issue distance; two-tailed for all other predictors). 
 



 

Appendices: Appendix I 

 
 

 163 

Table A.1.7: Conditional logit estimates, Netherlands 1998 (Pseudo R² =.35) 
 

 ALL GPV VVD CDA D66 GL 

 
Left/Right 
 

 
-.85* 
(.07) 

 
- 

 
- 

 
- 

 
- 

 
- 

EU -.01 
(.04) 

- - - - - 

Immigration -.08* 
(.01) 

- - - - - 

Green -.07* 
(.02) 

- - - - - 

Gender 
 

- -.11 
(.21) 

-.59* 
(.23) 

.30 
(.25) 

-.35 
(.21) 

-.13 
(.23) 

Education 
 

- .24 
(.23) 

.36 
(.24) 

.55 
(.31) 

.93* 
(.27) 

.63* 
(.29) 

Religiosity - .98* 
(.38) 

.10 
(.09) 

.93* 
(.11) 

.18 
(.10) 

.03 
(.11) 

Income 
 

- -.04 
(.03) 

.01 
(.04) 

.12* 
(.05) 

-.02 
(.04) 

-.06 
(.04) 

Notes: Table entries are conditional logit regression coefficients with 
standard errors in parentheses. The Labour Party (Partij van de Arbeid - 
PvdA) is the omitted reference group for individual-specific variables. 
* significant at p < .05 (one-tailed for left/right, EU, immigration and green 
issue distance; two-tailed for all other predictors). 
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Table A.1.8: Conditional logit estimates, Netherlands 2002 (Pseudo R² =.34) 
 

 ALL LPF VVD CDA D66 GL 

 
Left/Right 
 

 
-.68* 
(.06) 

 
- 

 
- 

 
- 

 
- 

 
- 

EU -.07 
(.05) 

- - - - - 

Immigration -.05* 
(.02) 

- - - - - 

Green -.06* 
(.02) 

- - - - - 

Gender 
 

- -.13 
(.22) 

-.34 
(.25) 

.47* 
(.19) 

-.32 
(.22) 

-.02 
(.21) 

Education 
 

- -.14 
(.17) 

-.56* 
(.21) 

-.14 
(.17) 

.04 
(.18) 

.45* 
(.17) 

Religiosity - .02 
(.07) 

.09 
(.09) 

.44* 
(.07) 

.00 
(.08) 

.10 
(.08) 

Income 
 

- -.15 
(.16) 

.62* 
(.22) 

.48* 
(.17) 

-.17 
(.19) 

-.44* 
(.17) 

Notes: Table entries are conditional logit regression coefficients with 
standard errors in parentheses. The Labour Party (Partij van de Arbeid - 
PvdA) is the omitted reference group for individual-specific variables. 
* significant at p < .05 (one-tailed for left/right, EU, immigration and green 
issue distance; two-tailed for all other predictors). 
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Table A.1.9: Conditional logit estimates, United Kingdom 1992  
(Pseudo R² =.26) 

 

 ALL CON LIB 

 
Left/Right 
 

 
-.42* 
(.04) 

 
- 

 
- 

EU -.17* 
(.03) 

- - 

Gender 
 

- .07 
(.23) 

.24 
(.22) 

Education 
 

- .02 
(.09) 

.19* 
(.09) 

Income 
 

- .84* 
(.11) 

.96* 
(.11) 

Notes: Table entries are conditional logit regression coefficients with standard 
errors in parentheses. The Labour Party is the omitted reference group for 
individual-specific variables. 
* significant at p < .05 (one-tailed for left/right and EU distance; two-tailed for 
all other predictors). 
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Table A.1.10:  Conditional logit estimates, United Kingdom 1997  
(Pseudo R² =.35) 

 
 ALL CON LIB 

 
Left/Right 
 

 
-.65* 
(.05) 

 
- 

 
- 

EU -.16* 
(.02) 

- - 

Gender 
 

- .03 
(.21) 

-.08 
(.23) 

Education 
 

- .15* 
(.05) 

-.35* 
(.06) 

Religiosity 
 

- -.15 
(.09) 

-.04 
(.09) 

Income 
 

- .36* 
(.14) 

.20 
(.13) 

Notes: Table entries are conditional logit regression coefficients with standard 
errors in parentheses. The Labour Party is the omitted reference group for 
individual-specific variables. 
* significant at p < .05 (one-tailed for left/right and EU distance; two-tailed for 
all other predictors). 
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Table A.1.11:  Conditional logit estimates, United Kingdom 2001  
   (Pseudo R² =.31) 

 

 ALL CON LIB 

 
Left/Right 
 

 
-.59* 
(.16) 

 
- 

 
- 

EU -.15* 
(.06) 

- - 

Gender 
 

- -.21 
(.75) 

.77 
(.79) 

Education 
 

- .04 
(.27) 

-.14 
(.24) 

Income 
 

- .75* 
(.32) 

.38 
(.28) 

Notes: Table entries are conditional logit regression coefficients with standard 
errors in parentheses. The Labour Party is the omitted reference group for 
individual-specific variables. 
* significant at p < .05 (one-tailed for left/right and EU distance; two-tailed for 
all other predictors). 
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Appendix II: Full results of chapter 4 
 
 

Table A.2.1: Conditional logit estimates, Denmark 1990 (Pseudo R² =.10) 
 

 ALL FrP V KF CD KrF RV SF 

 
Left/Right 
 

 
-.32* 
(.04) 

 
- 

 
- 

 
- 

 
- 

 
- 

 
- 

 
- 

EU -.05* 
(.02) 

- - - - - - - 

Gender 
 

- .87* 
(.40) 

.70 
(.38) 

.28 
(.36) 

.70* 
(.36) 

.75* 
(.34) 

.41 
(.34) 

.58 
(.43) 

Education 
 

- .58* 
(.19) 

.56* 
(.18) 

.92* 
(.17) 

.42* 
(.17) 

.94* 
(.16) 

.64* 
(.16) 

.37 
(.20) 

Income 
 

- .17 
(.25) 

.23 
(.23) 

.55* 
(.22) 

.66* 
(.23) 

.36 
(.21) 

.21 
(.21) 

.33 
(.27) 

Notes: Table entries are CL regression coefficients with standard errors in 
parentheses. Social Democracy (Socialdemokratiet-S) is the omitted reference group 
for individual-specific variables. 
* significant at p < .05 (one-tailed for left/right and EU issue distance; two-tailed for 
all other predictors). 
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Table A.2.2: Conditional logit estimates, Denmark 1994 (Pseudo R² =.25) 
 
 ALL FrP V KF CD KrF RV SF E 

 
Left/Right 
 

 
-.30* 
(.03) 

 
- 

 
- 

 
- 

 
- 

 
- 

 
- 

 
- 

 
- 

EU -.08* 
(.02) 

- - - - - - - - 

Gender 
 

- -1.16* 
(.34) 

-.78* 
(.31) 

-.90* 
(.33) 

-1.03* 
(.32) 

-1.06* 
(.32) 

-.70 
(.32) 

-.54 
(.28) 

-1.59* 
(.31) 

Education 
 

- -.68* 
(.26) 

-.07 
(.21) 

-.01 
(.22) 

-.01 
(.28) 

.39 
(.21) 

.23 
(.24) 

.12 
(.23) 

-.57* 
(.21) 

Income 
 

- .15 
(.07) 

.36* 
(.07) 

.27* 
(.06) 

-.31* 
(.09) 

-.33* 
(.09) 

-.09 
(.07) 

-.22* 
(.06) 

.37* 
(.06) 

Notes: Table entries are CL regression coefficients with standard errors in parentheses. Social 
Democracy (Socialdemokratiet-S) is the omitted reference group for individual-specific 
variables. 
* significant at p < .05 (one-tailed for left/right and EU issue distance; two-tailed for all other 
predictors). 
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Table A.2.3: Conditional logit estimates, Denmark 1998 (Pseudo R² =.27) 
 

 ALL DF V KF CD KrF RV SF E 

 
Left/Right 
 

 
-.33* 
(.02) 

 
- 

 
- 

 
- 

  
- 

 
- 

 
- 

 
- 

EU -.10* 
(.01) 

- - -  - - - - 

Gender 
 

- -.40 
(.23) 

-.46 
(.30) 

-.23 
(.19) 

-.03 
(.24) 

-.39 
(.31) 

-.62* 
(.24) 

-.13 
(.19) 

-.40* 
(.19) 

Education 
 

- -.18 
(.10) 

-.20 
(.12) 

.04 
(.08) 

.01 
(.10) 

-.21 
(.13) 

.25* 
(.09) 

.34 
(.08) 

.03 
(.07) 

Income 
 

- -.22 
(.12) 

-.35 
(.18) 

-.41* 
(.11) 

-1.00* 
(.15) 

-.96* 
(.18) 

-1.14* 
(.15) 

-.79* 
(.12) 

.44* 
(.18) 

Notes: Table entries are CL regression coefficients with standard errors in parentheses. Social 
Democracy (Socialdemokratiet-S) is the omitted reference group for individual-specific 
variables. 
* significant at p < .05 (one-tailed for left/right and EU issue distance; two-tailed for all other 
predictors). 
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Table A.2.4: Conditional logit estimates, Denmark 2001 (Pseudo R² =.25) 
 
 ALL DF V KF KrF RV SF E 

 
Left/Right 
 

 
-.15* 
(.02) 

 
- 

 
- 

 
- 

 
- 

 
- 

 
- 

 
- 

EU -.06* 
(.01) 

- - - - - - - 

Gender 
 

- -.85* 
(.26) 

.08 
(.22) 

.02 
(.22) 

-.10 
(.23) 

.05 
(.21) 

.21 
(.23) 

-.50 
(.27) 

Education 
 

- .14 
(.12) 

.36* 
(.11) 

.32* 
(.10) 

.36* 
(.11) 

.56* 
(.10) 

.43* 
(.12) 

.41* 
(.14) 

Income 
 

- -.13 
(.17) 

.78* 
(.14) 

.09 
(.14) 

.05 
(.15) 

.23 
(.13) 

.16 
(.14) 

.28 
(.17) 

Notes: Table entries are CL regression coefficients with standard errors in 
parentheses. Social Democracy (Socialdemokratiet-S) is the omitted reference group 
for individual-specific variables. 
* significant at p < .05 (one-tailed for left/right and EU issue distance; two-tailed for 
all other predictors). 
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Table A.2.5: Conditional logit estimates, Germany 1998 (Pseudo R² =.15) 
 
 ALL FDP CDU Bd90/G PDS 

 
Left/Right 
 

 
-.16* 
(.02) 

 
- 

 
- 

 
- 

 
- 

EU .06 
(.04) 

- - - - 

Gender 
 

- -.44* 
(.20) 

-.10 
(.19) 

-.23 
(.19) 

-.44* 
(.21) 

Education 
 

- .24* 
(.10) 

.13 
(.10) 

.57* 
(.10) 

.10 
(.11) 

Religiosity - -.68* 
(.06) 

-.54* 
(.05) 

-.50* 
(.05) 

-.80* 
(.06) 

Income 
 

- -.08 
(.04) 

.05 
(.04) 

-.14* 
(.04) 

-.13* 
(.04) 

Notes: Table entries are CL regression coefficients with standard 
errors in parentheses. The German Social Democratic Party 
(Sozialdemokratische Partei Deutschlands - SPD) is the omitted 
reference group for individual-specific variables. 
* significant at p < .05 (one-tailed for left/right and EU issue 
distance; two-tailed for all other predictors). 
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Table A.2.6: Conditional logit estimates, Germany 2002 (Pseudo R² =.14) 
 

 ALL FDP CDU Bd90/G PDS 

 
Left/Right 
 

 
-.20* 
(.02) 

 
- 

 
- 

 
- 

 
- 

EU .03 
(.02) 

- - - - 

Gender 
 

- -.08 
(.21) 

-.55* 
(.20) 

-.35 
(.19) 

-.13 
(.23) 

Education 
 

- .33* 
(.10) 

-.14 
(.11) 

.01 
(.10) 

.16 
(.10) 

Religiosity - -.36* 
(.07) 

-.66* 
(.07) 

-.36* 
(.07) 

-.09 
(.07) 

Income 
 

- .03 
(.04) 

.10* 
(.04) 

.04 
(.04) 

-.01 
(.03) 

Notes: Table entries are CL regression coefficients with standard 
errors in parentheses. The German Social Democratic Party 
(Sozialdemokratische Partei Deutschlands - SPD) is the omitted 
reference group for individual-specific variables. 
* significant at p < .05 (one-tailed for left/right and EU issue 
distance; two-tailed for all other predictors). 
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Table A.2.7: Conditional logit estimates, Netherlands 1994 (Pseudo R² =.18)  
 

 ALL VVD CDA D66 

 
Left/Right 
 

 
-.27* 
(.03) 

 
- 

 
- 

 
- 

EU -.04 
(.14) 

- - - 

Gender 
 

- -.30 
(.32) 

-.31 
(.33) 

.13 
(.33) 

Education 
 

- .59* 
(.27) 

.43 
(.28) 

.50 
(.28) 

Religiosity 
 

- -.26* 
(.11) 

-.86* 
(.11) 

-.21 
(.11) 

Income 
 

- .41 
(.21) 

.45 
(.23) 

.32 
(.22) 

Notes: Table entries are CL regression coefficients with standard errors in 
parentheses. The Labour Party (Partij van de Arbeid - PvdA) is the omitted 
reference group for individual-specific variables. 
* significant at p < .05 (one-tailed for left/right and EU issue distance; two-
tailed for all other predictors). 
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Table A.2.8: Conditional logit estimates, Netherlands 1998 (Pseudo R² =.25) 
 

 ALL GPV VVD CDA D66 GL 

 
Left/Right 
 

 
-.35* 
(.02) 

 
- 

 
- 

 
- 

 
- 

 
- 

EU .02 
(.02) 

- - - - - 

Gender 
 

- -.11 
(.24) 

-.77* 
(.22) 

-.56* 
(.22) 

-.06 
(.20) 

-.32 
(.22) 

Education 
 

- .35 
(.18) 

.66* 
(.16) 

-.08 
(.17) 

.83* 
(.14) 

.44* 
(.15) 

Religiosity 
 

- -.77* 
(.10) 

-.07 
(.11) 

-1.40* 
(.10) 

-.42* 
(.10) 

-.63* 
(.10) 

Income 
 

- -.04 
(.18) 

.65* 
(.17) 

-.03 
(.17) 

.12 
(.15) 

-.07 
(.15) 

Notes: Table entries are CL regression coefficients with standard errors in 
parentheses. The Labour Party (Partij van de Arbeid - PvdA) is the omitted 
reference group for individual-specific variables. 
* significant at p < .05 (one-tailed for left/right and EU issue distance; two-
tailed for all other predictors). 
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Table A.2.9: Conditional logit estimates, Netherlands 2002 (Pseudo R² =.27) 
 

 ALL LPF VVD CDA D66 GL 

 
Left/Right 
 

 
-.43* 
(.04) 

 
- 

 
- 

 
- 

 
- 

 
- 

EU -.02 
(.02) 

- - - - - 

Gender 
 

- .06 
(.36) 

-.14 
(.32) 

-.44 
(.34) 

-.08 
(.32) 

.13 
(.30) 

Education 
 

- .20 
(.27) 

.28 
(.24) 

-.41 
(.25) 

.36 
(.23) 

.69* 
(.22) 

Religiosity 
 

- -.79* 
(.14) 

-.38* 
(.15) 

-1.51* 
(.14) 

-.57* 
(.14) 

-.76* 
(.14) 

Income 
 

- -.02 
(.26) 

.52* 
(.23) 

.09 
(.24) 

.02 
(.22) 

-.27 
(.21) 

Notes: Table entries are CL regression coefficients with standard errors in 
parentheses. The Labour Party (Partij van de Arbeid - PvdA) is the omitted 
reference group for individual-specific variables. 
* significant at p < .05 (one-tailed for left/right and EU issue distance; two-
tailed for all other predictors). 
 
 
 

 
 



 
Appendices: Appendix II 

 
 

 178

Table A.2.10:  Conditional logit estimates, United Kingdom 1992  
   (Pseudo R² =.26) 

 

 ALL CON LIB 

 
Left/Right 
 

 
-.42* 
(.04) 

 
- 

 
- 

EU -.17* 
(.03) 

- - 

Gender 
 

- .07 
(.23) 

.24 
(.22) 

Education 
 

- .02 
(.09) 

.19* 
(.09) 

Income 
 

- .84* 
(.11) 

.96* 
(.11) 

Notes: Table entries are conditional logit regression coefficients with standard 
errors in parentheses. The Labour Party is the omitted reference group for 
individual-specific variables. 
* significant at p < .05 (one-tailed for left/right and EU issue distance; two-
tailed for all other predictors). 
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Table A.2.11: Conditional logit estimates, United Kingdom 1997  
   (Pseudo R² =.35) 

 

 ALL CON LIB 

 
Left/Right 
 

 
-.65* 
(.05) 

 
- 

 
- 

EU -.16* 
(.02) 

- - 

Gender 
 

- .03 
(.21) 

-.08 
(.23) 

Education 
 

- .15* 
(.05) 

-.35* 
(.06) 

Religiosity 
 

- -.15 
(.09) 

-.04 
(.09) 

Income 
 

- .36* 
(.14) 

.20 
(.13) 

Notes: Table entries are conditional logit regression coefficients with standard 
errors in parentheses. The Labour Party is the omitted reference group for 
individual-specific variables. 
* significant at p < .05 (one-tailed for left/right and EU issue distance; two-
tailed for all other predictors). 
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Table A.2.12: Conditional logit estimates, United Kingdom 2001  
  (Pseudo R² =.31) 

 

 ALL CON LIB 

 
Left/Right 
 

 
-.59* 
(.16) 

 
- 

 
- 

EU -.15* 
(.06) 

- - 

Gender 
 

- -.21 
(.75) 

.77 
(.79) 

Education 
 

- .04 
(.27) 

-.14 
(.24) 

Income 
 

- .75* 
(.32) 

.38 
(.28) 

Notes: Table entries are conditional logit regression coefficients with standard 
errors in parentheses. The Labour Party is the omitted reference group for 
individual-specific variables. 
* significant at p < .05 (one-tailed for left/right and EU issue distance; two-
tailed for all other predictors). 
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Table A.2.13: Conditional logit estimates, United Kingdom 2005  
  (Pseudo R² =.31) 

 

 ALL CON LIB 

 
Left/Right 
 

 
-.54* 
(.05) 

 
- 

 
- 

EU -.16* 
(.03) 

- - 

Gender 
 

- .15 
(.18) 

.21 
(.17) 

Education 
 

- .14 
(.09) 

.25* 
(.09) 

Income 
 

- .22* 
(.09) 

-.17* 
(.08) 

Notes: Table entries are conditional logit regression coefficients with standard 
errors in parentheses. The Labour Party is the omitted reference group for 
individual-specific variables. 
* significant at p < .05 (one-tailed for left/right and EU issue distance; two-
tailed for all other predictors). 
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Appendix III: Party list and full results of chapter 5 

 

Table A.3.1: Party list 
 

Country Original Name English Name Acronym 

Fremskridtspartiet Progress Party  FP 

Dansk Folkeparti Danish People’s Party DF 

Venstre Liberals  V 

Konservative Folkeparti Conservative People’s Party  KF 

Kristeligt Folkeparti Christian People’s Party KrF 

Radikale Venstre Danish Social Liberal Party RV 

Socialdemokratiet Social Democratic Party  S 

Centrum-Demokraterne Center Democrats  CD 

Socialistisk Folkeparti Socialist People’s Party  SF 

 
 
 
 
Denmark 
 

Enhedslisten Unity List E 

Christlich Demokratische 
Union/ Christlich-Soziale 
Union 

Christian Democratic Union / 
Christian Social Union 

CDU/CSU 

Freie Demokratische 
Partei 

Free Democratic Party  FDP 

Sozialdemokratische Partei 
Deutschlands 

Social Democratic Party  SDP 

Bündnis’90/Die Grünen Alliance ‘90/Greens Bd90/G 

 
 
 
 
Germany 
 

Partei des Demokratischen 
Sozialismus 

Party of German Socialism  PDS 

Lijst Pim Fortuyn List Pim Fortuyn LPF 

Gereformeerd Politiek 
Verbond / Christen Unie 

Reformed Political Alliance / 
Christian Union 

GPV/CU 

Volkspartij voor Vrijheid 
en Democratie 

People’s Party for Freedom 
and Democracy 

VVD 

Christen-Democratisch 
Appèl 

Christian Democratic Appeal CDA 

Partij van de Arbeid Labour Party  PvdA 

Democraten 66 Democrats 66  D66 

Groen Links Green Left  GL 

 
 
 
 
 
Netherlands 
 

Socialistische Partij Socialist Party SP 

 Conservative Party CON 
 Liberal Democrats  LIB 

United 
Kingdom 
  Labour Party LAB 
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Table A.3.2.1: Multinomial logit estimates, Denmark 1994  
    (Pseudo R²=.43) 

 

 FrP KF KrF RV CD SD SF E 

 
Left/Right 

 
.01 
(.24) 

.03 
(.12) 

-.71* 
(.23) 

-.50* 
(.21) 

-.51* 
(.21) 

-1.04* 
(.17) 

-1.65* 
(.31) 

-1.80* 
(.38) 

EU 
 

-.86* 
(.24) 

-.06 
(.20) 

-.70* 
(.33) 

-.85* 
(.28) 

-.01 
(.21) 

-1.03* 
(.23) 

-1.96* 
(.33) 

-2.07* 
(.41) 

Green 
 

.39 
(.27) 

-.14 
(.21) 

.47 
(.39) 

.38 
(.33) 

-.01 
(.37) 

.42 
(.28) 

.23 
(.43) 

.44 
(.60) 

Immigration 
 

-1.59* 
(.36) 

-.19 
(.19) 

-.36 
(.36) 

.52 
(.29) 

.27 
(.36) 

.23 
(.23) 

.21 
(.37) 

.56 
(.53) 

Gender  
 

.37 
(.53) 

.11 
(.33) 

.44 
(.69) 

-.14 
(.53) 

-.14 
(.61) 

.41 
(.41) 

.75 
(.81) 

1.58 
(.89) 

Education  
 

-.77* 
(.25) 

.13 
(.15) 

-.07 
(.31) 

.25 
(.26) 

-.04 
(.28) 

-.46* 
(.18) 

-.22 
(.40) 

-.13 
(.55) 

Income 
 

-.42* 
(.17) 

-.13 
(.09) 

-.20 
(.25) 

-.20 
(.15) 

-.10 
(.18) 

-.30* 
(.12) 

-.20 
(.26) 

-.11 
(.32) 

Notes: Table entries are multinomial logistic regression coefficients with standard 
errors in parentheses. The Liberals (Venstre-V) are the reference category. 
* significant at p < .05 (two-tailed).  
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Table A.3.2.2: Multinomial logit estimates, Denmark 1998  
    (Pseudo R²=.41) 

 

 DF FrP KF KrF RV CD SD SF E 

 
Left/Right 

 

 
.10 
(.26) 

-.76 
(.51) 

.20 
(.21) 

-.30 
(.26) 

-1.67* 
(.28) 

-.88* 
(.29) 

-2.23* 
(.22) 

-2.98* 
(.27) 

-3.66* 
(.42) 

EU 
 

-.83* 
(.14) 

-.66* 
(.29) 

-.04 
(.12) 

-.74* 
(.19) 

-.42* 
(.17) 

-.06 
(.19) 

-.54* 
(.12) 

-1.03* 
(.15) 

-1.22* 
(.23) 

Green 
 

.38* 
(.19) 

.55 
(.36) 

-.15 
(.12) 

.50 
(.26) 

.37 
(.23) 

.31 
(.23) 

.45* 
(.16) 

.99* 
(.21) 

1.11* 
(.33) 

Immigration 
 

-1.02* 
(.25) 

-1.94* 
(.75) 

.18 
(.15) 

.89* 
(.25) 

1.25* 
(.21) 

.55* 
(.22) 

.42* 
(.16) 

.93* 
(.19) 

1.19* 
(.26) 

Gender  
 

.63 
(.35) 

-.06 
(.69) 

-.11 
(.24) 

-.02 
(.42) 

.21 
(.35) 

-.66 
(.37) 

.13 
(.27) 

.27 
(.33) 

.31 
(.48) 

Education  
 

-.09 
(.16) 

-.04 
(.35) 

.44* 
(.11) 

-.18 
(.20) 

.83 
(.19) 

-.59* 
(.19) 

.06 
(.13) 

-.50* 
(.17) 

-.58* 
(.28) 

Income 
 

-.04 
(.05) 

-.08 
(.09) 

-.03 
(.03) 

-.02 
(.06) 

-.06* 
(.03) 

-.04 
(.05) 

-.02 
(.03) 

-.06 
(.04) 

-.10 
(.06) 

Notes: Table entries are multinomial logistic  regression coefficients with standard errors 
in parentheses. The Liberals (Venstre-V) are the reference category. 
* significant at p < .05 (two-tailed). 
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Table A.3.2.3: Multinomial logit estimates, Denmark 2001  
    (Pseudo R²=.38) 

 

 DF FrP KF KrF RV CD SD SF E 

 
Left/Right 

 

 
.26 
(.16) 

-.31 
(.87) 

.88* 
(.18) 

-.54 
(.30) 

-1.06* 
(.22) 

-.12 
(.45) 

-1.55 
(.16 

-2.33 
(.23) 

-2.73* 
(.45) 

EU 
 

-.79* 
(.10) 

-.46 
(.57) 

-.00 
(.11) 

-.72* 
(.21) 

-.08 
(.15) 

-.80* 
(.30) 

-.54* 
(.10) 

-.87* 
(.14) 

-.98* 
(.24) 

Green 
 

.00 
(.12) 

.20 
(.68) 

-.22 
(.12) 

.12 
(.26) 

.20 
(.18) 

.63 
(.39) 

.39* 
(.12) 

.61* 
(.19) 

.48 
(.38) 

Immigration 
 

-1.02* 
(.17) 

-.67 
(.84) 

.42 
(.14) 

.93* 
(.26) 

1.22* 
(.18) 

1.40* 
(.36) 

.76* 
(.13 

.94* 
(.18) 

1.34* 
(.31) 

Gender  
 

.99* 
(.23) 

-.73 
(.69) 

-.12 
(.28) 

-.20 
(.43) 

-.12 
(.29) 

-.97 
(.69) 

-.08 
(.21 

.07 
(.30) 

1.06* 
(.53) 

Education  
 

-.06 
(.11) 

.28 
(.68) 

.55* 
(.17) 

-.10 
(.21) 

.55* 
(.17) 

.37 
(.36) 

-.32* 
(.11) 

-.45* 
(.18) 

-.72* 
(.33) 

Income 
 

-.09 
(.03) 

.06 
(.17) 

-.08* 
(.04) 

-.08 
(.05) 

-.08* 
(.04) 

-.01 
(.07) 

-.06* 
(.02) 

-.07 
(.04) 

-.08 
(.07) 

Notes: Table entries are multinomial logistic  regression coefficients with standard errors 
in parentheses. The Liberals (Venstre-V) are the reference category. 
* significant at p < .05 (two-tailed). 

 
 
 
 



 
Appendices: Appendix III 

 
 

 187 

Table A.3.2.4: Multinomial logit estimates, Germany 1998  
    (Pseudo R²=.25) 

 

 FDP SPD Bd90/G PDS 

 
Left/Right 

 

 
-.10 
(.17) 

-.95* 
(.10) 

-1.12* 
(.18) 

-1.62* 
(.16) 

EU 
 

.01 
(.11) 

-.19* 
(.06) 

.09 
(.11) 

-.39* 
(.09) 

Green 
 

-.00 
(.12) 

.09 
(.06) 

.91* 
(.13) 

-.06 
(.09) 

Immigration 
 

.17 
(.12) 

.24* 
(.06) 

.60* 
(.10) 

.27* 
(.09) 

Gender  
 

.14 
(.18) 

.24 
(.36) 

.08 
(.32) 

-.09 
(.27) 

Education  
 

.32 
(.17) 

-.06 
(.10) 

.27 
(.15) 

-.71* 
(.14) 

Income 
 

.02 
(.07) 

.00 
(.04) 

-.10 
(.06) 

-.14* 
(.06) 

Religiosity 
 

-.32* 
(.05) 

-.19 
(.11) 

-.34* 
(.10) 

-.68* 
(.11) 

Notes: Table entries are multinomial logistic 
regression coefficients with standard errors in 
parentheses. The Christian Democrats (Christlich 
Demokratische Union/ Christlich-Soziale Union-
CDU/CSU) are the reference category. 
* significant at p < .05 (two-tailed). 
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Table A.3.2.5: Multinomial logit estimates, Germany 2002  
      (Pseudo R²=.30) 
 
 FDP SPD Bd90/G PDS 

 
Left/Right 

 

 
.11 
(.18) 

-1.60* 
(.15) 

-1.21* 
(.22) 

-1.04* 
(.29) 

EU 
 

.28* 
(.12) 

-.07 
(.08) 

-.02 
(.14) 

.04 
(.19) 

Green 
 

-.40* 
(.12) 

.18* 
(.08) 

.27* 
(.13) 

.28* 
(.13) 

Immigration 
 

.12 
(.11) 

.01 
(.08) 

.14 
(.13) 

.01 
(.16) 

Gender  
 

-.07 
(.34) 

.22 
(.23) 

.18 
(.42) 

.06 
(.45) 

Education  
 

.52* 
(.15) 

.03 
(.12) 

.29 
(.19) 

-.48* 
(.20) 

Income 
 

.03 
(.05) 

.06 
(.04) 

.09 
(.07) 

-.13 
(.07) 

Religiosity 
 

-.16 
(.10) 

-.34* 
(.07) 

-.21 
(.12) 

-.42* 
(.18) 

Notes: Table entries are multinomial logistic 
regression coefficients with standard errors in 
parentheses. The Christian Democrats (Christlich 
Demokratische Union/ Christlich-Soziale Union-
CDU/CSU) are the reference category. 
* significant at p < .05 (two-tailed). 
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Table A.3.2.6: Multinomial logit estimates, the Netherlands 1994  
    (Pseudo R²=.37) 

 

 VVD GPV D66 PvdA GL SP 

 
Left/Right 

 
.14 
(.12) 

-.54 
(.33) 

-.75* 
(.13) 

-1.26* 
(.13) 

-2.04* 
(.24) 

-1.58* 
(.33) 

EU 
 

-.01 
(.07) 

-.49* 
(.20) 

-.03 
(.08) 

.01 
(.08) 

-.21 
(.13) 

-.10 
(.20) 

Green 
 

-.10 
(.06) 

.00 
(.22) 

.19* 
(.07) 

.13 
(.07) 

.24 
(.15) 

.69* 
(.33) 

Immigration 
 

-.18* 
(.08) 

-.03 
(.24) 

.12 
(.08) 

.06 
(.08) 

.37* 
(.13) 

-.73* 
(.27) 

Gender  
 

-.13 
(.25) 

-1.33* 
(.82) 

.02 
(.27) 

.20 
(.27) 

.58 
(.42) 

-1.23 
(.77) 

Education  
 

.05 
(.12) 

.08 
(.37) 

-.02 
(.12) 

.02 
(.13) 

.44* 
(.21) 

-.01 
(.37) 

Income 
 

.04 
(.04) 

-.05 
(.13) 

-.03 
(.04) 

-.09 
(.04) 

-.13* 
(.06) 

-.24* 
(.11) 

Religiosity 
 

-.76* 
(.09) 

1.21* 
(.59) 

-.84* 
(.10) 

-.84* 
(.10) 

-.45* 
(.15) 

-1.10* 
(.38) 

Notes: Table entries are multinomial logistic regression 
coefficients with standard errors in parentheses. The Christian 
Democrats (Christen-Democratisch Appèl-CDA) is the reference 
category. 
* significant at p < .05 (two-tailed). 
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Table A.3.2.7: Multinomial logit estimates, the Netherlands 1998  
    (Pseudo R²=.37) 

 

 VVD GPV D66 PvdA GL SP 

 
Left/Right 

 
.27 
(.12) 

-.54 
(.33) 

-.70* 
(.14) 

-1.01* 
(.12) 

-1.64* 
(.17) 

-1.22* 
(.20) 

EU 
 

-.05 
(.08) 

-.51 
(.34) 

-.04 
(.10) 

-.15 
(.08) 

-.20 
(.11) 

-.40* 
(.13) 

Green 
 

.02 
(.07) 

-.03 
(.30) 

.29* 
(.09) 

.16* 
(.07) 

.45* 
(.12) 

.31* 
(.14) 

Immigration 
 

-.32* 
(.09) 

-.03 
(.48) 

.10 
(.10) 

.02 
(.09) 

.18 
(.11) 

.22 
(.14) 

Gender  
 

-.12 
(.24) 

-.91 
(.70) 

.24 
(.28) 

.24 
(.23) 

.15 
(.33) 

.24 
(.41) 

Education  
 

.64* 
(.18) 

-.03 
(.76) 

1.12* 
(.22) 

.12 
(.18) 

.79* 
(.25) 

.46 
(.31) 

Income 
 

.34 
(.19) 

1.24* 
(.58) 

.12 
(.22) 

.09 
(.19) 

-.37 
(.24) 

-.44 
(.29) 

Religiosity 
 

-.89* 
(.10) 

1.28* 
(.60) 

-1.09* 
(.13) 

-1.00* 
(.09) 

-.88* 
(.13) 

-1.08* 
(.19) 

Notes: Table entries are multinomial logistic regression 
coefficients with standard errors in parentheses. The Christian 
Democrats (Christen-Democratisch Appèl-CDA) is the reference 
category. 
* significant at p < .05 (two-tailed). 
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Table A.3.2.8: Multinomial logit estimates, the Netherlands 2002  
    (Pseudo R²=.34) 

 

 LPF VVD GPV D66 PvdA GL SP 

 
Left/Right 

 

 
.08 
(.17) 

.55* 
(.14) 

-.21 
(.13) 

-.83* 
(.19) 

-1.07* 
(.15) 

-1.47* 
(.21) 

-.89* 
(.30) 

EU 
 

-.11 
(.08) 

.03 
(.08) 

-.22 
(.13) 

.11 
(.11) 

.09 
(.08) 

.04 
(.11) 

-.01 
(.16) 

Green 
 

-.04 
(.07) 

-.08 
(.06) 

-.02 
(.32) 

.07 
(.09) 

.32* 
(.08) 

.42* 
(.12) 

.08 
(.14) 

Immigration 
 

-.67* 
(.16) 

.02 
(.10) 

.02 
(.31) 

-.16 
(.14) 

.17 
(.10) 

.11 
(.12) 

-.08 
(.20) 

Gender  
 

-.66* 
(.33) 

.25 
(.26) 

-.40 
(.35) 

.25 
(.36) 

-.02 
(.27) 

.62* 
(.35) 

.48 
(.54) 

Education  
 

-.22 
(.24) 

.12 
(.20) 

-.01 
(.33) 

.57* 
(.29) 

-.04 
(.21) 

.87* 
(.27) 

.71 
(.43) 

Income 
 

-.22 
(.23) 

.50* 
(.17) 

.22 
(.28) 

-.04 
(.25) 

-.21 
(.20) 

-.44 
(.24) 

-.22 
(.37) 

Religiosity 
 

-.60* 
(.09) 

-.48* 
(.07) 

1.12* 
(.30) 

-.88* 
(.13) 

-.62* 
(.08) 

-.47* 
(.11) 

-.52* 
(.16) 

Notes: Table entries are multinomial logistic regression coefficients 
with standard errors in parentheses. The Christian Democrats (Christen-
Democratisch Appèl-CDA) is the reference category. 
* significant at p < .05 (two-tailed). 
 
 



 
Appendices: Appendix III 

 
 

 192

Table A.3.2.9: Multinomial logit estimates, United Kingdom 1992  
    (Pseudo R²=.15) 

 

 LIB LAB 

 
Left/Right 

 

 
-45* 
(.08) 

-.92* 
(.09) 

EU 
 

.29* 
(.08) 

.47* 
(.08) 

Gender  
 

-.00 
(.08) 

.25* 
(.08) 

Education  
 

-.12 
(.20) 

-.17 
(.19) 

Income 
 

-.35* 
(.11) 

-.35* 
(.10) 

Notes: Table entries are multinomial logistic regression 
coefficients with standard errors in parentheses. The 
Conservatives (CON) are the reference category. 
* significant at p < .05 (two-tailed). 
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Table A.3.2.10: Multinomial logit estimates, United Kingdom 1997  
       (Pseudo R²=.13) 
 

 LIB LAB 

 
Left/Right 

 

 
-.42* 
(.07) 

-.56* 
(.06) 

EU 
 

.42 
(.30) 

.33 
(.24) 

Gender  
 

.19 
(.27) 

.38 
(.21) 

Education  
 

.02 
(.11) 

-.10 
(.10) 

Income 
 

-.00 
(.06) 

-.17* 
(.06) 

Notes: Table entries are multinomial logistic regression 
coefficients with standard errors in parentheses. The 
Conservatives (CON) are the reference category. 
* significant at p < .05 (two-tailed). 
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Table A.3.2.11: Multinomial logit estimates, United Kingdom 2001  
     (Pseudo R²=.24) 

 

 LIB LAB 

 
Left/Right 

 

 
-1.91* 
(.32) 

-1.48* 
(.28) 

EU 
 

.24 
(.14) 

.43* 
(.14) 

Gender  
 

.19 
(.17) 

1.64 
(.22) 

Education  
 

-.08 
(.16) 

-.17 
(.16) 

Income 
 

-.06 
(.11) 

-.21* 
(.11) 

Notes: Table entries are multinomial logistic regression 
coefficients with standard errors in parentheses. The 
Conservatives (CON) are the reference category. 
* significant at p < .05 (two-tailed). 
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Appendix IV: Variable description of chapter 6 
 

Table A. 4.1: Independent variable description 
 

Systemic Salience 
Measured as the mean salience score of the respective dataset of 
all parties in a country, excluding the party under investigation. 
For example, given four parties, A, B, C and D, the systemic 
salience level of party A is defined as the mean salience averaged 
for parties B, C and D. For D the systemic salience would be the 
average for A, B and C. For this operationalisation, see also 
Steenbergen and Scott (2004: 173). 

Internal Dissent Degree of dissent in a party on European integration in 1999, 
ranging from 1 (complete unity) to 5 (leadership opposed by party 
majority).  
Source: Marks-Steenbergen Expert data. 

Internal dissent2 Degree of dissent in a party on European integration in 1999, 
ranging from 1 (complete unity) to 5 (leadership opposed by party 
majority). These values were squared to approximate the 
curvilinear character of the relationship to salience of the 
European integration issue. 

Distance from 
national mean 

Operationalised by subtracting the position on European 
integration of  the party in consideration within the respective 
dataset from the mean national electorate position on integration. 
We then squared this distance to derive at a Euclidian distance 
measure. The mean electorate position was measured using the 
following question for the Eurobarometer for the year 1999: 
“Generally speaking do you think (your country’s) membership in the Union 
is a good thing, a bad thing or neither good or bad?”. For this 
operationalisation, see Steenbergen and Scott (2004: 174).  
Source: Eurobarometer Trendfile 1970-2002. 

Party size Percentage of vote in 1999 or the most recent national election 
prior to 1999 (for residuals of expert data). Percentage of vote in 
the election for which the manifesto is written (for residuals of 
manifesto data).   
Source: www.electionworld.org 

Government party Months in government for the period January 1990 – December 
1999.  
Source: Woldendorp, Keman and Budge (2000); various 
government websites. 

Referenda The presence of a EU referendum since 1990. In the case of 
Denmark and Ireland this variable was weighted for the number 
of referenda.  
Source: Nugent (2003) 
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Europese Integratie en Nationale Verkiezingen: 
De invloed van EU Issue Voting op nationale verkiezingen 

 
 

Samenvatting 
 

De laatste twee decennia is het proces van Europese integratie aan grote 

veranderingen onderhevig. Met de toename van de bevoegdheden van de Europese 

Unie (EU) op een groot aantal beleidsterreinen, de invoering van een Europese munt, 

de recente  uitbreidingen en het ontwerp van een Europese grondwet dendert de 

Europese trein met volle kracht vooruit. Niet iedereen is echter tevreden met de 

snelheid en de richting waarmee deze trein zich voortbeweegt. Gedurende de laatste 

jaren is er een toenemende scepsis waarneembaar onder burgers en politieke partijen 

in de lidstaten over de koers en reikwijdte van het eenwordingsproces. Het duidelijke 

‘nee’ in de referenda over de Europese grondwet in Nederland en Frankrijk in 2005 is 

een recente manifestatie van dit groeiende ongenoegen. Als gevolg van deze 

bedenkingen over het Europese project ontstaat er een steeds grotere ruimte voor de 

politisering van Europese thema’s binnen de nationale politieke arena. Werd het 

integratieproces tot het begin van de jaren negentig vanuit zowel een (liberaal) 

intergouvernementalistisch als een (neo-) functionalistisch gezichtspunt nog gezien als 

een eliteproject waarin publieke opinie grotendeels als onbetekenend kon worden 

beschouwd, wordt het eenwordingsproces thans door een groeiende rol van burgers, 

politieke partijen, belangengroepen en sociale bewegingen gekenmerkt. Recent 

onderzoek wijst inderdaad uit dat Europese en nationale politieke elites hun achterban 

nauwgezet in de gaten houden als het gaat om Europa. De permissive consensus – de 

notie dat het Europese eenwordingsproces door vrede, welvaart en stabiliteit in 

Europa te handhaven een diffuus gevoel van steun onder de bevolking genereert – 

lijkt te hebben plaatsgemaakt voor een constraining dissensus, een proces waarin burgers, 

het maatschappelijke middenveld en politieke partijen hun grieven ten aanzien van de 

Europese eenwording uitdrukkelijk articuleren en vormgeven. 

Deze recente ontwikkelingen in het proces van Europese integratie vormen de 

achtergrond van dit proefschrift. Het doel van dit promotie-onderzoek is om een 

bijdrage te leveren aan het debat omtrent de toenemende politisering van het 

Europese eenwordingsproces in de lidstaten van de Unie. Nadrukkelijk houdt dit 

onderzoek zich bezig met de bestudering en verklaring van de mate waarin attitudes 

ten aanzien van Europese integratie van invloed zijn op kiesgedrag in nationale 

verkiezingen – een fenomeen dat ik als EU issue voting betitel.  
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Ondanks het feit dat we inmiddels een behoorlijk inzicht hebben verkregen in 

de wijze waarop nationale thema’s van invloed zijn op stemgedrag in Europese 

verkiezingen, is onze kennis van de manier waarop het Europese eenwordingproces 

nationale verkiezingen beïnvloedt zeer beperkt. Bijkomend is op te merken dat het 

geringe onderzoek naar EU issue voting tot dusver tot tegenstrijdige inzichten heeft 

geleid. Sommige studies komen tot de conclusie dat opvattingen ten aanzien van 

Europese integratie weldegelijk van invloed zijn op stemkeuze, terwijl andere auteurs 

tot de slotsom komen dat het effect van Europese thema’s op nationale verkiezingen 

minimaal is. Derhalve kunnen we concluderen dat ons huidige inzicht in het proces 

van EU issue voting, het causale mechanisme dat eraan ten grondslag ligt en de 

uitwerkingen ervan op nationale verkiezingen en partijpolitiek zeer beperkt is. Dit 

proefschrift levert een bijdrage aan deze discussie door een model te ontwerpen aan 

de hand waarvan de mate waarin en de voorwaarden waaronder Europese thema’s 

van invloed zijn op kiesgedrag in nationale verkiezingen longitudinaal en in 

verschillende landen kunnen worden vastgesteld en verklaard. Aan de hand van een 

collectie van vijf artikelen worden de volgende twee onderzoeksvragen beantwoord:  

 

• In welke mate en onder welke voorwaarden zijn attitudes ten aanzien van het proces van 

Europese integratie van invloed op kiesgedrag in nationale verkiezingen?  

• Wat zijn de uitwerkingen van EU issue voting op nationale partijpolitiek? 

 

Model van EU issue voting 

 

Reeds sinds de jaren zestig staan vragen over de manier waarop issues bepalend 

worden voor stemgedrag en bijgevolg van invloed zijn op partijpolitiek centraal 

binnen de politicologie. Op basis van het onderzoek naar issue evolution en realignment 

uit de Amerikaanse context en de literatuur ten aanzien van electoral en party system 

change vanuit de Europese context, wordt een model ontworpen dat de mate waarin en 

de voorwaarden waaronder attitudes ten aanzien van Europese integratie van invloed 

zijn op stemkeuze in nationale verkiezingen kan verklaren. De premisse van dit model 

is dat het Europese thema zich gedraagt als elk ander beleidsthema. Dit wil zeggen, de 

reikwijdte van het theoretische model beperkt zich niet tot de specifieke case van EU 

issue voting, maar zou in principe ook voor andere issues moeten gelden, zoals 

immigratie of milieu. Het model van EU issue voting wordt in het onderstaande figuur 

weergegeven. Dit figuur geeft tevens de verhouding tussen de vijf afzonderlijke 

hoofdstukken weer.  
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Het model begint bij het vaststellen van de relatie tussen kiezers en politieke 

partijen ten aanzien van de EU (zie de box onderaan in het figuur). Alle conceptuele 

modellen van issue voting gaan van de aanname uit dat kiezers zich bij hun stemkeuze in 

grote mate laten leiden door de overeenstemming tussen de eigen positie ten aanzien 

van een bepaald issue en de positie van een politieke partij. Hieruit volgt dat EU issue 

voting alleen kan plaatsvinden als er enige mate van overeenkomst bestaat tussen de 

standpunten van partijen en kiezers ten aanzien van Europa. Hoofdstuk 2 ‘Who’s 

Cueing Whom? Mass-elite linkages and the future of European integration’ onderzoekt de relatie 

tussen kiezers en partijen ten aanzien van Europese integratie.  

De tweede stap in het model definieert de drie centrale voorwaarden voor EU 

issue voting (zie de box getiteld EU issue voting in het figuur): orthogonaliteit, 

partijconflict en issue salience. De eerste voorwaarde is de orthogonaliteit van het issue 

(issue othogonality). De term orthogonaliteit verwijst naar de mate waarin het issue 

onafhankelijk is van (dat wil zeggen, niet gerelateerd aan) de voornaamste politieke 

conflictlijn(-en). De verwachting is dat naarmate het EU issue sterker gerelateerd is 

aan de belangrijkste conflictlijnen, in dit geval de links/recht dimensie, EU issue voting 

waarschijnlijker wordt. Het idee hierachter is dat zowel kiezers als ook partijen er 

belang bij hebben als beleidsconflicten teruggebracht worden tot één (of twee) 

conflictlijn(-en). Het reduceren van het aantal conflicten leidt namelijk tot een afname 

van de transactiekosten. Let wel, het issue dient gerelateerd te zijn aan, maar niet in 

zijn geheel geïncorporeerd te zijn in de bestaande conflictlijn. Is dit laatste geval dan 

zou het EU issue immers geen toegevoegde informatie verschaffen voor kiezers bij 

het maken van hun stemkeuze.  

De tweede voorwaarde is conflict tussen partijen. Naast office-seeking and policy-

seeking is vote-seeking (het maximeren van het aantal stemmen) één van de centrale 

doelstellingen van politieke partijen. Derhalve hebben politieke partijen er belang bij 

om nieuwe issues te introduceren of te promoten indien deze een toename van het 

aantal kiezers tot gevolg kunnen hebben. Het ontstaan van partijconflict alleen is niet 

genoeg, kiezers moeten de verschillende partijstandpunten ook waarnemen. Kortom, 

de mate van waarneembaar partijconflict (perceived partisan conflict) moet hoog zijn.  

Orthogonaliteit en partijconflict alleen zijn niet afdoende voor het ontstaan van 

EU issue voting. Kiezers moeten het issue ook belangrijk genoeg vinden om hun 

partijkeuze erdoor te laten beïnvloeden. De laatste voorwaarde is dan ook het belang 

dat kiezers hechten aan het Europese issue (issue salience). In de hoofdstukken 3 

‘Sleeping Giant: Fact or Fairytale? How European integration affects national elections’ en 4 ‘How 

Do Issues Become Relevant to Voters? The role of issue orthogonality in EU issue voting’ worden 

deze drie voorwaarden verder uiteengezet en empirisch onderzocht. 
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De derde en laatste stap in het model van EU issue voting is de bestudering van 

de uitwerkingen van EU issue voting op nationale partijpolitiek (zie de box bovenaan in 

het figuur). De hoofdstukken 5 en 6 houden zich bezig met de gevolgen van EU issue 

voting voor politieke partijen. Hoofdstuk 5 ‘EU Issue Voting: Asset or Liability? How 

European integration affects parties’ electoral fortunes in national elections’ bestudeert de mate 

waarin EU attitudes de stemkeuze voor verschillende politieke partijen beïnvloeden. 

Specifiek wordt de variatie in EU issue voting tussen partijen onderzocht aan de hand 

van verschillende partijkenmerken, zoals het belang van Europese integratie voor de 

partijtop of oppositiestatus versus regeringsdeelname. Gezien het feit dat de 

empirische analyse uit  hoofdstuk 5 uitwijst dat het belang van Europese integratie 

voor de partijleiding van cruciaal belang is als we de variatie in EU issue voting tussen 

partijen willen verklaren, gaat hoofdstuk 6 ‘The Salience of the European Integration Issue: 

Three data sources compared’ dieper in op het verschil in het belang dat politieke partijen 

aan het Europese thema hechten. Het hoofdstuk draagt bij aan een verklaring van de 

verschillen in EU issue salience tussen partijen.  

 

Onderzoeksopzet en onderzoeksresultaten 

 

Het bovengenoemde model van EU issue voting is empirisch getoetst aan de hand van 

een analyse van de mate van EU issue voting in Britse, Deense, Duitse en Nederlandse 

verkiezingen in de tijdsperiode van 1990 tot en met 2005. Deze selectie van cases stelt 

mij in staat om EU issue voting in een quasi-experimentele setting te bestuderen. 

Hoewel alle vier de landen reeds sinds langere tijd lid zijn van de EU en derhalve een 

vergelijkbare uitwerking van het eenwordingsproces op nationale politieke 

verhoudingen heeft plaatsgevonden, verschillen de landen in termen van partijstelsel- 

en kiesstelselkenmerken. Met behulp van deze cases kan het effect van het EU issue 

dus in verschillende electorale contexten worden bestudeerd. Een bijkomend voordeel 

is dat de nationale verkiezingsonderzoeken uit deze vier landen sterk overeenkomen. 

De enquêtes bevatten alle relevante vragen om het proces van EU issue voting 

operationaliseerbaar te maken. Tevens zijn deze vragen in hoge mate vergelijkbaar 

over de respectievelijke landen en gedurende de tijdsperiode.  

 Gezien het feit dat veel nationale verkiezingsonderzoeken geen vragen bevatten 

met betrekking tot de standpunten van kiezers en partijen ten aanzien van Europese 

integratie, draagt het gebruik van deze onderzoeken het nadeel in zich dat de 

tijdsperiode en het aantal landen voor de analyse beperkt is. Op grond van een aantal 

overwegingen heb ik besloten om toch nationale verkiezingsonderzoeken te gebruiken 

in plaats van een vergelijkend onderzoek, zoals de European Election Study. Ten eerste 
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zijn European Election Study data verzameld om stemgedrag tijdens Europese 

verkiezingen te onderzoeken, dus niet met het doel om nationaal kiesgedrag te 

verklaren. Eén van de problemen dat zich voordoet bij het gebruik van deze data voor 

de nationale context is het feit dat niet alle partijen die deelnamen aan de nationale 

verkiezingen in het onderzoek zijn opgenomen. Daarnaast zijn er slechts een handvol 

respondenten die aangeven dat zij voor kleine partijen hebben gestemd. Aangezien ik 

gebruik heb gemaakt van discrete keuzemodellen, specifiek conditional en multinomial 

logit modellen, om kiesgedrag te analyseren is het beperkte aantal respondenten 

zorgelijk. Tenslotte loopt een analyse met behulp van European Election Study data het 

gevaar van een sterke bias in de richting van EU issue voting. Door het grote aantal EU 

gerelateerde vragen in de European Election Study is het aannemelijk dat respondenten 

overrapporteren als het gaat om Europese thema’s. Een analyse naar de invloed van 

EU attitudes op nationaal kiesgedrag met behulp van nationale 

verkiezingsonderzoeken is daarom een “conservatieve” toetsing van het EU issue voting 

model. 

Met behulp van nationale kiesonderzoeken uit Denemarken, Duitsland, Groot-

Brittannië en Nederland tussen 1990 en 2005 wordt in vijf afzonderlijke hoofdstukken 

het EU issue voting model getoetst. Hoofdstuk 2, geschreven met Marco Steenbergen 

en Erica Edwards, onderzoekt de relatie tussen de standpunten van kiezers en 

politieke partijen ten aanzien van Europese integratie. Dit verband kan enerzijds 

bottom-up zijn, dat wil zeggen dat politieke partijen hun EU standpunten afstemmen op 

de voorkeuren van hun achterban, of anderzijds top-down zijn, dit houdt in dat (een 

deel van) het electoraat door middel van een proces van informatievoorziening en 

overtuiging de standpunten van een politieke partij overneemt. De afbraak van één 

van beide vormen bemoeilijkt het ontstaan van EU issue voting. De empirische analyse 

laat zien dat beide vormen tegelijkertijd plaatsvinden, dat wil zeggen: kiezers 

beïnvloeden de EU standpunten van partijen en gelijktijdig zijn partijposities ten 

aanzien van Europese integratie van invloed op de opinies van kiezers. Het Europese 

eenwordingsproces wordt gekenmerkt door een tweezijdige relatie tussen politieke 

partijen en kiezers. Derhalve kan geconcludeerd worden dat aan de voorwaarde voor 

EU issue voting – het bestaan van een relatie tussen de EU standpunten van partijen en 

kiezers – is voldaan.  

Hoofdstuk 3 analyseert of dit tweezijdig verband zich ook omzet in EU issue 

voting. De resultaten van onderzoek naar EU issue voting tot dusver zijn tegenstrijdig. 

Sommige studies laten zien dat opvattingen ten aanzien van Europa weldegelijk van 

invloed zijn geweest op stemkeuze, terwijl andere onderzoeken erop wijzen dat de 

uitwerking van het EU issue in nationale verkiezingen minimaal is. Deze contradictie 
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verdwijnt als bepaalde kenmerken van de electorale context in ogenschouw genomen 

worden. Met andere woorden, EU issue voting vindt alleen in verkiezingen plaats waar 

bepaalde condities aanwezig zijn; zowel de mate van partijconflict als issue salience ten 

aanzien van Europa moeten hoog zijn. De meetlat voor het ontstaan van EU issue 

voting ligt zodoende hoog, maar in landen, zoals Denemarken en Groot-Brittannië, 

waar het EU issue duidelijk door politieke partijen gepolitiseerd wordt en kiezers het 

thema Europa van belang vinden, komt EU issue voting voor.  

Het vierde hoofdstuk benadrukt, naast de bovengenoemde factoren, de rol van 

orthogonaliteit  in het EU issue voting proces. De verwachting is dat des te sterker het 

EU issue in de ogen van de kiezers gerelateerd is aan bestaande conflictlijnen, in dit 

geval de links/recht dimensie,  des te hoger de mate van EU issue voting. De 

empirische analyse wijst uit dat EU issue voting inderdaad waarschijnlijker is als het EU 

issue gerelateerd is aan de links/rechts dimensie van politiek conflict. Deze bevinding 

is met name interessant gezien studies tot dusver veelal het tegenovergestelde scenario 

bepleitten, namelijk dat het EU issue electoraal relevant wordt als het loodrecht op de 

links/rechts dimensie staat. 

Het vijfde hoofdstuk onderzoekt de uitwerkingen van EU issue voting op 

nationale partijpolitiek. In het bijzonder wordt de nadruk gelegd op de relatie tussen 

partijkenmerken enerzijds en de mate waarin EU attitudes bepalend zijn voor de 

stemkeuze voor een bepaalde politieke partij anderzijds. Het hoofdstuk laat zien dat er 

grote verschillen bestaan in de mate waarin politieke partijen door EU issue voting 

beïnvloed worden. Tevens wijst de analyse uit dat drie factoren bepalend zijn voor de 

verklaring van deze variatie: de issue salience van het Europese thema voor een partij, de 

mate van extremiteit van het EU standpunt van een partij en oppositiestatus. Deze 

bevindingen geven aan dat het EU issue een extra strategisch element kan zijn in 

partijcompetitie voor partijen om zich onderling te onderscheiden en zo stemmen te 

winnen.  

Het zesde en laatste hoofdstuk, geschreven met Harmen Binnema, bestudeert 

de verschillen in  het belang dat partijen aan het EU issue hechten, gezien dit de meest 

cruciale factor is in de verklaring van de variatie in EU issue voting tussen partijen. EU 

issue salience word geconceptualiseerd en verklaard aan de hand van een validatie van de 

drie belangrijkste indicatoren voor EU issue salience in de literatuur: het Comparative 

Manifesto Project, de European Election Study en de Chapel Hill Expert Survey data. De 

analyse toont aan dat hoewel de drie indicatoren één onderliggende dimensie 

omvatten, de verklaring van de variatie in EU issue salience tussen partijen sterk 

afhankelijk is van de specifieke indicator die gebruikt wordt. Tevens laat de analyse 

zien dat ongeacht de grote verschillen in termen van operationalisering één verklaring 
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van EU issue salience bevestigd wordt met behulp van de drie verschillende datasets. De 

mate van EU issue salience voor een partij is sterk afhankelijk van het belang dat andere 

partijen in het partijensysteem aan het EU issue hechten. Hoezeer partijen de mate 

van EU issue salience ook willen beïnvloeden, om zich bijvoorbeeld van 

regeringspartijen te onderscheiden, dit is nagenoeg onmogelijk als andere partijen 

weinig of geen belang hechten aan het issue. 

 

Conclusie: Het belang van EU issue voting voor nationale politiek 

 

Laten we terugkomen op de twee hoofdvragen van dit promotie-onderzoek: in welke 

mate en onder welke voorwaarden zijn attitudes ten aanzien van het proces van 

Europese integratie van invloed op kiesgedrag in nationale verkiezingen? En wat zijn 

de uitwerkingen van EU issue voting op nationale partijpolitiek? Het antwoord op de 

eerste vraag is bevestigend. Ja, attitudes ten aanzien van Europese integratie 

beïnvloeden nationaal kiesgedrag, maar alleen onder bepaalde voorwaarden. Drie 

voorwaarden zijn bepalend voor EU issue voting: orthogonaliteit, partijconflict en issue 

salience. Met andere woorden, EU issue voting vindt alleen plaats in verkiezingen waarin 

de mate van partijconflict hoog is, kiezers Europa belangrijk vinden en het EU issue 

gerelateerd is aan de links/rechts dimensie van politiek conflict.  

Met het oog op de tweede onderzoeksvraag over de uitwerkingen van EU issue 

voting op nationale partijpolitiek kan worden vastgesteld dat EU issue voting inderdaad 

van invloed is op partijpolitiek, maar dat het ontstaan van nieuwe politieke breuklijnen 

als het gevolg van EU issue voting niet waarschijnlijk is. Eerder zal het EU issue voting 

leiden tot een heropleving van bestaande conflictlijnen, zoals de links/rechts 

dimensie. Daarnaast worden verschillende politieke partijen op verschillende wijze 

beïnvloed door EU issue voting. Drie factoren zijn van essentieel belang als we deze 

variatie tussen partijen willen verklaren. Des te hoger de EU issue salience van een partij, 

des te duidelijker (extremer) het EU standpunt van een partij en het feit dat een partij 

zich in de oppositie bevindt, versterkt de mate waarin de stemkeuze voor deze partij 

wordt beïnvloed door EU attitudes. Kortom, EU issue voting leidt tot een heropleving 

van bestaande conflictlijnen tussen partijen en biedt politieke partijen een extra 

element in hun strijd om de gunst van de kiezer.  
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