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1. The dependent variable

Workpackage 3 of the INTUNE Integrated Project is focused on a review of the scope of governance literature, identifying “the scenario of responsibility attribution between national and supranational European levels” and the factors causing support or resistance to shifts of competence at the European level. This contribution focuses on empirical studies of mass attitudes vis-à-vis such issues.
This literature is scarce and relies on a narrow number of indicators, particularly survey items designed as measures of citizens’ preferences as to which level of government (national, European, and sometimes sub-national) is the most appropriate one to deal with particular “problems” or “policies”. Conceptual reconstructions of the phenomenon to be described and explained vary, though mostly by name or emphasis:
· Sinnott (1995): attributed internationalization, i.e., the subjective/normative basis of internationalization of an issue, based on how public perceives problems and means to solve them;
· Dalton and Eichenberg (1998): support for policy integration, i.e., citizens’ feelings about  policy-making in different areas becoming more the responsibility of the EU;
· De Winter and Swyngedouw (1999): attitudes towards scope of government, i.e., citizens’ preferences about which decision-making level is the most appropriate to deal with different policy problems;
· Lubbers and Scheppers (2005); McLaren (2005): political euroscepticism, i.e., citizens’ rejection of the idea to provide more power to EU to deal with policy issues / of the notion that policy areas should be decided at the European level rather than at the national level.

There is also relative consensus in the notion that, among the different indicators commonly used to measure “support for European integration”, this is perhaps the one that more clearly impinges on the legitimacy of European governance (although the notions of “legitimacy” behind this understanding may not be entirely convergent):
· Sinnott (1995): legitimization of internationalized governance results from the “relationship between public perceptions and expectations on the one hand and, on the other, on the nature of the problems being confronted and the claims of the Community or other agency of internationalized governance” (p. 275);
· De Winter and Swyngedouw (1999): citizens’ preferences about which level of government or decision-making should be more appropriate to deal with difference policy areas measure “how legitimate the division of power between different levels of governance is” (p. 45); “international governance (…) can only gain legitimacy when the public agrees with the rules of the game including the division of labor between different levels of government” (p. 66);
· Hooghe (2003): questions on preference for distribution of authority between the EU and national governments tap “policy-specific, utilitarian support, or, in Scharpf’s terms, the European Union’s output legitimacy” (p.283), i..e, the perception that EU policies will generally represent effective solutions to common problems of the governed;
· Lubbers and Scheepers (2005): political euroscepticism (“public refusals to provide more legitimate power to supranational institutions to deal with policy issues”) needs to be disentangled from instrumental/cost-benefit approaches; “the legitimacy of the Union may even be more dependent on the reduction of political Euroscepticism than of instrumental Euroscepticism” (p. 239).
2. The main descriptive questions and answers
2.1  At what level of government do Europeans perceive the most important policy problems being dealt with?

· 1990s: Most (2/3) of Europeans identify national governments as dealing with what they perceive to be the most important policy problems. This is particularly true of problems such as welfare, public finance and economy, improving democracy, and education. The problems most perceived as being “Europeanized” are European integration, international conflicts, and environment (De Winter and Swyngedouw 1999);

2.2 At what level do Europeans desire policy problems to be dealt with/policy-making to be made?

Generally speaking: nearly four out of ten European citizens see the European level of government as the most desirable to deal with the most important problems. In other words, although most policy problems are still seen as desirably belonging to the national level, Europeans want to grant broader competencies to EU institutions than what they perceive to be the case today. And it is on those policies already seen by more people as Europeanized that further support for more Europeanization exists (De Winter and Swyngedouw  1999). 

However, there are clear variations across policies, countries, and time, as follows:
· Early 1970s-early 1990s: policy areas where support for “Europeanization” is higher: scientific research, development aid, environmental protection, fight against terrorism, drugs, crime, foreign policy, poverty, unemployment, energy policy. Policy areas where support for “Europeanization” is lower: data protection, defense policy, education, workers’ co-determination (Sinnott 1995). Findings supported by De Winter and Swyngedouw  (1999).
· Early 1990s-late 1990s: similar findings, with asylum regulations, immigration policy, science emerging as additional areas where support for Europeanization is higher and social security, health, and cultural policies as additional areas where support is lower. Apparent increase of support for Europeanization of defense policy. Average support: economic and market management (currency, industry, VAT, unemployment) - Dalton and Eichenberg 1998; Lubbers and Scheepers 2005. 
· Late 1990s – 2000s: apparent increase in polarization about whether immigration policy should be made at European level (Lahav 2004); besides, variations across countries in levels of support for Europeanization of immigration policy are dramatic (Luedtke 2005). In addition to findings from previous periods, which seem to remain broadly valid, there is the need to distinguish “organized crime” (high support for Europeanization) from “urban crime prevention” (low support). Additional areas where support is lower than average have also been detected: media, police, justice (Christin, Hug, and Schulz 2005).
· Cross-national variations common to the entire period: national differences are pronounced. Greater levels of rejection of shift of authority in all policy domains to EU found in Sweden, Finland and Northern Ireland. Greater levels of rejection of shift of authority in at least one policy domain in Denmark, UK and, again, Sweden and Finland. Greater support for Europeanization found in Italy, Crete and Belgium (Flanders) - Lubbers and Scheepers 2005.

2.3 To what extent are mass attitudes congruent with those of political elites?

· European elites: display stronger preferences for Europeanization of policy areas than the population at large (De Winter and Swyngedouw 1999; Hooghe 2003);

· National elites: very much in tune with the population in terms of the preferences for Europeanization, being only slightly more “national” and less “sub-national” than the average European (De Winter and Swyngedouw 1999);

· But: important variation across policy areas. Population at large is more supportive of Europeanization than national elites in what concerns agriculture, regional policy, and social inclusion policies. And more supportive than both national and European elites in what concerns environment, research, regional policy, employment, and social inclusion policies.
3. Explanatory questions and answers
3.1 What individual level explanations account for citizens’ preferences for the attribution of policy responsibility to the EU?
Empirical findings about the individual-level factors driving greater or lower support for shifts of competence to EU are highly convergent in the literature. They are the following:
· Education: higher levels of educational attainment increase support (De Winter and Swyngedouw 1999; Luedtke 2005);
· Identity: stronger national feelings or exclusionary national identity decrease support for Europeanization of policy-making in general (De Winter and Swyngedouw 1999; McLaren 2005) and of immigration policies in particular (Luedtke 2005);

· Political sophistication:  greater knowledge (subjectively evaluated) of European Union leads to more support for Europeanization of policy areas (Christin, Hug and Schultz 2005);
· Attitudes towards integration (support for integration, benefits of integration): more support and/or perceived benefits to and from integration, more support for Europeanization of policies (De Winter and Swyngedouw 1999; McLaren 2005);
· Attitudes towards national political institutions: more satisfaction with how national democracy works, more support (De Winter and Swyngedouw 1999). This attributed to “generalized protest or distrust of politics”, but weak effects anyway. Conversely, greater trust in national political institutions, lower number of policy areas whose Europeanization is desired (McLaren 2005). This attributed to Sanchez-Cuenca’s hypothesis (2000), but weak effects anyway.
· Attitudes towards EU institutions: greater confidence/trust in EU institutions and better image of European Union, greater support for Europeanization of policies (De Winter and Swyngedouw 1999; McLaren 2005);

· Ideology: higher support for Europeanization among those leaning to the left of the ideological spectrum (De Winter and Swyngedouw 1999);

3.2 What systemic/macro level explanations account for citizens’ preferences for the attribution of policy responsibility to the EU?
Empirical findings about the systemic factors driving greater or lower support for shifts of competence to EU are highly inconclusive in the literature. 
· Duration of membership: contradictory findings. Greater support for Europeanization found among the six founding nations by Dalton and Eichenberg (1998). However, De Winter and Swyngedouw (1999) find that support is also high among the 1980s entrants (Spain, Greece, Portugal) in contrast with 1970s entrants (UK, Denmark, and Ireland), attributing this to positive role of EU in democratization;

· Federalism: no general and consistent effects. Citizens in federal systems more supportive of Europeanization of defense, currency, agriculture/fishing, foreign, cultural  and refugees policies, but less supportive in health/welfare, unemployment, education, science, justice, and drugs policies (Christin, Hug and Schultz 2005);
· Population size: smaller and medium-sized countries exhibit greater support for Europeanization of policies (De Winter and Swyngedouw 1999).
3.3 What policy-specific explanations account for citizens’ preferences for the attribution of policy responsibility to the EU?
· “High politics” vs. “low politics”: expectations of lower support for Europeanization of “high politics” policy areas — such as those related to national security, identity or sovereignty or control of domestic economy — do not materialize, particularly as the Europeanization of foreign and defense policies is not the object of widespread rejection (Dalton and Eichenberg 1998). Later studies generally support this contention;
· High “endogeneous” internationalization of issues/functionality: expectation is that issues whose nature “imposes the intervention of internationalized governance” and “penetrates or transcends borders” (Sinnott 1995, p. 248), which are “intrinsically international” and “cannot be dealt at the national level” (De Winter and Swyngedouw 1999), will elicit greater support for their Europeanization by citizens. In a similar vein, neo-functionalist theories would lead us to expect greater support for the Europeanization of policies in areas of scientific, technical or economic interdependence, “difficult to address on a national basis alone” (Dalton and Eichenberg 1998). Finally, Hooghe (2003) suggests that the more policies benefit from maximizing economies of scale (defense, monetary policy, humanitarian aid or foreign policy) or from internalizing negative externalities (environment, immigration, agriculture), the greater the support for Europeanization is likely to be. These expectations are generally fulfilled, although Hooghe points to political sophistication among the mass public as a mediating factor. Finally, in what concerns immigration, Lahav (2004) points out that support is mitigated by the fact that the benefits of internationalization in terms of effectiveness are weighted against the implications in relation to national culture and identity. In fact, as Lubbers and Scheepers note, immigration and asylum policies fall between the levels of support for the Europeanization of “sociocultural” and “international” policies (2005).
· Distributional consequences: Hooghe (2003) suggests that policies where shifts of authority involve greater distributional implications, potentially destabilizing the status quo and policy delivery, will elicit less support for their Europeanization. These are the policies that involve greater financial flows from state to citizen, such as health, education, and social inclusion. Findings confirm the hypothesis, for both citizens and political elites. These findings, although not theoretically framed in this exact way, are confirmed by other studies (Dalton and Eichenberg 1998, finding low support for Europeanization of “standards of living”/”distribution of national welfare” policies, and linking it to protection of “national welfare traditions and policies that represent historical compromises”; Lubbers and Scheepers 2005, finding low support for Europeanization of “sociocultural” policies);
· Market management/regulated capitalism: in spite of lack of support for Europeanization for “high spending”/”distributional policies”, findings also support notion that policies that help mitigating market risks (employment policy, industrial policy) also elicit support for their Europeanization (Dalton and Eichenberg 1998; Hooghe 2003), although more among the masses than among political elites.
· Cultural/national identity policies: cultural and education policies systematically and predictably emerge among those that elicit less support for their Europeanization (most of the above cited studies).
