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What we know from the literature

Analyses of trends concerning European citizens’ preferences regarding the “Europeanization” or “integration” of different policy areas are relatively scarce in the literature. Sinnott (1995), perhaps the seminal reference in this respect, was mainly concerned with detecting cross-policy variations in terms of their level of “attributed internationalization”, comparing average levels of support for European and/or joint decision-making in different policy areas among the European mass public from the 1970s/early 1980s until the early 1990s. Others authors that followed him (Dalton and Eichenberg 1999; Hooghe 2003; Lubbers and Scheepers 2005; Christin, Hug, and Schulz 2005), using data collected in the 1990s and early 2000s, have tended to follow the same approach.

Their findings point to the existence of three — somewhat arbitrarily defined — types of policies, that can be distinguished in terms of the aggregate level of support for joint decision-making they have elicited among European mass publics: “high support” (or “low political euroscepticism”) policies; areas where support is “moderate” or “average” (or where there is a “split public”), and areas where support is “low” (or where there is “high political euroscepticism”):

1. High support: fighting terrorism and organized crime, development/aid, fighting pollution/protecting the environment, scientific research, energy supplies, foreign policy, asylum regulation, immigration, fighting drugs. What they seem to have in common, as Dalton and Eichenberg (1999) point out, is the fact that they deal either with “external environments” (developing countries, foreign policy, immigration) or “classic interdependence issues” (environment and again immigration, and one could add organized crime, terrorism and energy).

2.  Moderate support/split public: reduction of differences between regions, fighting inflation, fighting unemployment, currency, VAT, security and defence, and industrial policy. Dalton and Eichenberg (1999) see the fact that such policies still elicit considerable support for Europeanization as a sign that citizens can support the role of the EU in economic policies, provided they serve to mitigate market risks. Hooghe argues that both “currency” and “defence” (as well as “agriculture”) are, like the areas where support is highest, areas where the benefits from the maximization of economies of scale or the internalization of negative externalities lead to high levels of support (Hooghe 2003), but Dalton and Eichenberg (1999) suggest that the perception of benefits in defence may be mitigated by the “high politics” nature of that policy and the fact that there are sharp divisions between the larger countries. Similarly, several authors suggest that immigration and asylum should be placed in this group of “moderate support” since, as Lahav (2004) argues, the benefits of internationalization in this area tend to be weighted by citizens against implications for national culture and identity. This last argument is supported by Lubbers and Scheepers (2005).
3. Low support: social security, health, education, workers’ health and co-determination, education, and cultural policies. Thus, this encompasses, on the one hand, social rights/redistributive policies and, on the other hand, cultural policies/identity issues, with education straddling both categories. Thus, whenever shifts of authority might involve greater distributional implications, potentially destabilizing the status quo, policy delivery and “national welfare traditions and policies that represent historical compromises”, Europeanization tends to be rejected. And rejection also prevails in areas linked to cultural identity and national specificities and traditions. An additional argument also links rejection – or, at least, lower than average support — to policy issues concerning privacy, media standards, police, justice and urban crime, suggesting that areas touching on individual rights and/or the most traditional functions of the state elicit lower support for Europeanization (Christin, Hug, and Schulz 2005).

Dealing with data until the mid-1990s, most of these studies find a remarkable consistency through time in what concerns which policy areas fall in which groups (high, moderate or low support). They also point out that, in most cases, such trends have been insensitive to political events and institutional changes. Discussing the trends concerning environmental policy, Dalton and Eichenberg (1999) note that, even before the Single European Act or the Maastricht Treaty — which gave the EU considerable responsibilities in environmental policy and standards — public support for European action was already high, and remained so afterwards. In what concerns foreign policy, where the role of the EU was bolstered by the Maastricht Treaty but remained relatively modest in political and institutional terms, public support for common European foreign policies had been also high since the 1970s, and continued to be so after Maastricht. And an inspection of the data contained in Sinnott (1995) and Dalton and Eichenberg (1999), from the 1970s to the early 1990s, suggest few and modest shifts: a slight increase in support in policies like “reduction of differences between regions” and “defence” (see also Eichenberg 1989) until the 1990s; and a slight decrease in areas such as “fighting inflation” and “fighting unemployment”.
However, the literature also points out a few changes in this general pattern of stability, particularly since or around Maastricht
1. A decline in support for Europeanization of health and social security policies since 1989 (Dalton and Eichenberg 1999);
2. A decline, immediately following the Maastricht Treaty (1991-1994), in support for Europeanization of most policy areas where support was already low (Eichenberg and Dalton forthcoming).
3. A rise, immediately following the Maastricht Treaty (1991-1994), in support for Europeanization of policies such as immigration, foreign policy, and security and defence (Eichenberg and Dalton forthcoming).
Eichenberg and Dalton’s (forthcoming) explanation for these shifts is the impact of European and Monetary Union and its convergence criteria, which has fostered rejection by citizens of its budgetary consequences and impact of integration on redistributive policies, especially among citizens in countries with larger welfare states and among constituencies such as pensioners or recipients of heath benefits, for example.
An analysis of 1989-2006 data

In order to gauge levels of support for “policy integration” in this period, we analyze aggregate EU-level responses to the following question
, as applied to different policy areas:

“Some people believe that certain areas of policy should be decided by (national) government, while other areas of policy should be decided jointly within the European Community. Which of the following areas of policy do you think should be decided by the (National) government, and which should be decided jointly within the European Community/Union?”

One the problems faced in this sort of analysis is the fact that the Eurobarometer surveys have not employed a consistent battery of policy areas throughout the 1989-2006 period. Thus, we will focus exclusively on those policy areas on which we have information available up until, at least, 2004/EB 62 (and, in some cases, 2006/EB66) and since, at least 1999/EB52. Fortunately, these criteria allow us to encompass no less than nineteen different policy areas, to which we added a twentieth — fighting (international) terrorism — which has been included since 2001. Among these policy areas, all that will be treated in the “scope of government” section of the INTUNE survey’s questionnaire are included (in bold in Table 1), albeit within different broad time frames:
Table 1. Policy areas included in our analysis

	Since 1989
	Since 1992/5
	Since 1999

	Co-operation with developing countries/humanitarian aid

Foreign policy towards countries outside the EU

Science and technology

Protecting the environment

Currency

Rules for broadcasting and press

Health and social security

Educational policy 
Security and defence
	Fight against drugs

Rules for political asylum

Immigration policy

Dealing with/fighting unemployment

Cultural policy

Support for regions facing economic difficulties

Agriculture and fishing


	Urban crime prevention
Justice

Police




The first question we will address concerns cross-policy variations in levels of support for policy integration. The measure we employ is one of “net support”. In other words, for each Eurobarometer survey and each policy area, we subtracted the percentage of EU citizens who answered that a particular policy should be decided by the national government to the percentage of EU citizens who answered that decision-making should be made jointly within the European Union. Figure 1 shows the average net support for the period 1989-2006 for those policies on which we have data since 1989.

Figure 1. Net support for joint decision-making with the EU (1989-2006), selected policies
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A relatively familiar picture emerges. Most European citizens have been opposed to policy integration in what concerns educational policies (a cultural/redistributive policy), health and social welfare (redistributive) and rules for broadcasting and press (cultural/rights). Conversely, most Europeans have supported integration on policy issues concerning the “external environment” (co-operation with developing countries and foreign policy) as well as interdependence issues (environment, science and technology). Support at the level of the “currency” issue is not as strong as that awarded to the remaining “Europeanized” policies in this group, as Dalton and Eichenberg had already noted in their 1999 piece. And finally, “security and defence” emerges, as the literature suggests, as an area where the EU public is mostly split.
Figure 2 focuses on those policies on which the available time series already starts by the early/mid- 1990s, i.e., already after Maastricht. Within this group, only the “fight against drugs” and, to a lesser extent, “support for regions” facing economic difficulties can be firmly placed among the set of policy areas where support for Europeanization has been clear. The remaining cases fall either in the group where opposition has remained majoritarian — cultural policy — or where the European public seems to be divided: the fight against unemployment, agriculture and fishing and (with somewhat stronger support than the previous ones) immigration and political asylum policies.
Figure 2. Net support for joint decision-making with the EU (1992-2006), selected policies
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Figure 3 presents the results for a set of policies on which the available data is concentrated in the late 1990s and the first years of the 20th century: urban crime prevention, justice, police and fighting (international) terrorism, all of them are “Amsterdam Treaty” policy areas. Terrorism emerges as the policy area, among all of which we have data, where support for joint decision-making has been highest. In contrast, however, justice, police and urban crime (traditional functions of the nation-state) are seen by most Europeans as more appropriately dealt with by the national government.
Figure 3. Net support for joint decision-making with the EU (1999-2006), selected policies
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Thus, extending the observations from the mid/late-1990s (those available to the extant literature) to the more recent years, it remains possible to define – albeit somewhat arbitrarily in terms of the thresholds employed — three levels of support for policy integration, as we can seen in table 2. The inclusion of the mid/late 1990s to 2006 data generally confirms the same sort of structural cross-policy variation that has been detected by the extant literature.
Table 2. Policy areas according to aggregate levels of average net support (1989-2006)
	Clear support for policy integration:


	Split public
	Majority opposition to policy integration:



	Terrorism
Co-operation with developing countries/humanitarian aid
Foreign policy (towards non-EU countries)
Science and technology
Drugs
Environment
Regional cohesion
Currency


	Security and defence
Fight against unemployment
Agriculture and fishing
Immigration
Political asylum

	Police
Education
Health and social welfare
Justice
Urban crime
Culture
Broadcasting and press.




This sort of analysis may be hiding, however, significant changes through time in the level of support for policy integration in some issues. We’ll start by looking at those policies were net support has, on average, been higher. Figure 4 allows for visual inspection of trends in net support for policy integration in these areas. The trend data are plotted on the line in green, while the red line is simply a linear regression line adjusted to the data. 
In what concerns terrorism, analysis of long-term trends in made difficult not only because the series is short, but also because question wording has changed: in 2005, “fighting international terrorism” became “fighting terrorism”, and this change in wording resulted in an immediate drop in support for joint-decision making within the EU of about 10 percentage points in relation to the average of the previous period. Similarly, “developing countries/Third World” changed, in 1998, to “humanitarian aid”. In this case, the consequence seems to have been a decline in “non-responses” and an increase in responses favouring decision-making at the national level, leading to overall decline in net support. Once this is discounted, however, support for policy integration on these two areas seems relatively stable through time.
Figure 4. Trends in net support for polity integration, high support policies
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A different story emerges when we focus on the remaining policies where net support for policy integration has been traditionally high. We can observe, first, a secular decline in net support for integration in areas such as “science and technology” and “support for regions in economic difficulties”. That much is confirmed by a more detailed analysis of the data available. Table 3 shows the results of a regression analysis where aggregate net support for policy integration in each Eurobarometer is the dependent variable, while the independent variables attempt to capture major political changes occurring at the European level. Post-Maastricht takes the value 0 before February 7th 1992 and 1 after that; post-2001 takes the value 0 before 31st December 2001 and 1 afterwards. This variable captures the impact of two events whose substantive independent impact is almost impossible to distinguish: on the one hand, the successful entry into circulation of the Euro; on the other hand, the terrorist attacks of September 11th 2001 in the United States. Two additional variables measure the number of months that have elapsed until the date of each Eurobarometer survey’s fieldwork since Maastricht (Months after Maastricht) and since December 31st 2001 (Months since 2001). 

As we can see, although Maastricht produces no short-term effect on net support for policy integration in the areas of “science and technology” and “support for regions in economic difficulties”, that support has experienced a long-term decline since Maastricht. In the case of the latter, as we can see in figure 4, the latest data suggest that this is a policy where the existence of a clear majority supporting Europeanization is no longer evident.

Table 4. Regression analyses of support for policy integration, selected policies
	
	Science and technology
	Support for regions in difficulties

	Post-Maastricht (0,1)

Months since Maastricht

Post-2001 (0,1)

Months since 2001

Constant
	-2.630

(-2.650)

-.163***

(.028)

4.997

(3.438)

.139

(.091)

57.400

(1.862)
	-

-.099**

(.043)

2.610
(3.223)

-.139
(.087)

37.823

(3.386)

	N

Adjusted R2

Durbin-Watson
	31

.74

2.078
	20

.64

2.269


†p<.10; *p<.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001
A somewhat different trend is observable for policies such as the fight against drugs and the protection of the environment. Although visual inspection of the data also suggests an overall decline in support for policy integration in these areas, the analysis in table 5 suggests the pattern may be more complex. Although a decline in support does seem to have occurred since Maastricht, the years following 2001 seem to show a reversion of the trend, with net support for integration increasing for both policies since then.

Table 5. Regression analyses of support for policy integration, selected policies

	
	Fight against drugs
	Environment

	Post-Maastricht (0,1)

Months since Maastricht

Post-2001 (0,1)

Months since 2001

Constant
	-

-.157**

(.049)

-3.041

(6.133)

.486†
(.271)

57.142***

(3.475)
	.244

(3.195)

-.153***

(.035)

3.344

(4.004)

.299**

(.105)

41.600***

(2.117)

	N

Adjusted R2

Durbin-Watson
	22

.37

1.471
	29

.55

2.034


†p<.10; *p<.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001

Finally, the remaining two policies included in this set of “high support” policies also show different trends. In what concerns support for the Europeanization of currency policy, Maastricht and the 1992 events produced a precipitous short-term drop. However, since then, net support for joint decision-making at this level increased constantly, reaching today Europe-wide levels of support that are higher than those found by 1992. And the story about foreign policy is, to some extent, symmetrical. Although Maastricht seems to have had no short- or long-term impact in the considerably high levels of support for Europeanization this policy enjoyed, following September 11th there a short-term rise of about 7 percentage points in net support for integration in this policy area. However, support for integration in this area has since declined by about 3 percentage points per year, leaving aggregate support at a level that is already below that found throughout the 1990s. 
Table 6. Regression analyses of support for policy integration, selected policies

	
	Currency
	Foreign policy

	Post-Maastricht (0,1)

Months since Maastricht

Post-2001 (0,1)

Months since 2001

Constant
	-8.836†
(4.875)

.167**

(.052)

7.637

(7.522)

-.370

(.335)

19.000***

(3.427)
	2.203

(1.842)

-.005

(.020)

7.915*

(2.842)

-.260†
(.127)

45.200***

(1.295)

	N

Adjusted R2

Durbin-Watson
	29

.44

1.560
	29

.23

1.520


†p<.10; *p<.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001

We can now turn our attention to those policies where, on average, the European public has been mostly split in what concerns support for Europeanization: security and defence, unemployment, agriculture, immigration and political asylum. Figure 5 allows a visual inspection of the trends in net support for integration in these areas.
Figure 5. Trends in net support for polity integration, average support policies
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Simple observation suggests general stability in net support for Europeanization in what concerns agricultural/fishing and security and defence policies, and a decline, at different rates, in what concerns unemployment, immigration, and political asylum policies. However, although a more detailed analysis confirms this preliminary assessment in what concerns agriculture and fishing, more nuanced stories emerge when we consider the remaining policy areas. First, as table 7 shows, most of the decline in support for the Europeanization of unemployment policies seems to occur after 2001. Conversely, support for the integration of security and defence policies seems to have remained mostly stable until 2001, after which that support had begun a very sharp increase up until, at least, 2004. 

Table 7. Regression analyses of support for policy integration, selected policies

	
	Unemployment
	Security and defence

	Post-Maastricht (0,1)

Months since Maastricht

Post-2001 (0,1)

Months since 2001

Constant
	-

.039

(.051)

-4.836

(6.272)

-.596**

(.167)

7.191*

(3.438)
	5.087

(3.325)

-.053

(.035)

-3.091

(5.065)

.542*

(.226)

2.800

(2.307)

	N

Adjusted R2

Durbin-Watson
	26

.60

1.888
	28

.15

2.146


†p<.10; *p<.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001

Immigration and political asylum policies tell an even different story. In both cases, mere observation shows a sharp decline occurring by mid-1999, followed by an apparent increase since then, all this without any changed in question wording. In table 8, we model this trend by integrating, as an independent variable, the entry into force of the Amsterdam Treaty, which brought these issues under the “first pillar” and took place precisely in May 1999. As we can see – although no claims at causality are being made on this basis — the results show that the aggregate net support for integration in these areas experienced an abrupt and statistically significant drop immediately after May 1999, which has been followed, since then, by an recovery until today.
Table 8. Regression analyses of support for policy integration, selected policies

	
	Immigration
	Political asylum

	Months since Maastricht

Post-Amsterdam (0,1)

Months since Amsterdam
Constant
	-.051

(.042)

-21.357***

(3.301)

.305***

(.066)

20.750***

(2.179)
	-.106**

(.037)

-16.575***

(3.227)

.391***

(.077)

24.113***

(1.908)

	N

Adjusted R2

Durbin-Watson
	26

.75

1.925
	24

.76

2.370


†p<.10; *p<.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001

Finally, we turn our attention to those policies whose Europeanization has been opposed by most European citizens since 1989: on the one hand, health and social welfare, education, cultural policies and broadcasting and press rules; on the other hand, police, justice, and urban crime prevention, all of these “Amsterdam” areas where data only becomes available after 1999. Figure 6 allows a preliminary visual inspection of all these trends.
With just nine aggregate level observations, it is perhaps futile to look for any significant trends concerning support for Europeanization in areas such as police, justice, and urban crime. It should noted, however, that in all of them, net support is lower today than it was in 1999, and that in what concerns urban crime prevention, a regression analysis with “time” (months since first EB with the question on that area) as an independent variable already yields a statistically significant (negative) trend. 

Figure 6. Trends in net support for polity integration, low support policies
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In what concerns health/social welfare and education, visual inspection of the data inductively suggests a pattern that differs very much from all those observed so far. Although there seems to be an overall trend of decline, the sharpest fall is observed following 1991. Then, in 1995, a sudden recovery takes place.
In table 9, we model this trend by employing not only two short- and long-term post-Maastricht variables, but also two post-January 1995 short- and long-term effects, i.e., effects following the accession of Austria, Finland and Sweden, three countries with highly-developed welfare states. The results tell what may potentially constitute a very interesting story. Although Maastricht produced no immediate short-term effects, we can observe a very sharp decline in net support for integration of these policies since then, as Dalton and Eichenberg (1999; forthcoming) have noted. However, the accession of Austria, Finland and Sweden seems to be coterminous with two changes. First, a very strong short-term positive effect in net support for integration of welfare policies, of about 17 percentage points in both policy areas. Second, a long-term effect of increased support, although this effectis not enough to reverse the long-term post-Maastricht decline. In other words, Maastricht seems to have initiated a decline in net support for the Europeanization of these policies, but that decline was countervailed and slowed (though not inverted) by the accession of Austria, Finland and Sweden into the EU. An analysis of country trends will be very helpful in determining which countries have contributed to this partial reversal, the hypothesis being that the inclusion of these highly-developed welfare states may have increased support for integration in these policy issues among those countries where social transfers are lowest.
Table 9. Regression analyses of support for policy integration, social welfare and education policies

	
	Health and social welfare
	Education

	Post-Maastricht (0,1)

Months since Maastricht

Post-FI, AU, SW accession

Months since FI, AU, SW accession
Constant
	4.472
(4.143)

-.692***

(.169)

17.783***

(3.964)

.559**

(171)

-18.200***

(2.076)
	6.682
(4.635)

-.706**

(.190)

17.324**

(4.435)

.605**

(.192)

-22.000***

(2.322)

	N

Adjusted R2

Durbin-Watson
	31
.67

1.974
	31
.50

2.510


Finally, cultural policy and broadcasting and press rules display trends that differ from the remaining areas where support for Europeanization has been generally low. In what concerns the former, the most notable fact is the sudden rise in support experienced immediately after 2001, followed by a new sharp decline in 2005, without any changes in question wording. We have found no plausible time-markers that would be cogently connected to these changes, but further investigation may uncover them. In that concerns the latter, the only significant trend we found is one where net support has decline constantly since Maastricht, at a rate of about 1 percentage point per year.
Conclusion
The analysis of aggregate levels of net support for policy integration from 1989 until today confirms, to some extent, the findings of much of the extant literature on the issue. European citizens seem to be able to make clear distinctions between different policy areas, consistently supporting joint decision-making with the EU in some of them, opposing it in others and remaining divided in others still. The fight against terrorism and drugs, foreign policy and aid to developing countries, science, environment and currency are among the areas where net support for Europeanization has been consistently high. In contrast, welfare and education, broadcasting and press standards and “new” areas such as police, justice and urban crime can be counted among those where support for Europeanization is lowest. 
There are, however, clear signs that the general stability of European mass publics regarding this issue, which had prevailed until the early 1990s (Sinnott 1995), has evaporated since then. European citizens seem to have reacted to important historical, political and institutional changes by withdrawing or giving support to policy integration in different areas:

1. In some cases — science and technology, support for regions in difficulties and broadcasting and press standards — the post-Maastricht years have been characterized by a steady decline.

2.  Decline in support for Europeanization, albeit one that seems to have started much later, is also the prevalent trend in areas where support has been high (foreign policy), medium (the fight against unemployment) and low (justice, police and urban crime). In what concerns foreign policy, this decline is visible in spite of the immediate boost in support experienced immediately after 9/11. 
3. In areas such as health/welfare and education — where support has always been low — and the fight against drugs, environment, immigration, and political asylum — where support has been high or moderate — a more nuanced story emerges. In social welfare policies, the post-Maastricht decline in support for Europeanization is real, but has been  very much attenuated following the accession to the EU of Austria, Finland and Sweden. Conversely, a similar post-Maastricht decline is visible in the remaining areas, but such trend seems to have been reversed since 2001.

4. The only two areas where no long-term decline in support for policy integration seems to have occurred from 1989 until today are the security and defence and currency policies. In the former, support has remained stable until 2001, and has since then increased steadily. In the latter, in spite of a Maastricht short-term fall in support, the trend observable until today is still one of rising support, in spite of considerable volatility.
All these conclusions are preliminary. In some policy areas, the series are relatively short. Cross-country differences — which we know to be very pronounced (Dalton and Eichenberg 1999; Lubbers and Scheepers 2005) — have not been addressed here. Our detection of the historical, political and institutional markers that have been associated with shifts in European public opinion has been mostly inductive. However, this analysis provides the starting point for a more theoretically informed and sophisticated study of support for policy integration across Europe.
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� Until EB43.1 (1995), the data concern the EU12 countries. Since then, EU15 averages are used. Difficulties in what concerns the availability of data prevented us from consistently contrasting EU12 with EU15 data in all policy areas. However, in the cases where we were able to do so (using the Eurobarometer Trend File), differences were minute, not above one percentage point. Future analyses, however, should take this into consideration.


� We also tested the hypothesis of a short- or long-term impact of both the signing and entry into force of the Amsterdam Treaty, which made the “fight against drugs” a priority of the Union. No effects were detected for signing the Amsterdam Treaty, and the rate of increase observed since its entry into force is lower than that found after 2001.
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