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Since politics has its origin in strife, politicatrategy deals
with the exploitation, use, and suppression offlazin

-Elmer E. Schattschneider, 1960, pp. 65

Abstract

This paper develops and tests arguments about rwitical parties’ electoral fortunes in
national elections are influenced by voters’ prefiees regarding the European Union (EU). To
date, there is increasing evidence demonstratiegirtipact of EU issues on vote choice in
national elections - a process referred tdEbkissue votingNotwithstanding, little is known
about which parties actually gain or lose as alresfuEU issue voting. Using a two-stage
estimation procedure and employing national elactiorvey data from Denmark, Germany, the
Netherlands and the United Kingdom from 1992 to2200first estimate an individual-level
model of vote choice modeling the impact of EU prehces for individual parties. This first
stage of the analysis reveals that the extent ofidsSue voting varies greatly among political
parties. In the second stage, | utilize party ottaristics to account for this cross-party variatio
by using an estimated dependent variable modetmanhstrate that the variation in EU issue
voting is largely a function of the degree to whiblke EU issue is salient to political parties, the
level of extremism in terms of EU positioning asliwas opposition status. These findings
corroborate a growing body of work that demonsfrasé® increasing electoral connection
between European and national politics. Moreoveey tstrengthen our understanding of how

European integration affects national electoraitiosl



1. Introduction”

If Jean Monnet dozed off at a meeting of the Euaop€oal and Steel Community in the early
1950s and awoke in present-day Europe, what wowlddaction be? His first reaction would
likely be one of pride. Not only are over 480 naifli Europeans citizens of Europe, the number
of European Union (EU) institutions has grown cdasably and so have their competencies
stretching from employment to foreign policy. Natwatanding, his second reaction may be one
of surprise or even disappointment. Monnet and rotsarly architects of the European
integration process expected citizens to rally adolEurope as the unification process
contributed greatly to peace, welfare and stabilitytil the late 1980s, the integration process
was indeed accompanied by a diffuse feeling of @mdron the part of the European citizenry,
characterized as thgermissive consensug¢lLindberg and Scheingold, 1970). Current
developments, however, cast a shadow on Monneitisliimope of building a Union among
people rather than states. Today, we are witnesailggowing discontent regarding Europe.
Although there have been downturns in support faogean integration in the past, it is clear
that Europeans have grown considerably more weftlieointegration process than they once
were (Eichenberg and Dalton, 2007). The outcomeleofecent referenda on the Constitutional
Treaty in France and the Netherlands illustrate tieiw sentiment. At present, scholars generally
agree that the age permissive consensims given way to aonstraining dissensu$looghe
and Marks, 2008). Not only do European citizenssatt monitor the course of integration, and
where necessary, voice their fears and objecti@teefibergen, et al., 2007), Euroskeptic
sentiment is also increasingly being exploited bjitical entrepreneurs in EU referenda and
national elections (Taggart, 1998; De Vries, 200R).other words, Europe has become a

contestedssue.

" Author’s note: the author is grateful to the DanBata Archive, the Dutch Data Archiving and Netking
Services, the Zentral Archiv fur Empirische Sozedthung and the UK Data Archive for making avdéabe data
used in this paper. A previous version of this papas presented at the CONNEX European ReseardbqDaim
Meeting 3% of May-2" of June 2006, Amsterdam. The author would likehank all participants for their input.
Remaining errors are the sole responsibility ofahthor.



Indeed, recent analyses reveal that European attegrhas a significant effect on
electoral outcomes in some EU member states (E1888, 2002; Gabel, 2000; Tillman 2004,
De Vries, 2007). Voters’ EU preferenagsinfluence vote choice in national elections, acpss
referred to ag£U issue votingdDe Vries, 2007). But which political parties trgias a result of
EU issue voting? On the basis of the ‘sleepingtgiaypothesis developed by Van der Eijk and
Franklin (2004), one may expect political entreguns on the fringes of the political system to
reap the electoral fruits of EU issue voting. Thehars argue that although the electorate’s
ability to constrain the integration process thioumgtional elections may be limited at present,
due to the restricted choice regarding the EU issueffer by political parties, it will only be ‘a
matter of time before political entrepreneurs sdim opportunity to differentiate themselves
from other parties in EU terms’ (Van der Eijk ancufklin, 2004: 47). Indeed, the literature on
party positioning regarding European integratiaghhights the fact that the EU issue constitutes
a strategic opportunity for far left and right pest to distinguish themselves from the
predominantly pro-EU mainstream and thereby pogg&ibhance their vote share (Taggart, 1998;
Marks and Wilson, 2002; Crum 2007). Parties onftlrdeft or right are undeniably the most
pronounced Euroskeptics of all party families (Hoeg et al., 2002). Not only does
Euroskeptism present a prospect for vote maximimatbut it is also linked to the overall
ideological positioning and/or anti-establishmetainse of these parties (Taggart, 1998; Sitter,
2002; Ray, 2007). This, accompanied by the fact thablic opinion is on average more
Euroskeptic than mainstream elites (Hooghe, 20@B3) perhaps increasingly so, makes
opposition to European integration a means by whagtremist parties can enhance their
electoral appeal. Euroskepticism maximizes the isterecy with their ideological platform,
while simultaneously minimizing their distance frahve median voter position (see Hinich and
Munger, 1993).

This paper addresses the important issue of flevelitial impact of EU issue voting on

political parties’ electoral fortunes at the natibballot box. It does so by means of a two-stage



estimation procedure. Recent work has demonstridiedadvantages of this procedure when
dealing with the multi-level nature of data (Hubetral., 2005; Duch and Stevenson, 2005, 2007;
Kedar, 2005). The empirical analysis employs naticglection survey data from Denmark,
Germany, the Netherlands and the United Kingdormfii®92 to 2002. In the first stage, |
estimate an individual-level model of vote choicedaling the impact of EU preferences for
individual parties. In the second stage, | utilpaaty characteristics (left/right extremism, EU
extremism, EU issue salience to party and oppwosgtatus) to account for cross-party variation
by using an estimated dependent variable modelf{ither elaboration on this approach, see
Lewis and Linzer, 2005).

Interestingly, the empirical analysis shows thdit/ight extremism isnot the decisive
factor in understanding variation in EU issue vgtiaxtreme left or right parties are not more or
less affected by EU issue voting than mainstrearigsa Instead EU issue voting is directly
connected to a party’®mitrinsic position on European integration: parties for whBoropean
integration is salient and parties with an extrgrasition on European integration (either pro or
anti) are much more susceptible to EU issue votingaddition, opposition parties are more
likely to be subject to EU issue voting. These iigd have important implications for our
understanding of how European integration affecédional electoral and party politics.
Moreover, they corroborate a growing body of wdrkttdemonstrates an increasing ‘electoral
connection’ between European and national pol{ttzarubba, 2001).

This paper proceeds as follows. First, | brieflgadiss the concept of EU issue voting.
Next, | present expectations regarding which pditiparties are likely to be affected by EU
issue voting. In a third step, | discuss the ddiaoperationalizations and the method guiding the
empirical analysis. The fourth section consideesrésults from the empirical analyses. Finally,

the conclusion highlights the implications of théselings.



2. Conceptualizing EU issue voting

Whereas we know a lot about how national politioHuences voting for the European
Parliament (EP) (Reif and Schmitt, 1980; Van dgk Bnd Franklin, 1996; Van der Brug and
Eijk, 2007), we know much less about the way incalhEuropean integration intersects with
national electoral politics (Borzel and Risse, 20@®07; Tillman 2004). This lack of
understanding is unfortunate, as national electammsstitute important channels through which
citizens can communicate their interests regardimgEU. For example, government officials
elected through national elections participate e EU Council of Ministers. Additionally,
elected leaders of government directly represeatititerests of the member states and their
citizens in the European Council (Gabel, 2000; Mab05, 2007). European integration can
intersect with national voting behaviour in thredfedent ways. To begin, EP elections
potentially serve as markers for national electidinat is to say, the performance of parties in EP
elections is presumed to predict how well thesdigmmay perform in (subsequent) national
elections. Although EP elections constitute ‘secordkr elections’ (Reif and Schmitt 1980) —
i.e. they are dominated by national concerns atehahirror the popularity and performance of
national governments (Niedermayer, 1984; Bogdad®B89) — studies have shown that the
results of European elections have altered votielgabior in subsequent national elections (see
for example Van der Eijk and Franklin, 1996; Vam Hgk, et al., 1996; Marsh, 1998). Two such
examples are the EP electoral successes of thé Radional (National Front-FN) in France and
of Blindnis’90/Die Griunen (Greens-Bd90/G) in Germanitich were of crucial importance to
their electoral gains nationally.

An additional way in which European integration edfect national elections is through
the impact of European economic integration on enoa voting in national elections. Research
in this field focuses on whether participation e tEuropean Monetary Union (EMU) and

specifically the introduction of the single currgnchanges the impact of macroeconomic



conditions on national vote choice (Palmer and Whijt1999; Scheve, 1999; Bohrer and Tan,
2000, Mulas-Granados, 2004). In the case of FramckBritain, for example, Scheve (1999)
shows that EMU had diverse distributional impaats different groups within the French and
British electorate, which in turn influenced theational voting behavior. Moreover, Palmer and
Whitten (1999) argue that the single currency nmayaase the variability in national economic
performance, and, thus, Euro membership increfseretevance of changes in macroeconomic
conditions to electoral fortunes of incumbent mer{isee also Bohrer and Tan, 2000 for a similar
argumentation).

Notwithstanding the importance of both mechanisrisere is an even more
straightforward effect of European integration ational elections, namelU issue votingeU
issue voting is the process in which positions migg European integration influence vote
choice in national elections (De Vries, 2007). bhes words, support or opposition towards
European integration may directly co-determine vo®ice in national elections. EU issue
voting is receiving increasing scholarly attentif(favans, 1998, 1999, 2001, Gabel, 2000;
Tillman, 2004; Van der Eijk and Franklin, 2004; VHoIsteyn and De Ridder, 2005; De Vries,
2007). Although empirical evidence shows that tHecterate’'s ability to constrain the
integration process through national electionsnistéd in some countries due to low EU issue
salience compared to traditional issues like thelfave state” or “social justice” and due to
restrictive choices on offer by political partiesgarding the EU issue, researchers have found
that in some countries, namely Denmark and the ddnkingdom, EU issue voting is an
important factor in national electoral politics @hs, 1999, 2001; De Vries, 2007). In these
countries, attitudes toward European integrati@aar important source in determining voters’
national vote choice both in absolute terms as agllelative to the influence of other typically
more central concerns facing voters, such as igt/rideology. Consequently, this line of

research demonstrates that EU issue voting hasrextdeffect on national vote choice



independentlyfrom other concerns facing voters, such as lefitrigleology or new politics

issues like immigration or the environment.

3. EU issue voting and the electoral fortunes of fitical parties

This paper takes up the EU issue voting perspedtianalyses the extent to which the choice
for a political party in a national election is ludnced by citizens’ attitudes towards European
integration. Specifically, it explores which pastieenefit or lose as a result of EU issue voting. |
draw from the literature on party strategy and ypgndsitioning on European integration to
formulate hypotheses on four party characterigtied may account for variation in EU issue
voting across partiedeft/right extremismEU extremism, EU issue salienamd opposition
status

The first hypothesis relates to left/right extremis

H1 (Left/right extremism hypothedisThe more extreme a party’s position in terms of

left/right ideology, the higher the extent of Eldus voting for that party.

Van der Eijk and Franklin (2004) argue that EU &swoting is likely to benefit parties on
the fringes of the electoral spectrum, as left-wangight-wing extremist parties are most likely
to rally Euroskeptic sentiment in national eleciolvhy would we expect this to be the case?
Due to their extreme position in terms of left/tigtheology, radical left or right parties have an
incentive to play up new issues and thereby enhelmselves to reap electoral gains. This idea
is in line with Riker’s view that political partieaobilize on new issues ‘to find some alternative
[issue] that beats the current winner’ (Riker 198@9). The EU issue provides an excellent
opportunity for these parties for two reasons. tFipsiblic opinion is increasingly fickle and

skeptical (Eichenberg and Dalton, 2007; De Vried aan Kersbergen, 2007), and, second,



“Euroenthusiasm” still constitutes the norm withihre mainstream of Western European party
systems. The ideological mainstream, i.e. Conserjabocial and Christian Democratic parties,
are generally supportive of the integration processthey have often been part of governing
coalitions throughout Western Europe and therefogee largely responsible for the course of
integration (Marks, et al., 2002; Crum, 2007). Tadical left and right, in contrast, have been at
the forefront of mobilisation of Euroskeptic viewsnational elections (Taggart, 1998; Hooghe,
et al., 2002; Sitter, 2002).

Note that H1 does not necessarily imply that theemives for extremist parties to
mobilize anti-EU sentiment are merely strategiod@ture. While it seems plausible that strategic
calculation informs party change on European irggn, especially for marginal parties, parties
may also change their positioning because they de@ogical reasons to oppose European
integration. Do radical right parties, for exampi@pose European integration strategically to
drive a wedge in the existing party system, or ddesr disdain arise because European
integration is the embodiment of a whole rangencéats to the national community (Hooghe, et
al., 2002)? Euroskepticism may simultaneously dtuist a conscious strategy by political
entrepreneuras well asbe rooted in partisan ideology; indeed, these gsses are most likely

mutually enforcing (see Kopecky and Mudde, 2002afgimilar argumentation).

H2 (EU extremity hypothegis The more extreme a party’s stance in terms of EU

positioning, the higher the extent of EU issue nvgfior that party.

The second factor explaining variation in EU isgaéng across parties is extremity in EU
positioning. The idea here is that parties takimdear position regarding Europe, i.e. parties that
are clearly Euroskeptic or Euroenthusiast, are e®geto experience higher levels of EU issue
voting than parties with middling positions on Eoeo This expectation draws from the work of

Rabinowitz and MacDonald (1989) on directional mgtiBuilding on Stokes (1963), Rabinowitz



and MacDonald (1989) argue that issue positioningpters consists of two elementhrection
andintensity The intensity refers to the strength of the apipiranging from strong preferences
on the end-points of the scale to weak feelingstten neutral mid-point of the scale. The
direction of the opinion has three positions: faabe, unfavorable and neutral. The directional
component determines whether a voter likes orkdislihe party. In general, voters tend to like
parties that are on the same side of an issueegsatie. The intensity component indicates the
extent to which the issue evokes an attitudingdlaase and how salient the issue is for a voter’s
judgment. More extreme positions indicate that if®ie evokes stronger feelings and is of
greater importance to voters’ party evaluationsusTtaccording to the directional model, voters
do not utilize a continuum of policy positions whewaluating parties but instead focus on a
party’s agreement or disagreement with their pexk@olicy preference (Rabinowitz and
MacDonald, 1989: 94).

Note that the directional idea does not imply tredical parties propagating the most
extremist positions are expected the gain eledyoralthough it is assumed that supporting
intense issue positions is beneficial to a parg tirectional model imposes a theoretical
limitation to plausible issue stands, referred satee ‘region of acceptability’ (Rabinowitz and
MacDonald, 1989: 108; MacDonald, et al., 1991: )1The idea here is that a party’s issue
position must be reasonable in the eyes of (magBrs: ‘A candidate must convince voters of
his or her reasonableness. Voters are wary of datei who seem radical and project harshness
or stridency.’” (Rabinowitz and MacDonald, 1989: 16®r our purposes, this penalty may be
less relevant, as both Euroskepticism — definedpg®sition towards the EU, its institutions or
policies and/or the process of European integrafffur an overview of definitions of
Euroskepticism, see Ray, 2007) — as well as itsthasis Euroenthusiasm are reasonable
positions upheld by both mainstream and periphpaaties throughout the EU (Marks and

Wilson, 2000; Marks, et al., 2002). Thus, | expécat parties with clear (i.e. extreme)

10



preferences on the EU issue are more likely tosss@upport from voters than parties with a
moderate or neutral position regarding Europeaegnattion (H2).

A third line of argumentation draws on saliencyaityeand the theory of issue ownership to
argue that the extent to which a party views thei&lue as important for its electoral appeal

affects its susceptibility to EU issue voting:

H3 (Salience hypothegisThe higher the EU issue salience for a partg, lilgher the

extent of EU issue voting for that party.

Saliency theory of party competition (Budge andiEaf983) and the theory of issue ownership
(Petrocik, 1996) inform us that political partiesild their electoral appeal around issues for
which they have (or could have) the support ofrrtieenstituents and/or a majority of voters.
Parties make certain core issues of primary impodao their electoral campaign in order to
reap electoral gains. Although issue ownership lbag been regarded as fairly static, recent
studies show that policy reputations are relativigxible and, hence, open to strategic
manipulation (Bélanger, 2003; Meguid, 2005; Tavi808). To the extent that this is true, one
would expect political parties to heighten the imigoce of relatively new issues, such as
European integration, if they expect to be ablalter mass alignments in their favor (see also
Carmines and Stimson, 1989). Parties that playruigsue seek to persuade voters to base their

voting decision on that particular issue (H3).

H4 (Opposition party hypothegisThe extent of EU issue voting is expected tdigher

among parties in opposition.

A fourth and final line of argumentation in thdehature is that opposition status

increases the extent to which a party is affectgdEb) issue voting. Because European
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integration is a project driven largely by govermiseand government parties, criticism of EU
policies tends to be the privilege of oppositiomtiea (Sitter, 2002). Indeed, analyses show that
mainstream opposition parties seem to increasiplgly the anti-EU card (Sitter, 2001, 2002;
Ray, 2007). The British Conservatives in recentryedearly exemplify this strategy (Evans,
1998).

Governing parties often downplay the salience abfean integration because they wish
to avoid fighting elections on the issue, in pagtduse it may bring about intra-party dissent
(Steenbergen and Scott, 2004; Edwards, 2007; NatjdsBinnema, 2007). Moreover, it is not
easy for government parties to adopt a skepticsitipa on Europe given that they usually have
been deeply involved in shaping the integratiorcess in the past. Hence, outspoken opposition
may lack credibility. Of course, it is possible fgopvernment parties to oppose European
integration, but they run the risk of isolation awhsequently ineffectiveness at the EU level. As
a result, government parties find themselves comdéch with a steep trade-off between
Euroskepticism and government effectiveness.

In contrast, opposition parties have an interesesiructuring contestation and stressing
the integration issue, as such a reorientation lomang about new voters. Moreover, an increase
of the polarization on European integration by apen parties may force government parties
to take a clear-cut stance on the issue, whichdcaldstabilize the government coalition.
Consequently, | expect that opposition partiesnaoee likely to be affected by EU issue voting

than government parties (H4).

4. Data, operationalizations and methods

How do these four hypotheses shed light on vanatimong parties in their susceptibility to EU

issue voting? To determine this, | need to devalopeasure of the extent of EU issue vofing

a party. This is a complicated procedure becausecannot observe it directly. Instead, we must
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estimate a measure from the data for the two Viesatinat make up the relationship: a voter’'s
party choice and a voter’'s EU preference.

In order to explore and explain variation in EUuissvoting across parties, | use a two-
stage estimation procedure (Duch and Stevensorh, ZUD7; Kedar, 2005; Lewis and Linzer,
2005). | first estimate individual-level multinonhitogistic regression analyses to model the
impact of voters’ EU preferences on vote choiceafarticular party. In the second stage, | use
an estimated dependent variable model, wherebg pasgty characteristics to account for cross-
party variation in EU issue voting. All estimatiom®re conducted in STATA version 10. The
data are national election survey data from Denp@sgemany, the Netherlands and the United
Kingdom for the period 1992-20d2Question wordings for the variables used in theienal
analysis are very similar across surveys. Moreotteg, data provide an excellent basis for
explaining EU issue voting across parties, sinegeths considerable variation across our four
party characteristics: left/right extremism, EU rextism, EU issue salience and opposition

status.

! The following datasets were used in the empiaecellysis:

Denmark: 1. Valgundersggelsen 1994, primary ingastis: Jgrgen Goul Andersen and Ole Borre, DDAG221
Odense, Danish Data Archive, 2002; 2. Valgundersggel998, primary investigators: Jgrgen Goul Aseey
Johannes Andersen, Ole Borre and Hans Jgrgen Njel@A-4189, Odense, Danish Data Archive, 1999; 3.
Valgundersggelsen 2001, primary investigators: elm@oul Andersen, Ole Borre, Hans Jgrgen Nielsaimarhes
Andersen, Sgren Risbjerg, Thomsen and Jgrgen HIDIA-12516, Odense, Danish Data Archive, 2003.
Germany: 1. Politische Einstellungen, politischatiRipation und Wahlerverhalten im vereinigten Dssitland
1998, primary investigators: Oscar W. Gabriel, éariV. Falter and Hans Rattinger, ZA-3066, Zentradhiv fir
Empirische Sozialforschung, 1998; 2. PolitischeskEhungen, politische Partizipation und Wahleredtén im
vereinigten Deutschland 2002, primary investigat@scar W. Gabriel, Jurgen W. Falter and Hans Rgati, ZA-
3861, Zentral Archiv fir Empirische Sozialforschu@g02.

The Netherlands: 1. Nationaal Kiezersonderzoek4198imary investigators: Kees Aarts, Hans Ankegplvan
Holsteyn, Erik Oppenhuis, Paul Pennings, Karin ®¥itbod, P1209, Steinmetz Archief, 1995; 2. Natibnaa
Kiezersonderzoek, 1998, primary investigators: K&asgs, Henk Van der Kolk and Jacques Thomassedl$1
Steinmetz Archief, 1999; 3. Nationaal Kiezersondekz2002, primary investigators: Galen A. Irwinpgal.M.
Van Holsteyn and Josje M. Den Ridder, P1628, StetmrArchief, 2004.

The United Kingdom: 1. British General Election &1u1992, primary investigators: Anthony Heath, Rog@well,
John K. Curtice, Jack A. Brand and James C. Mitctg& 2981, UK Data Archive, 1993; 2. British Gealer
Election Study 1997, primary investigators: Anthdigath, Roger Jowell, John K. Curtice and PipparisoSN
3887, UK Data Archive, 1999; 3. British General &ien Study 2001, primary investigators: Howardr&ldavid
Sanders, Marianne Stewart and Paul F. Whiteley4&M, UK Data Archive, 2003.
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Let us begin by explaining in some detail the npldtistages of the model. In a first step, |
conduct several individual-level multinomial logistegression analyses to model the impact of
voters’ EU preferences on vote choice, while cdhm® for other factors. The dependent
variable is vote choice for a particular party irgiaen election. Table A.1 in the Appendix
provides a list of parties that were in includeceurery election. The main independent variable
is a voter's EU preference, which is gleaned fr@wesal surveys in which voters were asked to
place themselves on an EU scale. These differesilesovere standardized to a 0-1 scale,
whereby 0 indicates low EU support and 1 indicaigd EU support. To assess the importance
of the EU issue in relation to other central conserl also include non-EU related policy
variables and socio-economic controls. | begin tgirg a respondents’ self-placement on a
left/right ideological scale. This scale was reabtie a 0-1 scale, where 0 indicates a left and 1
indicates a right placement. With the exceptiorhef British data, | also include two variables
tapping the “new politics” dimension of politicabmpetition: immigration and environment.
Although this new politics dimension may includeelise issues, such as political participation,
gender, abortion or lifestyle issues, immigratioa nvironmental policy are usually considered
key elements of new politics (Dalton, 1996). Ashatihe variables presented above, the different
scales were recoded to 0-1 scales, where 0 indidatger immigrants/less green policy and 1
indicates more immigrants/more green policy. Finall add several socio-economic control
variables, namely gender, income and educatiothetanodel. In the Dutch and German cases, |
also incorporate religiosity. These socio-economuntrols tap into the impact of cleavage
structures on voting behavior.

In a second stage, | utilize the estimates fronfitisé stage to account for the cross-party
variation in EU issue voting. To ensure substahtiveeaningful comparability across cases |
transform the first stage coefficients into preelifexpected values (see also Duch and
Stevenson, 2005, 2007). In this case, the firglesfarovides a predicted change in vote for a

particular party due to a change in the distributsd EU preferences across voters. In the second
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stage, | construct the estimated dependent variallethe EU issue voting measure for a
particular party, as the change in vote probabilityen a voter moves from fully supporting to
strongly opposing European integration, while haddiall other control variables at their
respective means. This is done us@BARIFY, which employs Monte Carlo simulations to
convert raw statistical results into more intuitigeantities without changing the statistical
assumptions (King, et al., 2000).

Since the dependent variable in the second staffgecdnalysis is based on estimates, the
analysis should account for the uncertainty of ehestimates. Lewis and Linzer (2005) put
forward a weighting procedure that produces apmitpstandard errors for the second stage but
also show that using White’s heteroskedastic ctarsistandard errors is almost always as good.
Hence, | use the latter strategy. Additionallycsirthe extent of EU issue voting is determined
using several election surveys from the same cgpuntre might expect the level of EU issue
voting for the same party to be correlated acrdésrent elections. To control for this, | grouped
the data by party and calculated standard erras @how for possible correlations between
parties while assuming no correlation. Consequeritlg resulting standard errors allow for
unspecified forms of heteroskedasticity for the sgrarty across the different surveys.

| regress these predicted changes in vote praotyaddainst several party characteristics
gleaned from the Ray (1996), Marks/Steenbergen Q1@hd Hooghe et al. (2003) Expert
Surveys on party positioning towards European natidon. Left/right ideological extremism is
measured by squaring the distance between a pdefifgght position and that of the median
party in the system. Similarly, EU extremism is sw@wad by squaring the distance between a
party’s EU position and that of the median party. iBsue salience is measured on a five-point

scale ranging from 1 (no importance) to 5 (high amgnce)’ Finally, | measure the opposition

2 CLARIFY 2.1 is a STATA application that can be downloadéorm Gary King's website:
http://gking.harvard.edu/clarify/.

% The EU issue salience for political parties in 2002 Chapel Hill Expert Survey was measured orpaidt rather
than on a 5-point scale as was common in the pmeviounds of the survey. In order to make to guesn
comparability across the surveys, the 2002 itemneeasded to a 5-point scale.
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status of a party using a dummy variable indicatirige party was in opposition during the year
prior to the election. This measure was determumsadg Siaroff (2000) and official government
websites. Table 1 below summarizes the indicatsesdiuo operationalize the dependent and

independent variables employed in the first andsestage of the empirical analysis.

--- Table 1 about here ---

5. Empirical analysis

Does the extent of EU issue voting vary acroskfit parties? If so, who benefits? The answer
to the first question iyes Table 2 below provides a summary of the multiranogistic
regression analyses. It presents the multinomgisie estimates of the impact of a voter's EU
preference on vote choice for the different parires given election. Each such coefficient is
one of a full model of vote choice estimated. Frutidel specification is available in tables WA.1
through WA.11 in the supplemental web appendix.

The reference category is the largest rightwingtrestnparty in the party system: the
Danish Liberals (Venstre-V), the German Christiaenidcrats (Christlich Demokratische
Union/ Christlich-Soziale Union-CDU/CSU), the Dutc@&hristian Democrats (Christen-
Democratisch Appel-CDA) and the British Conservedi\CON). By choosing the large and
centrist party in the party system as the referaategory, the multinomial logistic regression
results provide a conservative test of EU issuegacross parties as it is harder for coefficients
to reach statistical significance than when a nesteemist party would have been used.

So, to what extent do British, Danish, Dutch andn@ citizens choose among different

parties on the basis of their support for EU mersitie? To interpret the results presented in
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table 2 we need to remember that the coefficieret$a odd$ of voting for the party mentioned
in the table in relation to the reference categérypositive coefficient indicates an increased
likelihood of voting for a party other than the eefnce category. For example, in the Danish
2001 election, the log odds of voting Social Derater(Socialdemokratiet-S) rather than
Liberals decrease by .54 for 1-unit increase insitreres on the European integration scale, i.e.
when a voter is more pro-integration the probabiit voting Social Democrats decreases by a
factor of .54 in comparison to voting for the Liakx. Furthermore, the table shows that the
effect of EU attitudes on the odds of voting foparty other than the main rightwing centrist
party in a party system varies greatly per indigidparty. On average, for British and Danish
parties voters’ EU attitudes are a more importantdr in determining the likelihood of a voter
to vote for other parties than the British Constives or Danish Liberals than is the case for the
Dutch and German results. This finding is in linghwprevious work suggesting that EU issue
voting is extensive in Denmark and the United Kimgd but weak in Dutch and German
elections due to the lack of partisan conflict amdpe and the relatively low salience of the EU
issue in these countries (De Vries, 2007). None#i®lin the 1994 and 1998 Dutch elections, the
likelihood of voting for the small Christian partjrie Reformed Political Alliance (Gereformeerd
Politiek Verbond-GPV), the Socialist Party (Soatfiche Partij-SP) rather than the Dutch
Christian Democrats was clearly influenced by v&tdeU preferences. In Germany, the
likelihood of voting fort he Social Democrats (Smdiemokratissche Partei Deutschlands-SPD)
or the former Communists (Partei des DemokratiscBemialismus-PDS) during the 1998
German elections and the Liberals (Freie DemoldladisPartei-FDP) in 2002 rather than the

Christian Democrats was affected by voters’ EUgnexfices.

--- Table 2 about here ---

* A log odds is the logarithm of the odds in favéroo against a given event. In this case, it isféor by which
we multiply the odds of voting for party rather théor the reference category for each one-uniteiase in the
independent variable. It is important to note tlogt odds are not identical to probabilities; rathtegy signify the
log-likelihoods of voting for one party rather thanother (Menard 1995:49ff.).
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In order to compare these coefficients across thees; | transform the first stage
coefficients into changes in predicted/expectediesl To do so, | calculate the change in vote
probability when the a voter moves from stronglypeging European integration to fully
supporting it, while holding all other variables taeir respective meahsThis allows for a
straightforward comparison of the extent to whigbaaty’s vote probability is influenced by EU
issue voting across parties and elections. Figubelaw shows the extent of EU issue voting
across parties in a given election. Positive valunelicate an increase in the expected vote
probability of a party as a result of an increalinguroskeptic voter, while negative values

indicate a decrease in the expected vote probabilit

--- Figure 1 about here ---

Note that these are maximum effects which may raotays be entirely realistic.
Notwithstanding, these maximum effects do give adgsense of the variation in EU issue
voting across parties in the data. Moreover, tha d@ indicate that a substantial number of
respondents place themselves at the end-pointe d&W scale.

The Danish Social Democrats and Liberals expergnte highest change in vote
probability as a result of a voter's EU preferemeeving from its minimum to its maximum
levels. In the United Kingdom, the Labour Party @)Aand the Conservatives in 2001 were
most strongly affected by EU issue voting. On wiele, the extent of EU issue voting for
British, Danish, Dutch and German parties betwe@d2land 2002 varies between 0 and 42
percent.

Why are certain parties more susceptible to EUeissuting, while others are less so?

Hypotheses H1 through H4 point to four factors,ckhinow test in an OLS regression using the

® | also performed the analysis while holding thateal variables that are dummies at their respeatiedians.
Note that this did not substantially change theltes
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absolute changes in expected vote probabilitiegshasdependent variable. Table 3 below

presents the results.

--- Table 3 about here ---

The results strongly support the theoretical cdojes formalized in hypotheses H2, H3
and H4. The findings show that variation in theeeffof EU issue voting across parties is largely
a function of the degree to which the EU issueal&st to a respective party, extremity in terms
of EU positioning as well as opposition status. Rilethese factors explain almost half, i.e. 46
percent, of the variance in EU issue voting acpmsies. The strongest predictor of EU issue
voting is the extent to which a party renders theigSue salient. A one-unit increase in EU issue
salience results in a .08-point increase in EUasgting — a shift of 8.0 percentage points in EU
issue voting. The EU salience finding is in keepwgh both saliency theory of party
competition (Budge and Farlie, 1983) and the thedigsue ownership (Petrocik, 1996). Parties
seem to be able to strategically raise the sali@idbe European integration issue in order to
boost EU issue voting.

Extremity in terms of EU positioning also increasies extent of EU issue voting. A one-
unit increase in EU extremity leads to a .03-paitrease in EU issue voting — a shift of 3.0
percentage points in EU issue voting. So, in linéh & directional view on issue voting, parties
that take either a clear Euroskeptical or Euroesittat stance may benefit from EU issue voting.
While vote choice for parties that have a middlipgsition regarding European integration
within the party system are least influenced byotenvs EU preference. Finally, the expected
value of EU issue voting is .04-point higher forpopition parties than for government parties.
This finding indicates that EU issue voting is paft a government-opposition dynamic.
Opposition parties are influenced to a larger ext®nEU issue voting than are government

parties.
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The results in table 3 do not support the hypothdsat the more extreme a party’s
position in terms of left/right ideology, the highime extent of EU issue voting for that party
(H1). The coefficient for left/right extremism is the expected direction but is not significant.
Apparently, the fact that a party is on the fat taffar right does not significantly influence the
extent to which that party is affected by EU issuting. How can we make sense of this
surprising finding? One plausible explanation stthlthough far left and right parties frequently
oppose Europe and mobilize public sentiment agéir{§te Vries and Edwards, 2008), the EU
issue rarely constitutes their main electoral apfeseggart, 1998; Mair, 2000). These parties are
likely to be ‘parties whose identity is tied up kwiparticular issues (e.g., ecology, immigration)
and for whom the EU is a secondary concern’ (Tagd@©8: 384). The Dutch List Pim Fortuyn
(Lijst Pim Fortuyn-LPF) is exemplary in this respedlthough the LPF party platform was
clearly Euroskeptic, public safety and immigratipolicy were the key concerns in their 2002
electoral campaign and clearly overshadowed theidgsUe (Pennings and Keman, 2003; Van
Holsteyn, et al., 2003; Kleinnijenhuis, et al., 3R0OHence, far left and right parties often have
other “powerful strings on their bows”. Since Eueap integration is clearly not paramount to
national political parties, parties on the fringa more likely devote their attention to theiryke
“own” issues, such as immigration or their critiqpfeneo-liberal policy (see also Taggart, 1998;
Steenbergen and Scott, 2004; Netjes and Binnendd)20

Overall, the findings show that once we controt @her party characteristics, the
location of a party on the left-right spectrum doed matter for EU issue voting. Instead EU
issue voting is directly connected to a parigsinsic position on European integration: parties
for whom European integration is salient and partsth an extreme position on European
integration (either pro or anti) are much more epsible to EU issue voting. In addition,
opposition parties are more likely to be subjecEtd issue voting. So, these findings refine
previous research which has shown the importastabpolitical entrepreneurs on the fringes of

the political spectrum in facilitating EU issue vaf (De Vries, 2007). The sheer fact that a party
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is on the far left or far right does not automdtcincrease the extent to which that party is
affected by EU issue voting. Rather, the degreetich a party is affected by EU issue voting
largely depends on the extremity of the EU stancpady takes (i.e. is the party clearly
Euroskeptic or Euroenthusiastic), if it sits in opgiion and the degree to which a party views the
EU issue as important for its electoral appealhédigh, EU issue voting is not necessarily being
driven by extremist parties, these parties haveggdly devoted the most energy to the EU issue

and have thus reaped the greatest rewards so far.

6. Concluding remarks

Which parties are affected by EU issue voting ahg2vThis paper has taken an important step
in understanding the way in which the process abgean integration within national political
arenas potentially alters mass-elite linkages at ttme of election. Two main conclusions
emerge from the analyses. First, there is conditienaariation in the extent to which political
parties are influenced by EU issue voting. Secaritlig variation in EU issue voting is largely a
function of the degree to which the EU issue ises&lto a respective party, the level of EU
extremism and opposition status. While the litematon EU issue voting and party positioning
regarding European integration thus far put forwtel idea that political entrepreneurs on the
fringes of the political system are expected tospes as a result of EU issue voting, the results
reported here show that extremism in terms ofrlgfit ideology isnot the decisive factor in
understanding the variation in EU issue voting ssnearties. The findings indicate that the more
salient the EU issue is to a party, the largerithpact of EU issue voting. Also, the more
extreme a party is in terms of its EU positionitige higher the extent of EU issue voting.
Finally, EU issue voting constitutes a governmegppasition dynamic, as opposition parties

benefit from EU issue voting significantly more mhgovernment parties. Thus, EU issue voting
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seems directly related to a party’s intrinsic gositregarding European integration, i.e. the
salience and extremity of that position, as weltei®pposition status.

Naturally, this study has limitations. A comprehgasunderstanding of how EU issue
voting varies across parties should also accountrass-national variation. This would enable
us to bring in the strategic context in which pestioperate. For example, do party system
characteristics matter when it comes to EU issugng® Moreover, it may also prove
worthwhile to compare these findings regarding EEUe voting to issue voting in other areas,
such as immigration or the environment. These topidl have to be addressed in future
research.

Despite limitations, the results presented heraedmur understanding of how European
integration affects national electoral politics. eTlstudy adds to the body of work that
demonstrates an increasing ‘electoral connectiogtwben European and national politics
(Carrubba, 2001). That is to say, by influencingioreal vote choice EU preferences create
differential impacts on parties’ electoral fortun€ghe analysis highlights that parties can
strategically use the EU issue to their electoeaidit. For example, by “naming or shaming” or
by increasing the importance of EU issues in tledactoral campaigns, parties may reap the

electoral benefits of EU issue voting.
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8. Tables and Figures

Table 1: Dependent and independent variable(-s) desption

First Stage: Individual Level Analysis

Dependent variable:

Vote choice
Vote choice for a particular party in a given elect
Independent
variables:
EU position A respondent’s self- placement on a five-point pe@n

integration scale where 1 stands for exit out ef iy and 5
stands for the fastest possible build-up of the(Eedoded to O-
1).

Left/right position

A respondent’s self- placementa five-point left/right
ideological scale where 1 indicates left and 5Saat#s right
(recoded to 0-1).

Immigration position

A respondent’s self- placementa five-point immigration
scale where 1 indicates restrict immigration ardicates
welcome more immigrants) (recoded to 0-1).

Environment position

A respondent’s self- placenmana five-point environment
scale where 1 indicates not very green policy adétates 5
green policy (recoded to 0-1).

Gender Respondent’s gender (1=female, O=male).
Religiosity Respondent’s church attendance (1=Hmki=0).

Not included in the Danish and British electionvays.
Income Respondent’s household income (1=high, Oxlow
Education Respondent’s level of education (1=hiigW).

Second Stage: Party Level Analysis

Dependent variable:
Extent of EU issue
voting for each party

Estimated dependent variable based on the firgesta
individual-level multinomial logistics regressionefficients
measuring the impact of a respondent’s EU positioa
respondent’s vote choice. Extent of EU issue vasignifies
the absolute change in vote probability for a giaety when a
voter moves from fully supporting to strongly opjmas
European integration, while holding all other cohtrariables
at their respective means. This measure ranges@ran# 2.

Independent
variables:
EU issue salience

EU issue salience is measured as on a five-poahé sanging
from 1 (no importance) to 5 (high importance). Sadie
measure is obtained from Chapel Hill Expert datparty
positioning regarding European integration (recoke@-1).
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Table 1 continued

EU extremism

EU extremism is measured by squahiaglistance between a
party’s EU position and that of the median partypakty’s and
the median party’'s EU position were measured uSingpel
Hill Expert data on party positioning regarding &pean
integration (recoded to 0-1).

Left/right extremism

Left/right ideological extresmn is measured by squaring the
distance between a party’s left/right position &émat of the
median party. A party’s and the median party’diigfit
positions were also measured using Chapel Hill BExgieta on
party positioning regarding European integrati@c@ded to O-
1).

Opposition party

Dummy variable indicating if tharfy was in opposition
during the year prior to the election. Informatmistained from
Siaroff (2000) and official government websites.
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Table 2: The effect of EU preferences on vote chac

Denmark
DE FP KF KE RV CD SD SF E
1994 - | -86* | -.06|-70%| -85* | -.01 |-1.03*|-1.96%| -2.07*
24) | (20)| (33)] (28) | (21)] (23) | (:33) | (.41)
1998

-83* | -.66* | -.04 |-74%| -42* | -.06 | -.54* |-1.03*| -1.22*
(14 | 29 | (12)] (19| (17) | 19| (12) | (15) | (.23)

2001 | _ 79+ | 46 | -00 |-72%| -08 |-80%| -54* | -.87* | -.98*
(10) | (57) | (1| (20| 15) | (30)| (10) | (14) | (24)

Germany
FDP  SPD  Bd90/G PDS
1998 01 | -.10* .09 -.39*
(11) | (06) (11) (.09)
2002 | o8« | o7 .02 04
(12) | (.08) (.14) (.19)
Netherlands
LPE WD GPVICU D66  PvdA GL sp
1994 ; _.01 _.49* .03 01 | -21 .10
(.07) (.20) 08) | (08) | (13) | (20
1998 ; .05 -51 .04 .15 | -.20 . 40*
(.08) (.34) (10) | (08) | (1) | (13)
2002 11 03 .22 11 09 | .04 .01
08) | (08) (.13) (11) | (o8 | (11 | (16)
United Kingdom
LIB LAB
1992 20% 47
(.08) (.08)
1997 42 33
(.30) (.24)
2001 24 43*
(.14) (.14)

Notes: Cell entries present multinomial logistic regressiestimate of the impact of a
voter's EU preference on vote choice. Each suclificant is one of a full model of vote

choice estimated. Full model specification is aal# in a web appendix.

The reference categories for the respective camtire the Danish Liberals (Venstre-V),
the German Christian Democrats (Christlich Demagche Union/ Christlich-Soziale

Union-CDU/CSU), the Dutch Christian Democrats (Gtem-Democratisch Appél-CDA)

and the British Conservatives (CON). Note that smeall Dutch Christian parties merged
prior to the 2002 election into the Christian Uni@@hristen Unie-CU). In the 1994 and
1998 elections the coefficients reflect vote chofoe the Reformed Political Alliance

(Gereformeerd Politiek Verbond-GPV), one of the @&uwinding members, whereas the
coefficient for 2002 is based on vote choice far @GU.

*significant at p<.05 (two-tailed). Standard errorparentheses.
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maximum to their minimum level). Positive valuedicate an increase in the expected vote
probability of a party as a result of an increadtingoskeptic electorate, while negative valuesoaig

a decrease in the expected vote probability. THiitual parties are labelled by an acronym folldwe
by the election year. For full details on the pegtincluded in each country and election, the meizde

referred to table A.1 in the appendix.

Figure 1: Extent of EU issue voting across politidgarties
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Table 3: Explaining variation in extent of EU issuevoting

Estimates
Parameters
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 stashdar

errors clustered on party.

*significant at p<.05 (one-tailed). Standard erraase in

parentheses.

34



9. Appendix

Table A.1: Party list

Country Original Name English Name Acronym
Fremskridtspartiet Progress Party FP
Dansk Folkeparti Danish People’s Party DF
Venstre Liberals \%
Konservative Folkeparti Conservative People’s Pajty KF
Denmark 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 FS
Enhedslisten Unity List E
Christlich Demokratischg Christian Democratic Union|{/CDU/CSU
Union/ Christlich-Soziale| Christian Social Union
Union
Freie Demokratische Free Democratic Party FDP
Germany Partei
Sozialdemokratissche | Social Democratic Party SDP
Partei Deutschlands
Bindnis’90/Die Griinen Alliance ‘90/Greens Bd90/G
Partei des Party of German Socialism PDS
Demokratischen
Sozialismus
Lijst Pim Fortuyn List Pim Fortuyn LPF
Gereformeerd Politiek | Reformed Political Alliance | GPV/CU
Verbond / Christen Unie | Christian Union
Volkspartij voor Vrijheid | People’s Party for Freedom| VVD
en Democratie and Democracy
Netherlands | Christen-Democratisch | Christian Democratic Apped| CDA
Appel
Partij van de Arbeid Labour Party PvdA
Democraten 66 Democrats 66 D66
Groen Links Green Left GL
Socialistische Partij Socialist Party SP
United Conservative Party CON
Kingdom Liberal Democrats LIB
Labour Party LAB
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