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ABSTRACT

European itegration has been progressiegenas support for Eurosceptic parties lheen

rising. Postfunctionalist literature focuses orhow public attitudes affect thprogressof

European integration (bottenp), but the effect oEuropearintegrationon domestic politics

(top-down) is underexploredExtreme partiegon either left or right) are known tcadopt a
Eurosceptic agendan order to realign the main domestic political cleavagke aim to

contribute to this literature by arguing thiétiming and type oEU eventsmatteri n v ot er s 0
priming. Specifically,public support for Hrosceptic agenda, and the vote éstremeand

Eurosceptic partiesicrease withntegration events that have a potential for high media profile,

signal reduced state autonomy, and occur in proximity to national elections. Furthermore, we
argue that althagh mainstream parties may counter the Eurosceptic claims, the net effect is to
ratchetup electoral support for Eurosceptic partM& support thisargumentby employinga
mixed-method design using both nat ur al experi ment approach
election) anda modelbasedregressiomapproach(all parties in19732017 and a new event

databask Resultsare robust téhe usuatonfoundersdifferent rates of voter myopia, and the
exclusion of opprtunisticallytimedelections
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Introduction

Europeanintegraton has been progressing since the 8@s intensifying the pooling of
authority and sovereigntgmong the member states of the European Union @tld) its
precursors In the last 30 yeargspecially the capacitiesof the supranationalEuropean
Commission and th&uropean Parliament (EP) grew, and majoritarian intergovernmental
decisionmaking spread intever mordssue areagBickertonet al, 2015, intruding on core

state powersGenschel & Jachtenfuchs, 2016)

Figurel: Rising Euroscepticism shadows greamgegration
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explainedin the fourth sectionThe Redine represergLeuffenet al (2013)index of integratioras agreed in
treaties Simple average in the vertical axis.

However,at least ovethe last two decades this process has not been accompanied by

stablepopularsupportfor integration.In fact, as Figure 1 demonstrates, the vote for national
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parties with a Eurosceptic ageridéhose that resist further European integration or even seek
to reverse it has been steadily growingdne striking example of that dynamscthe overall
stagnat on in support for integration between tF

Eastern Enlargement was designed and agreed upon.

The Neefunctionalist and Liberalntergovernmentalist schools have traditionally
played down the importancewfter® consent to i ntegration, but
integration since the 1990s has challenged this ndBosen that the EU igenerally expected
to bea democratic organizatiorhdse inconsistenesposetwo puzzles. The first puzzle,iom
a bottomrup perspectiveis how European integratiocan progress without domestic popular
support The second,dp-down puzzle is how European integratiomay negatively affect
public perceptions of the EUaNd increase o t supmodfor political parties that oppose
integration The Posffunctionalist school has mostly theorized and scrutinized various
explanationgo the first, bottomup puzzle In contrast we focus onthe second,top-down

puzzle

In pursuit of the toglown puzzle, scholars have emphasized the rolgaditical
entrepreneurshipy extreme partieshat attempt teommunicate EU events to voters in order
to change the dominant issaignment in national party systenand gain electoral suppdrt
However, these studies seem to assume that any integration development can automatically
serve politically entrepreneurial extreme partd& aim to contribute to ik literature by

argung in the second sectiothat timing and type of events mattém priming voters

1 De Vries, 2010; De Vries & Edwards, 2009; Gabel & Scheve, 2007; Hernandez & Kriesi,
2016; Hobolt, 2006; Hobok& de Vries, 2015; Hobolt & Tilley, 2016; Kriesi, 2007; Kriei

al., 2006;Meguid, 2005 Nicoli, 2017; Van Kessedt al, 2020



Specifically, credibility of Eurosceptic parties enhancedy integration eventthat have a

potential forhigh media profilesignal reduced state autonomgnd occur in proximityto
nationalelectons(Major Integration EventsRegardless of whetheucheventsaregood or

bad for European integratiam the particular member stateany objective senséheyprime

the publicbs attention, and provide extreme
agendaFurthermorewe argue that although mainstream pantey counter the Eurosceptic

claims, the net effect is to ratchgb electoral support for Eurosceptic parties

In the empiricalsectionswe use anixed methodcombiring quastexperimental and
modelbased appro&es Thethird sectionapplies Unexpected Event during Survey Design
(UESD). We take advantage of a Eurobarometer survey that happened to take place in the last
weeks before the Spanish general election of 1993, and the concurrent Danish referendum over
the Maastricht Treaty ok ur opean Uni on (TEU). We find th:
Denmark (the event) reduced support for European integration in Spain. Counterfactually, we
show that outside the context of elections, the same event had no impact on Dutch public

support for Etopean integration.

The fourth sectioremploys amodetbased methqdusing data onall partiesand
national electiong almost all of the EUnemberstates from 1979 to 201@nd a new dataset
of Major IntegrationEvents dates We show thatextreme partiegshatran on a Eurosceptic
platform were morsuccessfuklectorallyrelative to mainstream Europhile partiggreasing
their share of the vote by as much as 0.44 percent for every one percent increase in the number
of events and in theirrpximity to elections While in 1980s this effect mostly helped
Eurosceptic parties avoid defeat, since the
We also find that extrera@nd-Eurosceptic parties despecially better in the wake of European
Councils and EU enlargement§hese findings are robust to controls for actual European

integration fiscal transfers in the Eldjlobalization, the business cycle, electoral systemd,



different rates of voter myopiandto the exclusion of opportunistiba-timed elections.The

fifth sectionprovides conclusions.

How European Integration empowers its oponents

Since the signing of the Treaty on European Union (TEU) In1992Ca@ nst r ai ni ng
has beerprevailing (Hooghe & Marks 2009). Good government performance and output
legitimacy can no longer compensate for the exclusion of the pudit policymakingand

the erosion ofnput legitimacy (Schmidt2013).Postfunctionaliss havemostly studiel the
effect of domestic politics on a@lintegration andhavehighlightedthe popular pressures and
electoral incentives of governments to pursue (dis)integra#forvast literaturestudies
personalsocial and politicahttributes that mabias individuals in favor or against European
integation (De Vries 2018;Hobolt & De Vries 2016 Serricchioet al, 2013. In response,
governments tend to object to legislation that involves greater poafliagthoritywhen the
public is more Eurosceptior EU issus aremore politicized (Hagemanret al, 2017; Wratil,
2018; 2019)whenideological extremisnis rising (Schneider2014) andvhenreferendums
are constitutionally mandated (Cheneval & Fer2018) In governmentEurosceptigarties
push fordifferentigedintegration and everdisintegrationWinzen, 2020)Governments§ight
harder for EU fundand other policy objectives during election years (Schneider 2013; 2019;
2020). At the EU level governmentsthus engage indomestic signaling (Schneider &

Slantchey2018).

These contributionsprovide bottomup explanatios, but not topdown causal
mechanism. How do policiesat the EU levehffect domestic popular support fmropposition

to the EU within the member statesThe main topdown explanation ishe Thermostatic



Responsiveneddgodel according to whichvhenever supply of a policy ris&s satisfyvoters
their demandor furtherpolicy measuregalls. Applied to the study of European integration,
this suggests rejection dtirther EU treaties and legislatio(Soroka & Wlezien 2010.
However critics argue thasuchresponséy votersis unlikelyto be automatiagiven the non
uniform effect of differehacts oflegislationon integration(Toshkoy 2017). Following this
criticism, more nuanced explanations were advantedrmostatic behavior may be more
relevant inspecific policy sectors, especially politically-salient issueéDe Bruycker 2019.
For example, ppular support for integratiomas found to increase wittet EU fundéinflows
(Guerra & McLaren2016) but fall with migration(Jeannet2018 Toshkov & Kortenska

2015 andthe imposition ofusterity measures by the Troika (Armingeon & C&kd 4)?

A more systematic and comprehensiop-down causal mechanism is offered by
studiesthatfocus orhow parties communicateuropean integration the publicdomestically
They argue that anyvoters are uninformed and uninteresitedU politics,so cannot shape
their attitudes on European integratithout somemediation,such asmedia coverageor
cues frompolitical paries® Party framing strategies are effectiire mobilizing voters to
change their attitudes towards the Ebbolt, 2006 Van Kesseekt al, 2020, evenregardless
of v devekaf plitical awarenes§Gabel & Scheve2007) On the whole, cholars find

that EU issues polarize the votnd drive suppot for Euroscepticismand the political

2 However perception of the strategic environment in which the bailout negotiations took place

mitigated the lattefWalteret al, 2019.

3 De Vrieset al, 2011: Desmett al., 2012; Hobolt & de Vries, 2016: Pannico, 2020



extremedParti es on the |l eft appeal to voterso

benefit from votersod c¢onc e nDeVren&Edwaas2009)n a |

These findingsaise two questions. Firgf any party can mediate between European
i ntegrati on a whydoestheenessage ohHEutosceplic gpagties, seem to resonate
more than themainstreamone? Seond, do voters automaticallyespond to cueing from
Eurosceptic parties in response to any development at the EUdedel some developments
matter more than othén pursuit of these questions, we henceforth focus on electoral support
for parties with a Brosceptic agenda, asir dependent variabland interpret it as measue
of attitudes towards European integration. We do this bedhisseariable is at the center of
the most developed tagown explanatios so fay and because electogpportis crucial in

democracieforthe publi® s sent i menntopdicy. f eed back

Regarding the first question, scholars have ndbed parties must have political
incentivesn orderto push the EU issu@his is nobbvious because of thiemited congruence
of EU issueswith the prevailing domestidssuealignmentin most member statedssue
alignmens define mainstream party contestation and underpin their political supporThase.
may be a lefright class divide, but @st Europeangrty systems$avealigned aroundnultiple
otherdimensions of religiongeographyand/orGAL (Green, Alternative, Liberal) vs. TAN
(Traditional, Authoritarian, Nationalism) (Hooghe & Mayk&018). Central and eastern
Europearmember statefeature furtheunique cleavages (Pisciot016).Mainstreanparties
I thosethat can potentially participate ingovernmengiven the prevailing issualignmenti

have no incentive to politicemew issue$Carmines1991) With the exception ofhe British

4 De Vries 2010; Hernandez & Kries2016; Hobolt & Tilley 2016; Nicoli 2017,
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Conservative party (Mudd2016),theyare mostly preEU andprefer minimal public attention

to European integration

Salient Euroscepticism Index
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Figure 2: Extreme parties and Euroscepticism
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Rather, change in the existing issalgnmentis in the interest of reme parties

those with positions aligned at the tails of the domestic distribution of sotesding to the

dominant issu@lignment and thus systematically excluded from governme&héseparties

can attempt to change thissuealignment by adopting a crossutting agenda like



Euroscepticisn? Extreme parties are also in a better positimn pursue such issue
entrepreneurshiphan mainstream partidsecause thewre seldomin government, are not
accountable for governmental policies, and thesd notveighpractical policy consequences
(GreenPedersen & Mortenser2010). Evidence suggestthat disadvantaged parties in
European countries airedeedsignificantlylikelier to adopt a Eurosceptic position amthance
its saliercy (Carmines1991 Carmines & Stimsonl993 Hobolt & de Vries 2015). Figure 2

demonstrates this tendency amorgeme parties

Scholars have given less attention to the second question posed above, namely whether
any and all devel opments at tdxteemepddtieswithy e | [
strategicEuroscepti@agendas (henceforth referred to as extrameEurosceptic partiesjor
EU issues to becomelectorally helpful for such partieswe argue thaMajor Integration
Events must occur, which we definetdd-related eventthatmeet three condition§irst, such
eventsmust have the potentialtc at ch t he publicds attention
communication,n orderto prime voters make them more attentiie the antiintegration
agendg Schmidt 2013) andprovidecredibility toextremeandEurosceptic partids me s s a g e
For this to occur, the Elklated eventmu st b e 0 bhage@ highmpublic grofilé too
reachthe public viamultiple media outletsstate institutions, civil society etc., regardless of
any political biasNote that these events are not necessarilfthe wholegood or bad for
European integratioor the particular member stateany objective sense. They are important

heremostlyinpr i mi ng v o ttoeeurgpéan imtegraton.t i o n

Second, Etrelated events armaorehelpful forextremeandEurosceptic parties if they

ungquestionablgignal a reduction in state autonomy relative to foreign instituti@gmrdless

® Krause, 2020; Kriesi, 2007; Kriest al, 2006;Meguid, 2005 Pellikaanet al, 2007



of other costand benefitsThis includes any bindingnd permanent transfer of authority to
supranational or intergovernmental EU institutions (depth of integratod)any expansion
of such existing authorities into new issareas (breadth or scope of integratigtdoghe and
Marks, 2009); it also includesny increase in the membership of the @liélth of integration)
which necessarily dilutes the influence of any existing member state in {he&id mention
thediminishing autonomyf the new member state. Agathis is not about thebjectivemerit

of such integration eventRatherjt is about opportunities faxtremeandEurosceptic parties
to validate and corroborate their clathatEU integration igletrimental tonational autonomy
whichintensifiesinequalily and job insecurityfor the left), or loss of sovereignty and national

identity (right)(De Vries & Edwards2009).

Third, EU-related eventsre moreeffective insupporting extremandEurosceptic
parties when they occahead oihational electionsThis proposition primaly draws on the
myopicvoter literature, whichfinds that votersdo notrespoml to distant eventgWelzien
2015) There are three reasons fhist First, it takes an electionampaigno getmanyvoters
to pay attentiorio politicsin general Secondpublic mediaoutletstend todramatizepolitical
eventsahead of an electiorkinally, peoplehave a natural and wedlocumentedi d ur at i on
n e g | Teacognitivetencencyto betterremember and care abaubrerecentevents Achen

& Bartels, 2016Kahneman 2000).

Thus, arintegration Evenis more6 M a jnat onfy by beindpetter known to the puibcl
and more encroaching on state autononit alsoby occurringcloser to election day
Conceivably Major IntegrationEvents may prime voters to pay more attention to- pro
integration agenda too, but @&xplainedabove, extreme parties have little incentive to
communicatethe mainstream primtegration stanceeven if they happen to adopt @nd
mainstream parties prefepnto run on a European platform sorad to redefine the main

issuealignment We take these insights a step further and argue, in response to the first question



posed above, thaven when mainstream parties do choose to talk about Euheyeyill gan

less credibility fromMajor IntegrationEvents relative to extremists, since their credibility

depends more on their record in offiBecause they have an asymmetric effect on mainstream

and extremeandEurosceptic partiesye conclude tha¥lajor IntegratiorEvents ratchetip the
political power o f(Figure B) b1 gtheawords pastygpeiaavarables ar i e s
that mediaes the effect of such events vno t suppoid forparties This resolves the tep

down puzzle ofyreaterEuropean integratioamidrising support for Eurosceptic parties

Figure 3 The topdown causal mechanism
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Hence, we hypothesize that:

H1: Arise in Major IntegratiorEvents (independent variableisesthe electorabains
(dependent variablepf extremeandEuroscepticparties (intervening variable)

relative tomainstream and/or Europhilgarties

The Spanish election and the Danisheferendum in 1993

This section takes a natural experiment approadereonstrate causal connection between a

Major Integration Event occurring during a national electtmat is contested by an extreme

10



andEurosceptic party, and changing public attitudeBuropean integratioi his is not a full
test of H1, but a test afs underlying causal mechanismdemonstrated in Figure 3, short of
the last stopWe use aUESD framework taking advantage ofalientintegration events
occurring, unexpectedly, dag the fielding of surveys.f the eventwas both salient and
unexpected, unitassignedo be surveyed befoiecan be thought of asndomlyassigned to
a control group and thoseassigned to be surveyed afttve event can be thought of as

randomlyassigned toa treatment groufMuiiozet al, 2020).

Specifically, o June 6, 1993, Spain held a general election. 19 days earlier, on May 18,
t héesédb result of (ThUin Derenfark was andoumoédiokr3 intFiguee
3). The Danislreferendunwas highly salient, as it was crucial for the eninyp force of the
Treaty. Indeed, on May 18, the Danish referendum made the main story on the front page of
the most circulated Spanish newspdp€h eYe 6 r esul t ¢ cotitipdtedm®t hav

itf ol | owi Ngboneshlket 6of the 1992 referendum.

During May 1431, Standard Eurobarometer survey 39.1 beiagfieldedin Spain,
including theq u e s tIm your :opinidn, how is the European Community, the European
unification advancing owadays’And whi ch corresponds best t o
Responsewererecordedn a 17 scale 7 beingthe most preEU responserlhe timing of this

event close to an electiomnd during a survey windowyovides an opportunity to telsinks

® El PaisWeb Archive, accessed on January 16, 202btgis://elpais.com/archivoData on

newspapers circulation: Office of Diplomatic Information, (n.d.). Retrieved January 20,
2020, from
https://web.archive.org/welf#230621080435/http:/www?2.fiu.edu/~rquin001/factsspain.ht

ml
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3-4 (Figure 3)of the causal chain embeddedHd. Ideally, wewould have testd H1 on a
survey that asked respondents about their voting intentigrthelessthe results reported
below come close to a test of hder thehighly likely assumption that attitudes against the

EU drive to some extent the vote for aBt) parties.

We splitthe respodents to the above questida control and treatment groypsased
on their survey date. Theutcome(response to the questiois) regressed on thieeatment
dummy,EventWet hus esti mate the difference in the

and control outcomes. A negative coefficient woulccbmpatible with H1.

Figure4: Difference in means for covariates

Ideology -

Education 4 : 2y

Gender A -

Window (Days)
8

*— 10
Religiosity - 1 - - 13

Age -t

Covariates

Income 4 .

Survey Time 4 .

Outcome Missing - .

-0.10 -0.05 0.00 0.05 0.10

Difference in means

According to EB 39.1 codebook, households were randomly sampled within each
region and espondents were randomly chosera surveyed wpersornwithin each household.
We include region figd effects to correct for confounders potentially introduced by non
simultaneoussurveys.Possibly,respondents with specific characteristics were ikkehan

others tommediatelyrespond to pollstersvhile othersvere canvassed lateawhich affected

12



how they weresorted into the contrar treatmengroup. As a robustness test estimae the
treatmenteffect after adjusting for demographics, as well as for surveydinie day Muioz
et al, 2020). These controls includeleologyi self-placement ora scalefrom 1 (left) to 10
(right); Educationi the age at final year of educatiddender AgeandReligiosityi on a scale
of 1 (religious)to 4 (atheist)Incomei measured on d2-notchordinal scaleandSurvey Time

i 1 for respondets surveyed in business houdater.

Before running the regressions, we perform balance tests on these confounders, to make
sure that they are not significantly associated withethent day. These ataests, comparing
the means in the control arftettreatment groupat three different windows (13, ten and eight
days), all of which include four prevent days as a control group. Thél hypothesiof equal
meanscannot beejected for all covariatest all three time windows, as Figufeshows (95

percent confidence margins)

Figure5 provides a coefficients plot févent based omesultsof OLS regressions that
are reported in Table A1 in Appendix1.” All of these regressionshow significant $5%)
differences betweethe control and treatmegtoups regardless of controls and window length
(Link 4 in Figure 3) The coefficient ofEvent(-0.6) is the number of notches by which the
answerfalls on averagdollowingthenewsa bout t he referendumbs res
to 10 percent of the range of answebsir finding is a conservative estimatnce at least
some respondents maychaot heard of the Danish referendum outcamhéhe time of the

survey and of thosesanemighthave changed their response to the survey in the hypothesized

7 We use the OLS estimator because we assume that respondents treat the range of possible
answers as linear. OLS coefficients are also easy to intdmpigppendix 1 we demonstrate

that H1 issupported even when the linearity assumption is relaxed.

13



direction had they heard of the referend(time Intentiorto-Treateffectis necessarily smaller

than the Average Treatment Effett)

Figure5: The effect of the Danish referendumsupport for
European integration in Spain

O_O- -----------------------------------------------

-0.3' | @ | ®

Specification
® No controls

467 L ? ® ¢  With controls

-0.91

Post-event change in support
(in notches, on a 1-7 scale)

é 1’0 112
Windows (in days)

Notes OLS estimates (and 95% confidence inter
Table Al-1 and discussion).

Next, we test whether indeed allocation of individuals to treatment and control groups
affects the outcome only through exposure to the event, not by other simultaneoustieeents
Excludability Assumption)We do this with a placebo test, using a false treatment date for the
control group, in order to show that there was no significantltpeior to the real treatment.
Specifically, we split thefour-day control group intoa placebo groupwith individuals

surveyedn the first two daysand dictitious treatmengroupi thosesurveyed in the next two

8 Figure 4 Qutcome Missingshows that the two groups are not significantly different in their
observed probability to answer the question, ruling out the possibility thatreashent

respondentgvere more motivated or discouraged to reply (selection bias).

14



days (before the event)Ve find thatthe effect of thefictitious treatmengroup is statistically
insignificant(Table 1), supporting the awlusionthat thetrue effect was indeed driven by the

May 18 event.

Tablel: Placebo test in the control group

(15)
Placebo Treatment -0.480
(0.264)
Intercept 5.750 ***
(0.220)
N 155
R? 0.019

Notes:OLS estimate®f fictitious event on support for EU integration in the cont
group.See notes to TablelAl.

The story behind these numbers is timathe 1993 Spanish genemlection the two
biggest parties were the PSOE (sodainocrats) and the PP (conservative Christian
democrats), both highly Europhi{Ray, 1999) The communist party (PCE), whietas part
of thelU (United Left) electoral coalitionadopteda Eurosceptic platformarguingthatthe
TEU erodes social protection (Benedetto & Quagli2007 Ruiz-Jiménez & Egea dElarq,
2011).As our model would predict,joMay 19, 1993the IU, which by our classification was
an extreme party on the lefght divide,led the Eurosceptc r eacti on t,by t he D

arguing for the renegotiation of the entire THLhk 2 in Figure 3)°

The evenput thelU in a better electoral position, connecting integration to Eurosceptic

power in the Spanish parliamehideed, the IU increasets share of the vote in that election

9 El Pais Web Archive, accessed in Jan. 16, 2028tips://elpais.com/archivoflranslation

by Google Translate.
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(Link 5in Figure 3. Thi s shi ft 1986 momtegrditienagéndados supporting
membershipn the European Community (Edkely resulted fromissue competition with

PSOE. The victory of PSOE and the finalization of the democratic transition in d@the

PCE around 5@ercenof theirshare of th&otein the 1977 and 1979 electiofi$he 1992 TEU

debate presented them with an electoraloppouni ty to take on a #fAdépr
6spaced on an overcgbwdednpantumb,200B,ddRedéett o
Figure6 demonstratethat IU was indeed the satentesting partyn the EU issue space at the

1993 Spanistelectons (among parties thatased the electoral threshold)

Figure6: Left-right ideology and support for European integration
among parties contesting the 1993 Spanish elections

L
Party Name
64

ciu

ERC
S * HB
“é = U
=] .
8 PNV
£ PP
a 4 PSOE
. o
o
Lo A SO SO PR ARIOLY (PP SN PRPPINS AP
5 : Vote Share
a ; . 10
a ° :
5 i
n :

| o-
21 . %

0.00 0.256 0.50 0.75 1.00

Left-Right Position

Notes Seenextsection for description of measures.

As a counterfactual tbl1, we nextrepeat the same test on similar and simultaneous
survey data for the Netherlands, and showuhder a wealklection contexfLink 2 in Figure
3, the Dani ssignifiamteffecbon htttudles rowards the EThe May 18Danish

referendumoccurred360 daysbeforethe Dutchgeneral election. Figuré demonstratethe

16



OLS estimatesfollowing the same UESD procedussabove(SeeTable Al-3 in Appendix

1). Because it starteah May 15, the EB survey periodtire Netherlands allows for only three
(pre-event) control days. Thus, only two windows were analyzed to avoid an unbalanced
number of days in treatment group. The-day window includes three treatment days, while

the severday window includes four treaent days.

Figure7: Theeffect of the Danistieferendum on
Dutch sipport for Europeamtegration(outside election cycle)

0.4+

Specification
0.2 (] . ® No controls

¢  With controls

Post-event change in support
(in notches, on a 1-7 scale)

DO === == s s 22 s o2 sdsss22ss228ss200080s220208082320s802%20s08020252s

Windows (in days)
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Theeffectof the Danish referendum the Netherlandwas insignificant, althougthe
event was asalient and unexpectea$ t was in SpainThis null finding holds regardless of
window and model specificatiods in Span, all Dutch mainstrearrgoverning parties fully
supported the ratification of the TEU from both sides of the aisle (Ray 1999; Harmsen 2004),
anddirect opposition was led by a small extreme patftgfi at i onal i st 6Centr e
party). Our interpretation of theseuh results is that the public was simply not exposed to
Eurosceptic campaigns or not attentive enough to be impactedglated gents outsidea
campaign contextVoters largely maintained their EU attitudes in overall highly Europhile

political envirmmmentg(Link 4).

A model-basedAnalysis of Eurosceptic Electoral Success

Our panel dataof electionparty doservationss clustered by statesoveing 1979-2017 and

all EU member statebut Malta. The dependent variableGainsi is the electoral success of
parties, the percent change in the partyos s
from the previous election, based on CHES dBtkkeret al, 2015 Polket al, 2017)° Only

parties that contested atakt two consecutive electioase included A total of 288 parties
contestingl86 national electionare accounted fdisee descriptive statistios Table A21 in

Appendix 2) We run OLS regressionstandard errors clustered on thkection cycle with

10 Thus,a rise in thep a r sharé sf the vote from 20 to 30 percent is a 50 percent increase.
Measuring the simple change in the vote share2(B€.0) would make party observations

within a single election ecdependent (all sum up to zero).
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country fixed effects, to control for the electoral system and other structural characteristics

affecting outcomes.

Our independent variablie EventMyopiai is a countryelection index (each value
applying to all parties in the particular election cycle) that codes Major Integration Events. In
accordance with the conditions specified above, the occurrence of these eveptsemtisily
be well known and tley must unquestionably encroach on national autonoegardless of
their merit In order to avoid casky-casejudgmentalassessments,enincludecategories of
events that better fulfill the above conditions. These indiesigning and enyrinto forceof
all EU treatiesand allbinding international agreements amahg member statemutside EU
law; thesigning of all accession agreemerasdthe actual accessiatates;the launch of the
single currencyand any subsequent accession tondtional referendumregarding the
ratification of any of the ativei exclusive ofthemember staten whichthe referenduntook
place to avoid endogeneitpf events to domestic politicand conclusions of European
Councils (where all of the above is actually decid@@ble A22 in Appendix 2. We exclude
eventsoccurring within the terms dfeaties and binding agreemergsch as EU institutions
acting within their mandateg@s determined by theéCJEU) and thepassing of secondary
legislation There are many suokvents and while some of them may attrantch public

attention, sorting the better known and more consequentiahoeebejudgmental

EventMyopia accouns for the cumulative effect of nliple events occurringn the
election cycleweighing up events occurring closer to electigksa robustness checkewse
four variations ofEventMyopia, to account for different levels of voter myopia. The fiist,
the sum of the inverted number @dys from each event to the next electibased on the
ParlGov election databag®oéring & Manow 2019) EventMyopia (2Y)is similar, but
excludes events that occurred more than two years ahead of the elecgntLowMyopia

(2Y)applies a lower timeliscount factor, bgunming the squared root of the invertedmber
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of days It thus assumes that voters are less forgetful of pastsetlean implied by the other
measuredn contrastEventHighMyopia (2Y)sums the square of the invertagmber of days
which assumes that voters are extremely forgetful of past eventBustrate this, assume a
scenario in whichvell-known, autonomyencroachingventsoccur 365, 180, 90, 60, 30, 14, 7
and 3 days ahead of election djgure8 reports the weights th#ttese eventseceive (their

score divided by the total index value, in percent pointdeuthese alternative nseaes

Figure8: lllustration of event weights under alternative rates of myopia
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All of these measureare log-transforned in regression analysis, such that #simated
coefficient is the elasticity ahe share of the vote to event myopazided by 100it is the
percentchangein the share of the vote in repose to a one percent increase in the number of

Major Integration Events and their proximity to national elections

20



Our categoricalparty-type intervening variable is operationalized as a set of three
dummiesi ExXS¢ ExEu and MaSc i for, respectively, extremandEurosceptic parties,
extremeandEurophile parties, and mainstregrarties withEurosceptiagendamainstream
Europhile parties beintpe default cageWe classify partieasextrene based orCHES party
position scoreon the leftright spectrum,and complete missing data from Comparative
Manifesto Projec{CMP) standard RILE measure (Volkers al, 2019)*! As CHES is not
fielded synchronically with domestic elections, we use data trwfirst survey held after
eachelection,andrelak it only to parties running in thenost recent prsurveyelection.Our
ideological extrem@mscore is the absolute differec e b et ween the partyaos
the nationalmid-point of the spectrunPartiesare classified as extrenifethey arewithin the

top nationalquintile of this measureor if CHES codes thenas radical.

Parties are classified &urosceptic if they are at the top quartile per the entire dataset
of a CHESbasedEuroscepticism measurdlissing data are completegith CMP-based
Euroscepticism scorgsalculated by subtracting the percent of positive EU statements from

the percentohegati ve statements in a partyoés mani f

Figure9 illustrates thdrequency of the resulting four pastypes in our datan percent
of nationalobservationsandin percent of votes wonn averagéy parties within each category
(seetabulation inTableA2-3 in Appendix 2. A positive coefficient for the interaction Bvent
Myopia with ExScwould demonstrate that Major Integration Events benefit extrante
Eurosceptigarties more than mainstream Europhile ofiegs would support H. In addition,
negativeor insignificantcoefficiens for theinteractiors of EventMyopiawith ExXEuandMaSc

would demonstrate respectively that extrearetEurophile parties and mainstream parties

11 SeeBakkeret al (2015 for the validity of this methad
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with a Eurosceptic agenda do wiat better thamainstream Europhile one€bhis would mean

that they do worse thaxtremeandEurosceptic partieto, and thusupport H.

We control forde jureEuropean integratiowith the percent change lreuffenet al
(2013) index? This index increases with thdepth, breadtitscopeand inclusivenes®f
integration We operationalizele factointegration withEUTradei the percent change in the
share of trade turnover with other member st
(Il MF DOTS database). We operati onmaylumizhe voter
percent changenithe total number of asylum applications per country population, lmsed
Eurostab sSi Popul ati on and s 0 ¢ (Ravhy &cRolk,d2020)iFscals 0 dat
Contribuion is the percent change in the ratio@pberating Budgetary Balan¢@BB) to GDP
(Schreider,20132018)usi ng t he Commi ssioné6és guidelines
2008 financi al report of the EU (from 1979 t
calculations (from 2000 to 2017aDPPCis the percent change ®DP per capitabased on
the World Bank and OECD datéMargalit, 2019a; 2019b)Unemployments the percent
change in unemploymerartySize s e a c koteshane tithe previouslectioncycle’i
large parties cannot grow as fast, and have moresvite lose thansmall ones
Disproportionalityis the Gallagher Indegf proportionairepresentatior2LargeMainSgas the
weighted mean of thEuroscepticism scoraf thetwo largest norextreme parties, to control
forthearabi | ity to adopt parts of 12008 Doewx&Hae me par

2020; Meijers & Williams, 2020

12 Unless specified otherwise, percent chaisgmlculated for all controls over the gkection

calendar year.
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Figurel0: Coefficients plofor EventMyopiaand its interactions
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Figure 10 plots the estimated coefficients of the main variables of int€edde A2-4

in Appendix 2).The coefficient of the interaction terwith ExScis positive and statistically

significantin all four regressiond he coefficiens of the interactia terns with the other party

types arensignificant This supports Hand corroborates our argument: ftJated events do

not affect extreme parties that fail to adopt a Eurosceptic agenda, and a Eurosceptic agenda is

not credible when adopted by a maiaaim party3 Specifically, a one percent increase in the

index of events is associated with an average increase 60@22ercent in the support for

13 Indeed, tests at the bottom Bble A24 show that extremandEurosceptic parties gain

also in absolute terms.
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extremeandEurosceptic parties compared with mainstream Europhile parties, 0.44 percent if
voters are assumed to bely mildly myopic, but 0.10 percent if they are highly myopic. This
interesting finding seems to suggest thapport for extremandEurosceptic parties builds
gradually over the el ectomalnudydl e,veaded .ddeas
of events depicted in Figure 8, under high myopia events in the last week weigh as much as

three months of events under low myopia.

Partytype is not our main independent variable, so the direction and significance of the
marginal effect oExScon electoral gains is not a test of our hypothelleverthelessuch an
analysis helps to demonstrate how extremmedEurosceptic parties benefit fromajor
Integration EventsFigure 11 showsthat extremeandEurosceptic parties dsignificantly
worse than the mainstream Europhile basdlny$0 percentor morg whenEventMyopiaor
its variants are lonbut significantly betteby as much as 75 percemithenEventMyopiais
high.** In accordance with Figure 1, doing better than the mainstream Europhile parties is more
typical of recent years (the median election year is higher in the range of valdesnsf
Myopiathat is associated with a positive and significant efféct) examge, in the 2017 Dutch
election (nEventMyopia=-0.73) the nationalist PVV party increased its share by 30 percent.
However, the loweteft panel shows that if high voter myopia is assumed, extgrde
Eurosceptic parties do not gain on the mainstreamlibasinderanyvalue ofEventMyopia

at 95% confidence.

14 The blueshadegepresent the distribution &ventMyopia 95% confidence intervals in
dashedines. Black dotsighlightsignificant marginal effectsiumber of observations in the

ranges of significance indicated, as well as their median election year
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Figurell: Marginal effects analysis
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Our results are robust to the exclusion of any of the categories of events. However, the

exclusion of accession events, and European Council eeantslightly lowers theestimates

for the coefficient of the interaction &ventMyopia(and its varianfswith ExSc(Figuresl12

andl13, andTables A2-5 and A26 in Appendix 2).This could signal that such events are more

electorally helpful for extremandEurosceptic parties, perhaps because they have a high

media profile and/or voters associate them witater loss of national autonomy than other

Major Integration Events.

26



Figurel2: Coefficients plot folEventMyopiaand its interactiont excluding accession
events
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Our results are also robust to the specificatiomtafractive controlginteracting each
control variable in turn with the set of party dummiédsble A27 in appendix Zhows that
the share of the vote for extrerapdEurosceptic parties increases by roughly 5 percent for
every one percent increase in GDP per capitfowever, other differentiated controls are not
statistically significant (not reported). Finally, our results are robust to the exclusion of election
cycles that might have been opportunistically timed (Appendix 3), although support for H1 is
weaker under thassumption of high voter myopia. Note that any such endogesteityld
work in support of our resultdf we find thatEU events helgxtremeandEurosceptic parties

without controlling for opportunistic manipulation of timing by mainstream pargegd€ne

15 See Charles & Stephens (2013) and Dalton (2019) on such behavior
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parties are noasinfluential), the effectsshould only be strongéargerwhenwe correct for

endogeneitybut we find the opposite

Figurel3: Coefficients plofor EventMyopiaand its interactions excluding European
Council events

Conclusions

European integrationasbeenprogressing ever since the #i850s,without necessarilpeng
accompanied by stabldomesticpolitical support This is a puzzle, igen that theEU is
expected to b@ democratic organizatiohe Posfunctionalistschoolhas theorizedhow
public attitudes to integration affefctr the ability ofEuropean integratioto progresgbottom
up explanations)Equally puzzlinghough,is the seeming lack of positiypular respaseto

the integration procesésmp |l e | it erature shows that pol it
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