Martin Moland

Core state powers, identity, and differentiated support:
Comparing support for foreign and migration policy integration
in the EU

Martin Moland
ARENA, Centre for European Studies, University of Oslo



Martin Moland

Abstract

One of the key features of the post-Maastricht Treaty EU is the increasing contestation of its
integration. This is often attributed to the EU’s increasing integration of politically salient
policy areas core to state functioning, so-called “core state powers” (CSPs). These are often
thought to have features making their integration particularly likely to be contested However,
whether this equally applies to all core state powers, and whether those with exclusively
national identities express generally identical support for all forms of CSP integration, is
under-investigated. Using Eurobarometer data from 2019-2021, this article shows that those
with no European identity are more likely to oppose CSP integration where it constrains
member states’ domestic, rather than external, autonomy. This implies that an emerging
constraining dissensus may be less of a challenge for the EU’s increasing foreign policy

integration, but that it may hinder further integration of domestic core state power integration.
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Introduction

Both the EU’s decade of crises and the recent invasion of Ukraine (de la Baume and
Barigazzi, 2022; Génzle et al., 2019) have made increasingly clear that many of the largest
challenges facing European states are of such a nature that nation-states may be unequipped to
handle them on their own. As one of the most politically advanced transnational cooperations
currently existing, the EU’s member states have responded to this fact by pooling sovereignty
in policy areas, known as core state powers, that are both highly salient and key to statehood
(Genschel and Jachtenfuchs, 2016; Kuhn and Nicoli, 2020). While this development has been
investigated from many angles (Blinder and Markaki, 2019; Freudlsperger and Jachtenfuchs,
2021; Genschel and Jachtenfuchs, 2021; Rittberger et al., 2013), our understanding of public
preferences towards transnational cooperation in these highly salient policy areas is still
comparatively underdeveloped (Bremer et al., 2020). Investigating the preferences for
political integration of core state powers among EU citizens can shed an important light on
what dimensions help structure support for integration of such policies, help explain why
there is still a lack of cooperation in these areas even in a political system as interdependent as
the EU (Rittberger et al., 2013), and what type of transnational policy cooperation citizens

may find politically acceptable even outside of the EU.

One important source of the different attitudes towards the integration of such highly salient
policies is whether they are oriented towards the outside world, as is the case for foreign or
border control policies, or if they mainly constrain the member states as domestic actors, as
would be the case for fiscal and monetary policy integration. Since EU member states are
generally mid-sized countries with limited military budgets, they might use integration in
policy areas such as defence and military policies to strengthen their own foreign policy

autonomy. In this sense they could use political integration to strengthen their own autonomy
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in the foreign policy realm, much as Milward (1999) argued that the founding member states
of the EU used the union to strengthen their own economic capacity after the Second World
War. On the other hand, transnational integration of policies that primarily relate to domestic
powers, such as fiscal and taxation policies, is more likely to impose constraints on nation-
states’ sovereignty without offering the same benefits to domestic autonomy. This
reconfiguration of the nation-state would also be likely to constrain domestic elites in areas
where the citizens to which they are accountable would prefer greater autonomy. This would
make it more likely for such integration to be contested (Bartolini, 2005; De Wilde and Ziirn,
2012) than integration of external core state power. The key question of this study is whether
the external, rather than internal, orientation of core state powers makes citizens more likely

to support its integration.

Through Eurobarometer data from 2019-2021, I investigate support for core state power
integration among individuals that do not identify with Europe, and how this support relates
to either the internal or external orientation of integration. As these individuals are more
likely to see the nation-state as the legitimate source of political power, they are likely to
oppose all integration that shifts national sovereignty over core state powers towards the
supranational level (Hooghe and Marks, 2005). They are, in other words, a group that we
would not expect to distinguish between the external or internal orientation of integration. My

design thus comes very close to a “least-likely case” design (Gerring, 2007).

My paper makes a threefold contribution to the emerging comparing support for these highly
salient core state powers: I first show that support for core state power integration of domestic
core state powers is lower among those only identifying with their nation-states. This is

shown by how they are likelier to oppose integrated migration policies than common foreign
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policies. This is in line with the literature connecting politicization to political salience (De
Wilde and Ziirn, 2012; Hooghe and Marks, 2009). However, the same group expresses greater
opposition to common asylum policies than common border controls, two policies that both
constrain national autonomy in the contested field of migration policy. This hints that where
the salience of two policies is similar, the question of whether integration constitutes a net
cost or gain to national autonomy is an important consideration for individuals deciding
whether to support or oppose it. I finally find that the effect of national identity varies by
regions and is particularly strong in Central and Eastern Europe. This may be because
political elites in these countries have increasingly politicized identity, using the EU’s decade
of crises as an opportunity to posit national identity as incompatible with support for the EU

(Borzel and Risse, 2020).

My results suggest that variations in public opinion can contribute to explaining the
differentiated EU integration of core state powers (Borzel and Risse, 2020; Bremer et al.,
2020; Genschel and Jachtenfuchs, 2018). Greater support for common border controls can for
instance explain why the EU has found it much easier to strengthen border controls at the
Schengen external border than to reform and implement a common European asylum system
during the recent refugee crisis. My findings nuance our ideas about what integration is
favoured by those identifying only with their nation-state: These individuals are more likely
to support EU integration that pertains to external, rather than internal, core state powers. This
may be because the former can be conceptualized as expanding territorial sovereignty by
strengthening control over external borders (Basile and Mazzoleni, 2020). The finding that
even those most likely to contest integration may express support for integration that is
perceived as expanding real autonomy is important for an EU increasingly recognizing the

functional benefits of integration in this area.
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Public support for core state power integration — conceptualizations and assumptions
A large literature already investigates public support for the EU as a polity as well as its
specific policies (Armingeon and Ceka, 2014; de Blok and De Vries, 2020; Gabel, 1998;
Inglehart and Rabier, 1978; Leuffen et al., 2020; Magalhdes, 2012). This literature typically
distinguishes three mechanisms through which support for the EU is created: Citizens can
either support the EU because they or their community are expected to benefit (Foster and
Frieden, 2021; Gabel, 1998), because political or media elites provide cues that prime their
views on integration (de Vreese et al., 2011; Steenbergen et al., 2007) or because they
perceive the EU’s integration to be a threat to national sovereignty or culture (Hooghe and
Marks, 2005, 2009). However, save for some recent contributions (Bremer et al., 2020;
Freudlsperger and Jachtenfuchs, 2021), the question of whether and why the same citizens
express differing views of the integration of essential functions and powers of government,

known as core state powers (CSPs), is under-studied.

This is an important knowledge gap because the integration of such policies represents an
important development in recent EU integration. Understanding what CSP integration is most
likely to be supported can also help explain their still variable integration (Genschel and
Jachtenfuchs, 2016; Rittberger et al., 2013). The specific focus of this article is on
understanding the preferences that individuals that do not identify with Europe have towards
core state power integration. These are more likely to oppose EU integration in most salient
policy areas because they fear that the EU will unduly impose on national sovereignty
(Hooghe and Marks, 2009). The design constitutes a “least-likely case” as these individuals
can be expected to have broadly similar views of all core state power integration (Gerring,

2007). The analytical benefit of focusing on this group design is thus that finding variations in
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support for integration even in this group would offer a powerful suggestion that the same

variations would exist also in the broader population.

This article investigates whether the external or internal orientation of core state power
integration shapes support for its integration. There are theoretical reasons for expecting the
orientation of integration to matter for its support, as the particularly instructive cases of
common European defence and asylum policies show: While common European defence
policies limit the capability of EU member states to set its own course militarily, real
autonomy in this area are likely to already be limited by geopolitical considerations and the
military capacities of most EU member states. As the Russian military actions against Ukraine
has shown, a more unified EU could benefit smaller member states who may not have the
military capacity to confront an external threat (de la Baume and Barigazzi, 2022). In this
sense, integration of externally oriented core state powers, such as defence, can constitute an

expansion of real autonomy, even if constraining formal sovereignty.

Integration of domestically oriented core state powers, like common migration policies,
constrain member state autonomy in politicized areas where national political elites and voters
have typically enjoyed much greater control relative to the EU level, and where the state’s
real autonomy has been greater than for external policies. Thus, while both military and
asylum policy integration are impositions on national sovereignty in areas that are politically
salient and symbolically key to statehood, integration of the two policies differs in how it
impacts a state’s real autonomy. Whereas common migration policies constrain on national
sovereignty in areas where states are used to enjoying a large amount of national discretion
and autonomy, common defence policies could allow member states with limited capacities

greater autonomy in how they navigate the geopolitical arena compared to if they had to do so
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alone. A utilitarian argument would be that this expansion of real autonomy would lead to

greater support for external, rather than internal, core state power integration.

To test whether the distinction between external and internal core state power integration
produces diverging support among those not identifying with Europe, I compare support for
the integration of migration policies and common external policies like trade, defence, and
foreign policies. Both sets of policies have typically been foundational competences of the
individual states whose integration might be assumed to produce similar levels of opposition.
However, I believe support for the two policies will vary for two reasons: The first is that
integrated migration policies restructure sovereignty over the answer to a question that is key
to the territoriality at the core of modern notions of statehood: Who should be admitted within
its borders? It may thus be a reconfiguration of the nation-state that could be considered

especially problematic to citizens concerned with both sovereignty and cultural cohesiveness.

Second, integrated migration policies are also likelier than integrated foreign policies to be
opposed by this group because losing control over migration policies may produce a
perception of cultural threat to the national in-groups with which these individuals are likely
to identify (Karstens, 2020a: 56). Common trade and defence policies have also typically
enjoyed higher levels of support more broadly, possibly due to their lower salience (Schilde et
al., 2019). Even though such differences may be less important for those with a strongly
national identity, who would likely favour national autonomy in a broader set of policies, I
hypothesize the following:

H1: Among citizens with no European identity, opposition to common migration policies will

be greater than opposition to common foreign, trade and defence policies.
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However, variations in support for these policies can be attributed to variations in the salience
of the policies and elite cues related to the integration of each of them (Harteveld et al., 2013;
Steenbergen et al., 2007: 17). To control for this difference in salience, I compare support for
a common asylum system and stronger European control of the Schengen border among those

identifying only with their nation-state.

These policies are ideal for testing the assumption that the orientation of integration shapes
support for it: While centralized border control at the Schengen frontier requires member
states to cede some control over national border security to the EU level, the same integration
can also strengthen member state control over its own territory by allowing the EU as a
collective to better control the Schengen frontier. It can thus more easily be perceived as
integration that reclaims territorial sovereignty through strengthening national security (Basile
and Mazzoleni, 2020). This is likely to increase support among exclusively national citizens.
Integrated asylum governance, on the other hand, potentially weakens the state’s previously
exclusive purview over what individuals should be admitted to the realm by undermining this
control without offering a way for the states to strengthen their own autonomy. As mentioned,
such integration can arguably impose rules that threaten the social cohesiveness of the
member states. This yields the following hypothesis:

H2: Among respondents with no European identity, opposition to common border policies

will be lower than opposition to common asylum policies.

The effect of identity may also be regionally contingent. The refugee crisis has given rise to
increasing politicization of national identity, with attachment to the nation-state posited as
incompatible with support for European integration. This particularly applies to Central and

Eastern European countries like Poland and Hungary (Borzel and Risse, 2020). For example,
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Hungarian prime minister Viktor Orban has criticized the EU’s mandatory refugee relocation
scheme, arguing that it is part of an EU-led plan to change the cultural composition of Europe
and Hungary (Plenta, 2020). Central and Eastern European nationalism has also historically
been defensive, with national identity mobilized against minorities and external threats.
Euroscepticism has thus been more sovereigntist than in other regions (Brack, 2020; Kriesi,
2016). The strict immigration policies of these countries is another possible reason, as the
proposed integration of asylum policies could recalibrate migration policy to a greater extent
in Central and Eastern Europe than elsewhere. This yields the following hypothesis:

H3: Among respondents with no European identity, opposition to both common asylum and

border control policies will be greater in Central and Eastern Europe than in other regions.

Data and methods

I investigate these hypotheses using Eurobarometer data from 2019-2021. I use
Eurobarometer data because it, unlike other national and cross-national surveys that measure
attitudes towards the EU, measures both polity-level attitudes towards the EU as well as

support for specific existing and proposed EU policies.

Dependent variables

I use two variables comparing support for different instances of core state power integration.
The measure of support for common foreign policies is an equally weighted index made up of
indicators of support for common foreign policies, defence policies and trade policies. The
exploratory factor analysis shows that the correlation coefficients (Brown, 2015: 35) are 0.75,
0.69 and 0.58, indicating that they largely measure the same dimension. The questions share
the same phrasing: “What is your opinion on each of the following statements? Please tell for

each statement, whether you are for it or against it.” The benefit of additive indices is that
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they mitigate the challenge that support for any one policy may not represent an individual’s

general level of trust in EU institutions. The index has a Chronbach’s alpha of 0.71.

My second dependent variable measures support for common migration policies. It is an
equally weighted index comprising questions about support for a common migration policy
and a common asylum policy. The exploratory factor analysis suggests that these variables,
unlike support for stronger European border controls, relate to the same underlying factor.
The standardized correlation coefficients are 0.74 and 0.75, with a Chronbach’s alpha of 0.70.
Here the first question asks “What is your opinion on each of the following statements?
Please tell for each statement, whether you are for it or against it: A common European policy
on migration” and the second “And what is your opinion on each of the following statements?
Please tell for each statement whether you are for it or against it: A common European asylum
system”. I transform both the indices so that their values fall between 0-10. This lets me

compare the effect sizes across models.

After comparing support for common foreign and migration policies among those with non-
European identities, I examine support for different facets of an integrated migration policy.
To do so, I use support for stronger European border control and common asylum policies as
dependent variables. The question about support for common asylum policies is the same as
above. The one about European border control surveys support for “A reinforcement of EU
external borders with more European border guards and coast guards”. I use these questions
because they capture support for instances of external and internal core state power
integration that belong to the area of migration policy. I hypothesize, as stated before, that the
distinction between external and internal policy integration could help predict what CSP

integration will be most likely to produce a constraining dissensus.

11
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Conceptualizing European identity

The connection between identity and broad support for integration is thoroughly investigated
in the literature on support for European integration (Hooghe and Marks, 2005, 2009;
Karstens, 2020a; McLaren, 2002; Schoen, 2008; Skinner, 2012). However, whether non-
European identities produce a differentiated response to core state power integration is still

under-investigated.

To operationalize European identities, I use two questions asking respondents whether they
identify with the European Union or Europe, and one asking whether they feel themselves to
be EU citizens. The basis of the index are three dummies, coding those who respond that they
feel “Not at all attached” to Europe and the European Union and “No, definitely not” to the
question of whether they feel themselves to be EU citizens as 1 and everyone else as 0. A
factor analysis finds that all dummies correlate strongly with the same latent factor (see A1.3),
even though the questions ask about identification with both Europe and the EU. I thus create

an equally weighted index called “European identity”.

This index has the benefit, compared to more common single variable operationalizations of
territorially exclusive identities, that it captures the absence of affective attachment to either
Europe as a social and cultural community and to the EU as a polity. Higher values on this

index thus correspond to less European identities. It thus better captures the different aspects
of attachment to Europe than single-indicator operationalizations related either to Europe or

the EU.

12
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Controls for economic conditions and trust

As is common in the public opinion literature (Brosius et al., 2020; Gabel, 1998; Gabel and
Palmer, 1995; Harteveld et al., 2013; Hooghe and Marks, 2005; Karstens, 2020b) I control for
sociotropic and egotropic evaluations of economic and social conditions at the member state

level, as well as trust in national and European institutions.

To control for how respondents perceive the general situation their countries are in I construct
an equally weighted index from indicators asking respondents to evaluate their country’s
general situation, its economic well-being, job market, and the quality of its public services. A
factor analysis finds that all variables load strongly on the same factor (see A1.4). This
suggests that the four variables measure the same general perception of a country’s situation. I
then conduct a factor analysis of variables measuring trust in 1) national parties, parliaments,
and governments and 2) the European Parliament, Commission and Central Bank (see A1.5-
6). Because the two sets of variables load on distinct and separate dimensions, I create equally

weighted indices measuring trust in both European and national institutions.

To control for egotropic economic evaluations, I construct an equally weighted index
composed of indicators measuring the person’s evaluation of one’s personal job prospects and
household financial situation. Both indices are found by a factor analysis to be likely to

measure the same underlying construct (see A1.9).

Sociodemographics
In line with other public opinion literature, I include several socio-political control variables.
These are ideology, education, age, and gender. To operationalize left- and right-wing

political attitudes, I use a variable that uses the self-reported ideology of each respondent on a

13
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10-unit scale. Here 1 signifies far-left beliefs while 10 indicates far-right ideology. Anything

below 4 on the scale is coded as left-wing, while 7-10 is coded as identifying as right-wing.

I use these dummies, rather than the full scale, for two reasons: First, previous literature

shows that non-centrist political beliefs are most heavily associated with Euroscepticism

(Halikiopoulou et al., 2012; van Elsas and van der Brug, 2015). Second, conservatives may be

likelier than left-wing citizens to support vertical integration of border controls than integrated

asylum policies. Disaggregating the effect of ideology into a left and right-wing effect makes

such effects easier to uncover compared to a squared term of ideology. While questions
asking about attitudes towards migrants would better capture culturally conservative

dispositions, identical questions measuring this only feature in two of the three surveys.

Common asylum policies
Common border policies
Common migration policies
Common foreign policies
European identity
Perception of national situation
Trust national institutions
Trust EU institutions
Personal economy
Left-wing

Right-wing

Education

Gender

Age

Nordics

Central and Eastern Europe

Table 1: Descriptive statistics of all modelled variables. Missing data omitted from all

variables.

Mean SD Min Median Max
0.7 0.5 0.0 1.0 1.0
0.8 04 0.0 1.0 1.0
47 2.5 0.0 5.0 10.0
48 2.0 0.0 5.0 10.0
0.2 0.5 0.0 0.0 2.3
7.8 2.2 3.2 7.8 13.0
0.8 09 0.0 03 2.3
1.4 1.0 0.0 20 23
43 1.1 1.5 45 6.0
0.3 04 0.0 0.0 1.0
0.3 04 0.0 0.0 1.0

29.024.6 0.0 20.0 99.0
1.5 05 1.0 20 20
48.816.3 15.0 49.0 99.0
0.1 0.3 0.0 0.0 1.0
0.3 0.5 0.0 0.0 1.0

14
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Model

To account for the clustering of units within countries I use multilevel modelling with random
country intercepts. While the models measuring support for external and migration policies
include continuous dependent variables that can be modelled linearly, the dependent variables
included in the models of support for common asylum and border control policies are
dummies that will be modelled through binomial logistic regression. I use the same model for

all analyses, and formalize it as such:

Y= bo+ bXij+ bXoy + bXsij + bXyj + bXsij + bXsij + bX7; + bXsij + bXoy + bX0; (D)

Support for policy Y for individual i country j becomes a function of a random country
intercept byj, a variable for European identity (b.X;;), evaluations of one’s country’s situation
(bXzij), trust in national institutions (b.X3;), trust in EU institutions (b.Xy;), personal economic
evaluations (bX5;), left- (bXs;) or right-wing (Xb7;) ideology, education (b.Xs;), gender (bXo;)
and age (bX10;). HI states that the negative effect of identity will be greater for questions
about common migration policies than common foreign policies. Similarly, H2 states that the
negative effect of identity on support for common asylum policies will be greater than for

external border control.

The model interacting Central and Eastern European citizenship and European identity is
formalized as such:
Yjj = boj+ bX1;+ bXoj + bXzj; + bXyy + bXsy + bXsj + bX7; + bXsiy + bXojj + bXi0y + bXi15+ bX1i* X117
2
H3 states that the interaction between identity X7;;and a dummy for Central and Eastern
European citizenship X;; will produce a negative effect that is stronger than the independent

effect of identity.
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Limitations

The clear benefit of using Eurobarometer is that allows us to measure individual-level support
for specific EU policies. However, because questions are often dropped or rephrased the time
series necessarily span fewer years. This is a general limitation of my study, which makes it
more difficult to ascertain whether the results generalize to other time periods. Another
limitation is that two of the three surveys used were fielded in 2020-21, during the COVID-19
pandemic. The stated support could thus be subject to a pandemic effect. To account for the
different baseline level of support for integration in each country I specify random country

intercepts for all models.

A third limitation, relevant to all observational survey data, is that omitted variables may
confound the relationships between variables. To somewhat quantify this problem, I run
sensitivity analyses (Cinelli and Hazlett, 2020) on fixed effects models for support for both
migration and external policies (see A1.10-11). Whether this is a problem is discussed in the

section Robustness checks.
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The internal-external dimension as a driver of diverging support for CSP integration

I first report the results of the analysis of support for foreign policies and migration policies.

In the second step I compare support for common border control and asylum policies.

Support for common foreign and migration policies

Foreign policy Migration
(1) (2)
Constant 4.96™ 4.88""
(0.09) (0.10)
European identity -0.20™ -0.25"
(0.02) (0.02)
Perception of national situation -0.10™ -0.14™
(0.01) 0.01)
Trust in national institutions 0.03" 0.01
(0.01) 0.01)
Trust in EU institutions 0.09"" 0.09"*"
(0.01) 0.01)
Egotropic economic evaluation 0.04™" 0.07"*"
(0.01) (0.01)
Left-wing 0.10"" 0.15"
(0.02) (0.03)
Right-wing 0.03 0.10"**
(0.02) (0.03)
Education 0.004™" 0.01™"
(0.0004) (0.0004)
Gender 0.01 -0.01
(0.02) (0.02)
Age 0.002™ 0.01™"
(0.001) (0.001)
Observations 49,761 49,761
Akaike Inf. Crit. 214,267.30 234,820.80
Note: *p<0.05; “p<0.01; **p<0.001

Table 2: Support for common foreign and migration policies. Range of DVs: 0-10. OLS

multilevel regression. Random country intercepts.
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While table 2 shows the effect of not identifying with Europe on support for common foreign
or migration policies, figure 1 shows the predicted values of the same relationship for each
value of the index for European identity. The table shows that more territorially exclusive
identification is among the variables associated with the greatest decrease in support for

common migration and foreign policies.

Even if the effect of identity is larger for common foreign policies than common migration
policies, figure 1 suggests that support for common migration policies is still lower among
those not identifying with Europe. This suggests that more salient CSP integration faces
greater opposition in this group, which is in line with a key assumption of the literature on the
politicization of European integration (De Wilde and Ziirn, 2012; Hooghe and Marks, 2009).
This also confirms H1, and offers tentative evidence that external core state power integration

will meet greater support than its internal counterpart.
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Figure 1: Support for common foreign and migration policies as a function of an index
measuring non-European identity (range: 0-2.5). Range of DVs: 0-10. 95% Cls.
However, the results previously shown do not sufficiently answer the research question,
precisely because the salience of the policies may be different. Understanding the role that the
orientation of integration plays in shaping support for it thus requires us to compare internal
and external CSP integration within the same policy area. To do so, I compare support for
integrated asylum and border control policies. While both policies constrain national
autonomy in the migration field, they differ on one key dimension: Whereas strengthening the
EU’s capacity for border control can strengthen its member states against threats to cultural
cohesiveness and national security (Schimmelfennig, 2021), common asylum policies come

much closer to constraining formal sovereignty in an area where nation-states have typically
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enjoyed great autonomy, the regulation of access to the realm, without offering a

corresponding benefit.

Support for common asylum and border control policies

Asylum Border control
(1) (2)
Constant -0.06 1.23*
(0.15) (0.14)
European identity -0.59™ -0.26™"
(0.02) (0.02)
Perception of national situation 0.01 -0.02""
(0.01) (0.01)
Trust in national institutions 0.10" -0.03
(0.01) (0.02)
Trust in EU institutions 0.45™ 0.10"*
(0.01) 0.01)
Egotropic economic evaluation 0.08"" 0.08""
(0.01) (0.01)
Left-wing 0.24™" -0.717
(0.03) (0.03)
Right-wing 028" 0.31""
(0.03) (0.03)
Education -0.0004 -0.003**
(0.0004) (0.0004)
Gender 0.03 -0.28™
(0.02) (0.02)
Age 0.002™" 0.01""
(0.001) (0.001)
Observations 49,761 49,761
Akaike Inf. Crit. 51,800.70 48,649.06
Note: *p<0.05; “p<0.01; **p<0.001

Table 3: Support for common asylum and border control policies. Both DVs are

dummies. All coefficients log-odds.
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The negative effects of European identity on support for either common asylum or border
control policies are shown by table 3, with the predicted probabilities shown in figure 2. The
figure shows that those with no European identity express greater support for common border
control policies than common asylum regulations. This supports the assumption that core state
power integration that primarily impacts the internal autonomy of states will face the greatest
contestation. This could be because citizens are more likely to perceive their member states as
having a limited capacity to police their external borders, something that for instance the
refugee crisis of 2015 made apparent. They could thus be more likely to see such integration
as functionally beneficial (Bergmann, 2019). A common European asylum system, on the
other hand, is likely to have consequences that are both distributional and cultural, without
offering similarly clear benefits to national autonomy. This makes it particularly likely that it
would mobilize nationalist identities and public contestation of integration (De Wilde, 2011;

Hooghe and Marks, 2009).

However, one should not discount the possibility that higher levels of support may also be
driven by the differences in the wording of the questions related to each policy. Whereas the
question about common asylum policies asks merely about common asylum policies, the
question asking about border control makes explicit reference to a strengthening of the EU’s
external border and includes mentions of more European border guards. In other words,
cueing of border control as implying a reinforcement of the external border may lead people
to evaluate this more positively than a common asylum system. It might be more difficult for

many respondents to evaluate the still ambiguous proposal for a common EU asylum system.
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>

Support for common asylum policies
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Predicted probability of support

0.0 0.5 1.0 15 2.0
European identity

Figure 2: Support for common asylum and border policies as a function of non-
European identity (range: 0-2.5). Both dependent variables are dummies. 95% Cls.

The effect of strongly national identities may also be heterogenous across regional contexts,
due either to their regional histories of integration or how identity has sometimes been
politicized and used against European integration. This has particularly been the case in
Central and Eastern Europe (Borzel and Risse, 2020). To test whether the effect of national
identity is stronger in this region than elsewhere in the EU, I interact a dummy for Central and

Eastern European citizenship with the index for European identity. This is shown by table 4.
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Support for common asylum and border control

policies
Asylum Border control
(1) (2)
Constant 0.12 1.00"*"
0.17) (0.14)
European identity -0.58"" -0.18™"
(0.02) (0.03)
Perception of national situation 0.01 -0.02""
(0.01) (0.01)
Trust in national institutions 0.10"" -0.02
(0.01) (0.02)
Trust in EU institutions 0.45™" 0.10""
(0.01) (0.01)
Egotropic economic evaluation 0.08"" 0.08"
(0.01) (0.01)
Left-wing 0.24™" -0.70"*"
(0.03) (0.03)
Right-wing -0.28" 0.30"""
(0.03) (0.03)
Education -0.0004 -0.003™"
(0.0004) (0.0004)
Gender 0.03 -0.28"*
(0.02) (0.02)
Age 0.002™" 0.01"*
(0.001) (0.001)
Central and Eastern Europe -0.52" 0.67"
(0.26) (0.20)
l(ciizrrllttrlil}l/ eil;l(clle]iastem Europe X European 0.06 028"
(0.05) (0.05)
Observations 49,761 49,761
Akaike Inf. Crit. 51,799.19 48,607.90
Note: *p<0.05; “p<0.01; *p<0.001

Table 4: Support for common asylum and border control policies. CEE X identity

interaction. Both DVs are dummies. All coefficients log-odds.
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I plot the predicted values of the interaction to ease interpretation. All other variables are

either kept at their reference levels, if categorical, or at their means.
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Figure 3: Predicted probability of support for common border and asylum policies.
CEE X identity interaction. Both DVs are dummies. 95% Cls.

As figure 3 shows, those who do not identify with Europe in Central and Eastern Europe are

equally likely to want common border controls than others not identifying with Europe in
other regions. However, they are far less likely to want common asylum policies.

Interestingly, however, the negative effect of the interaction between non-European identity

and Central and Eastern European citizenship is much larger for common border controls than

asylum policies.
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The much more negative evaluation of common asylum policies and the more strongly
negative effect of identity on support for common border control in this region have two
possible causes: First, previous literature finds general regional variation in support for
integration, with the founding member states constituting a core that expresses larger support
than more recent member states (Bolstad, 2015). Such differences may be attributable to how
citizens have different perceptions of the true meaning of EU memberships, and specifically
whether one sees the EU as primarily an economic project. As those not identifying with
Europe may be less likely to agree with the idea of the EU as a political project, this can
explain the particularly strong reaction to the integration of highly salient core state powers in

this group.

Another important reason for the larger negative effect related to integrated border control
policies could be the framing of identity as incompatible with a European identity that has
been prevalent in right-wing discourses in Central and Eastern Europe (Borzel and Risse,
2020). An alternative explanation is that the region’s Euroscepticism has a strongly
sovereigntist bent, with leaders in the Visegrad Four countries explicitly arguing for a
renationalization of powers relating to migration and border control in the wake of the refugee
crisis (Fabbrini, 2019: 72). These cues can explain why those who do not identify with
Europe, who are more likely to be sceptical of the EU, in this region are more strongly critical
of both forms of core state power integration than those with more inclusive identities
compared to what is the case elsewhere. However, should the sovereigntist bent of
Euroscepticism be more important than the politicization of identity we would expect to find
uniformly greater opposition to both border control and common asylum policies among
exclusively national Nordic citizens, due to the sovereigntist Euroscepticism that is prevalent

also in this region. Whether this so is discussed in the next section.
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Robustness checks

As mentioned in the Methods and data section, omitted variable bias is a likely analytical
challenge. I perform sensitivity analyses of my results to test their sensitivity to such bias (see
results in A1.10-11). This shows that omitted variables must explain, respectively, 4.7% and
4.8% of the remaining variance of support for both the policies and national identity to nullify
the estimate. Since these models are the ones where the coefficient of identity is smallest, the
same effect is likely to less sensitive to omitted variable bias in the models related to border
control and asylum policies. One potential omitted variable that might account for variance
this large is knowledge of EU politics: Because having knowledge of how a common EU
migration policy might look requires a high level of knowledge regarding the EU and its
policies, it is likely that knowledge of the EU would be associated with much explained
variance. Future studies comparing support for core state power integration must thus
incorporate this variable. However, the Eurobarometer surveys included in this dataset do not

include questions measuring factual knowledge of the EU.

Political parties in the Nordics have, as discussed in the analysis section, publicly argued for a
more differentiated integration of the EU, in turn indicating that Euroscepticism in this region
is strongly sovereigntist (Leruth, 2015; Spendzharova and Emre Bayram, 2016). Should the
sovereigntist argument be more important than the politicization of identity for explaining the
negative effect of identity on support for both policies, we would expect to see a similar
pattern of generally large opposition to both asylum and border control integration among
Nordic citizens without a European attachment. However, as A1.1 shows, the tendency is for
Nordic citizens that do not identify with Europe to express greater support for common border
policies and more opposition to common asylum policies than those with more nationally

inclusive identities. This suggests a pattern of bifurcated opposition to CSP integration more
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in line with the pattern found in the EU populace than exclusive nationals in Central and
Eastern Europe. This strengthens the robustness of the conclusion that the politicization of
national identity in Central and Eastern Europe is a more important driver of the pattern of
larger opposition to both forms of core state power integration than the precise shape of

Euroscepticism in this region.

Concluding discussion

This paper makes three empirical contributions to extant literature on the drivers of support
for European core state power integration: First, I find that support for CSP integration varies,
with assumedly more salient integration producing greater opposition. However, I go one step
beyond the analysis comparing support for integration of different policy areas to also include
an investigation of differentiated support at the issue level: I find that even where integration
consolidates EU control in the same policy area, externally oriented core state power
integration is more likely to be supported by those with no European attachment than
integration constraining the state as a domestic actor. This suggests that the external or
internal dimension of core state powers helps shape support for their integration. I also find
that this effect is regionally contingent, with the effect of identity having a more uniformly

critical effect on core state powers in Central and Eastern Europe than elsewhere.

My findings have two empirical implications for the emerging literature on public support for
core state power integration. First, since my results nuance postfunctional theories positing
that the main dimension on which the (non-)politicization of policy integration will be
decided is whether it relates to regulatory or core state powers (De Wilde and Ziirn, 2012;
Hooghe and Marks, 2009), they show that analysts of support for integration must incorporate

the orientation of integration in their explanatory schema. This is important both to the
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literature on what EU will be seen as legitimate after Brexit (Gédnzle et al., 2019) and to the
broader debate in political science about what transnational policy cooperation is most likely
to face public contestation (Hobolt and de Vries, 2016; Hooghe and Marks, 2018; Ziirn,
2019). The second empirical contribution my paper makes is to show that differentiated
support is contingent on context. The politicization of identity in certain Central and Eastern
European states (Borzel and Risse, 2020), with leaders drawing intimate connections between
Euroscepticism and strong affective connection to the nation-state, can explain why the
interaction between non-European identity and Central and Eastern European citizenship
correlates with stronger opposition to common border controls than either main effect. Such
Europeanized border controls could otherwise had great utility in this region, as the influx of
migrants to Hungary came close to creating a humanitarian crisis (Kriesi et al., 2021). That
this does not translate to greater support for common border control policies suggests that
cueing and non-utilitarian evaluations may be more important than utility in explaining why
individuals support or oppose integration that is salient and potentially challenging to cultural
cohesiveness. This must lead to country-level comparative studies of support for core state

power integration that seeks to better understand the causal impact of country-level variables.

Conceptually, my results also suggest that public perceptions of core state power integration
do not map neatly onto an axis of pro- or anti-integrationist attitudes. In line with the findings
of a fairly recent literature (de Vries and Steenbergen, 2013; Goldberg et al., 2021; Toshkov
and Krouwel, 2022), the results suggest that the same groups may desire both more and less
European integration. This paper shows that this also applies to a group often assumed to have
both critical and non-ambivalent attitudes towards the EU (Hooghe and Marks, 2005, 2018).
This multidimensionality of public opinion opens two avenues for future study: Future

research must investigate how preferences for core state power integration at the policy-level
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are shaped by for instance elite discourses. Certain parties may for instance be more likely to
argue for some instances of core state power integration and against others. The cueing
mechanisms established by previous literature (Harteveld et al., 2013; Hobolt and de Vries,
2016; Steenbergen et al., 2007) may thus become particularly important for shaping popular
preferences for integration in less salient policy areas. Future research must also establish
whether allowances for differentiation, for instance through opt-outs or temporally
differentiated integration, can help increase the legitimacy of such integration among those

most critical of it.
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A1.1: Support for common asylum and border control policies among non-European Nordic

citizens. Both variables are dummies. 95% Cls.
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Support for common asylum and border control policies

Asylum Border control
(1) (2)
Constant -0.01 1.29™
(0.16) (0.14)
European identity -0.58™ -0.31™
(0.02) (0.02)
Perception of national situation 0.01 -0.02""
0.01) (0.01)
Trust in national institutions 0.10" -0.03
0.01) (0.02)
Trust in EU institutions 0.45™ 0.10"*
0.01) (0.01)
Egotropic economic evaluation 0.08"" 0.08""
0.01) (0.01)
Left-wing 0.24™" -0.717
(0.03) (0.03)
Right-wing 028" 0.31""
(0.03) (0.03)
Education -0.0004 -0.003**
(0.0004) (0.0004)
Gender 0.03 -0.27°
(0.02) (0.02)
Age 0.002™" 0.01""
(0.001) (0.001)
Nordics -0.45 -0.56
(0.43) (0.34)
Nordics X Exclusive identity -0.06 0.35™
(0.06) (0.06)
Observations 49,761 49,761
Akaike Inf. Crit. 51,802.26 48,616.21
Note: *p<0.05; “p<0.01; **p<0.001

A1.2: Support for common asylum and border control policies among Nordic citizens. Both

variables are dummies. Random country intercepts.
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Variable name Factor Hypothetical Explained Uniqueness
«European Factor 2 variance
identity»
Feeling of EU 0.56 0.15 0.34 0.66
citizenship
Attachment to the | 0.88 0.05 0.77 0.23
EU
Attachment to 0.78 -0.12 0.62 0.38
Europe
Chronbach’s alpha: 0.78
A1.3: Factor analysis of index for identity variable.
Variable name Factor Factor Explained Uniqueness
«Perception of «Egotropic variance
national economic
situation» evaluation»
Perception of 0.82 -0.01 0.67 0.33
national situation
Perception of 0.89 -0.06 0.74 0.26
national economy
Perception of 0.67 0.10 0.54 0.46
employment
situation
Perception of 0.58 0.11 0.42 0.58
national public
services
Chronbach’s alpha: 0.85
A1.4: Factor analysis of variable for national situation.
Variable name Factor «Trustin | Factor «Trustin | Explained Uniqueness
EU institutions” | national variance
institutions»
Trust in European | 0.85 0.01 0.73 0.27
Parliament
Trust in European | 0.71 0.06 0.54 0.46
Central Bank
Trust in European | 0.91 -0.03 0.81 0.19
Commission

Chronbach’s alpha: 0.87

A1.5: Factor analysis of index for trust in European Union institutions.
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Variable name Factor «Trustin | Factor «Trustin | Explained Uniqueness
national EU institutions» | variance
institutions»
Trust in parties 0.57 0.04 0.35 0.65
Trust in 0.87 -0.01 0.74 0.26
parliament
Trust in national 0.82 0.00 0.68 0.32
government
Chronbach’s alpha: 0.80
A1.6: Factor analysis of index for trust in national institutions.
Variable name Factor «Support | Hypothetical Explained Uniqueness
for common Factor 2 variance
external policies»
Support for 0.75 0.01 0.56 0.44
common foreign
policies
Support for 0.58 0.12 0.36 0.64
common trade
policies
Support for 0.69 -0.08 0.47 0.53
common defence
policies
Chronbach’s alpha: 0.71
A1.7: Factor analysis of support for common external policies.
Variable name Factor «Support | Hypothetical Explained Uniqueness
for common Factor 2 variance
migration
policies»
Support for 0.74 -0.10 0.54 0.46
common
migration policies
Support for 0.75 0.10 0.58 0.42
common asylum
policies
Support for 0.11 0.19 0.05 0.95

stronger European
border control

Chronbach’s alpha: 0.70

A1.8: Factor analysis of support for common migration policies.
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Variable name Factor Factor Explained Uniqueness
«Egotropic «Perception of variance
economic national
evaluation» situation»
Financial situation | 0.87 0.00 0.76 0.24
of household
Perceived 0.79 0.01 0.63 0.37
employment
opportunities
Chronbach’s alpha: 0.82
A1.9: Factor analysis of index for egotropic economic evaluation.
Treatment | Est. S.E. t-value Ry~-DX |RVg=1 RVq=1,a=0.05
Non- -0.093 0.009 -10.65 0.2% 4.7% 3.8%
European
identity

A1.10: Sensitivity analysis of non-European identity to confounding (support for common

external policies)

Treatment | Est. S.E. t-value Ry~-DX |RVg=1 RVq=1,a=0.05
Non- -0.076 0.007 -11.037 0.2% 4.8% 4%

European

identity

A1.11: Sensitivity analysis of non-European identity to confounding (support for common

migration policies)
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