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Abstract
Using Voting Advice Application (VAA) data from the EU Profiler/euandi Trend File, we studied how
parties’ positions towards European integration relate to their positions on other important issues, and
how this varies across EP elections, and between European regions. We hypothesized that the association
between parties’ EU-integration positions and their positions on other issues was affected by the three
major crises that hit the European Union (EU) between 2009 and 2019: the economic, migration, and
climate crises. Additionally, we hypothesized that the economic and migration crises asymmetrically af-
fected the association between cultural and economic issues on the one hand and the EU dimension on the
other across the EU’s three macro regions (NWE, SE, and CEE). Our results show that neither the eco-
nomic crisis nor the migration crisis or the climate crisis had an EU-wide impact on how European inte-
gration relates to other issue dimensions. As we hypothesized, economic issues were particularly strongly
linked to EU-integration positions in SE in 2014, but our results additionally indicated that the longstand-
ing interpretation of EU integration as a mainly economic issue in SE diminished after the start of the
migration crisis. Finally, EU integration became related to immigration issues in CEE while this is not
the case in the other regions. The main takeaway is that EU integration is interpreted differently by parties
across the EU, which is important to recognize for parties that seek to work together in transnational party
groups, and for scholars that aim to understand EU policy making.
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Introduction
In the European Parliament, national political parties from across the European continent form
transnational party groups, which presupposes that its members occupy roughly the same corner
of the political space or at least share some ideological traits. An important task for members of the
party groupings in the EP is to shape the direction of (further) European Union (EU) integration,
which makes it crucial that members of transnational party groups interpret EU integration in
similar ways. Therefore, we study how parties’ positions towards European integration relate
to their positions on other important issues, and how this varies across EP elections, and between
European regions. We find that European integration is understood and interpreted differently by
parties across the EU. The longstanding interpretation of EU integration as a mainly economic
issue in Southern Europe diminished after the peak of the migration crisis, and EU integration is
related to immigration issues in Central-Eastern Europe while this is not the case in the other
regions.
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In most EU member states, the political issue space is multi-dimensional, with at least one
socioeconomic and one cultural dimension (see, e.g., Kriesi et al., 2006; Teperoglou and
Tsatsanis, 2011; Krouwel 2012). There is an extensive academic debate on particularly the sub-
stance and interpretation of the cultural dimension which is not only connected to religious mat-
ters anymore, but also incorporates salient issues regarding immigration, multiculturalism, and
European integration (see, e.g., Hooghe, Marks and Wilson, 2002; Bornschier, 2010; Hutter,
Grande and Kriesi 2016). However, some have argued that two dimensions cannot capture the
complexity of the current political climate, and that party positions are better understood by plot-
ting them along three issue dimensions: an (economic) left-right dimension, a social-cultural di-
mension, and an EU-integration dimension (Bakker, Jolly and Polk, 2012; Costello, Thomassen
and Rosema, 2012). This would imply that parties’ positions towards EU integration are more or
less orthogonal to positions on other cultural issues.

EU integration has become a more contentious issue in national elections in many countries
over the last decade (Kneuer, 2019). In addition, the Brexit referendum in the UK resonated across
Europe and the anti-EU political mobilization by populist and extreme right-wing parties is also
up in many countries (see Gómez-Reino and Llamazares 2013; Hutter, Grande and Kriesi, 2016;
Hernández and Kriesi, 2016). However, the different stages of European integration have created
fluctuating levels of saliency of EU issues across time and space (Hutter et al., 2016), and di-
mensionality underlying parties’ issue positions may vary between member states (Louwerse
and Otjes, 2012; Otjes and Louwerse, 2014). Moreover, the association between EU-integration
positions of both voters and parties and their positions on other issues is context-dependent: un-
der some circumstances EU positions are more related to economic views, whereas under other
circumstances they are more related to cultural stances (Otjes and Katsanidou, 2017; Wheatley
and Mendez, 2019; Schäfer, Popa, Braun and Schmitt, 2021). Based on these previous studies,
we presuppose that the association between parties’ EU-integration positions on the one hand,
and their positions on either the cultural or economic dimension on the other hand is affected
by the three major crises that hit the EU around and between the three most recent EP elections of
2009, 2014, and 2019: the financial crisis that started in 2007, the migration crisis that deepened in
2015 when more than a million migrants and refugees crossed into Europe, and the ongoing cli-
mate crisis.

We analyse datasets that are uniquely suitable for analysing the associations between various
policy issues over time and across regions, collected through pan-European Vote Advice
Applications that include issue positions of political parties on a wide range of issues
(Krouwel and van Elfrinkhof, 2014). With the EU Profiler/euandi Trend File data (Reiljan
et al., 2020) we aim to contribute to recent studies on the impact of crises on party competition
in Europe (e.g. Hutter and Kriesi, 2019; Schäfer et al., 2021) in several ways. First, this
dataset allows studying parties’ positions at the European level on issues that are similarly mea-
sured in the EP elections of 2009, 2014, and 2019. Where previous literature studied the impact of
the economic crisis, we additionally study the impact of the migration crisis that peaked after the
EP 2014 elections. Second, this dataset includes the near universe of political parties from all 28
member states (still including the UK then) and can therefore be used to study the impact of crises
both over time and across space. Third, the specific methods that were used to collect the VAA data –
like the combination of parties’ self-placement and expert coding based on multiple sources – have
several advantages for the purpose of our study (see the “Data and Methods” section).

In the next paragraphs, we first discuss the general dimensional structure of party competition
in Europe, and how we think parties’ positions towards EU integration may be differently associ-
ated with other issues across time and space. Second, we explore the dimensional structure
underlying parties’ issue positions in the three most recent EP elections, to see whether the
EU integration issues form their separate dimension. Third, we outline our analytical strategy
and test our hypotheses. Finally, we discuss the results in light of previous literature and their
implications.
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The European political party space
Departing from Lipset and Rokkan’s (1967) seminal work on social cleavages, the political space is
often depicted as basically two-dimensional, with a salient socioeconomic left-right dimension
and a moral-cultural dimension (Krouwel 2012). The interpretation of this cultural dimension
varies widely and this may suggest that the political party space in European democracies –
and by extension in European parliament – has a higher dimensionality than the two-dimensional
model. In fact, several authors have suggested there is a separate EU-integration dimension
(Marks and Steenbergen 2002; Bakker, Jolly and Polk, 2012; Costello, Thomassen and Rosema,
2012). Others, like Hooghe, Marks and Wilson (2002), have argued that issues related to
nationalism – including EU issues – align strongly with other cultural issues into a GAL-TAN
dimension, which juxtaposes environmental (green), alternative, and libertarian (progressive)
issue positions against traditional (conservative), authoritarian, and nationalistic issue positions.
Similarly, Bornschier (2010) coined the dimensions ‘libertarian-universalistic versus traditionalist-
communitarian’, while Kitschelt (1994) used the broad ‘libertarian-authoritarian’ labels for this
cultural dimension. The increasing politicization of EU integration (see Gómez-Reino and
Llamazares 2013; Hernández and Kriesi, 2016; Hutter, Grande and Kriesi, 2016; Hooghe and
Marks, 2018; Kneuer, 2019) – with the strong emergence of anti-EU populist parties and the
Brexit referendum – makes it more likely that a separate EU-integration dimension is present.
Since we focus on European Parliament elections, we assume EU-related issues to play an even more
prominent role than in national elections (see also Schäfer et al., 2021).

Time-varying associations between EU integration and other issue positions
Our main goal is to analyse the association between parties’ EU-integration positions and their
positions on other salient issues. The central premise of our study is that parties are more likely to
relate their position on EU integration to their position on another issue, when and where this
other issue is more salient. This may be for ideological reasons, when they perceive that the
particular issue can only be adequately tackled at the supranational level – by increasing EU
integration – or with more national sovereignty. This is arguably the case for the financial crisis
of 2008, the migration crisis of 2015, and the ever-more pressing climate crisis. Parties’
Eurosceptic stances may be ideologically rooted in opposition to ongoing market liberalization
for left-wing parties but also in opposition towards transferring national sovereignty and fear
of rising immigration rates for right-wing parties (e.g. De Vries and Edwards, 2009; Hooghe
and Marks, 2018).

Moreover, parties who ‘own’ a particular issue may also have strategic incentives to exploit the
saliency of this issue in EP elections, by linking this issue to their EU-integration position during
EP election campaigns. It has to be noted that realigning European integration positions with
positions on other issues is relatively difficult for mainstream parties, and therefore initial change
mainly comes from rising parties that give EU integration greater salience, for example, radical
right and green parties (Hooghe and Marks, 2018; see also De Vries and Hobolt, 2020). If these
parties have been successful in previous elections, mainstream parties tend to adjust their posi-
tions as well (see, e.g., Williams and Ishiyama, 2018; Meijers and Williams, 2020). Altogether, we
expect the three (economic, migration, climate) crises to have affected the association between
parties’ EU-integration positions and other issue positions.

First, between the 2009 and 2014 EP elections, the economic crisis and the subsequent govern-
ment interventions – primarily austerity measures, welfare state retrenchment, and increasing
economic precarity for many – dominated the political discourse and shifted relative power
between mainstream and anti-establishment parties (Hernández and Kriesi, 2016). Second, in
between the 2014 and 2019 European elections, issues related to immigration had taken centre
stage due to the substantial influx of refugees from the Middle East and Africa. Relatedly, existing
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and new populist right parties put extra emphasis on curbing refugee intake which triggered reac-
tions from the major parties and thus impacted party competition (De Vries and Hobolt, 2020).
Although the link between anti-immigration and EU-integration attitudes did not strengthen in
the minds of voters during the migration crisis (Stockemer, et al., 2020), this link may still have
increased for parties, since they combine their issue positions in a more coherent way than voters
do. Around the same time, the UK voted to leave the EU in the so-called Brexit referendum, which
could have emboldened the anti-EU political forces across the continent. Third, the consequences
of the climate crisis became increasingly clear over the last decade, which could impact on the
saliency of climate issues and was reflected in a strong showing of green, environmental parties
in the 2014 European elections. Because of the timing of these crises, we assume that (1) economic
issues were most salient in the 2014 EP elections as compared to 2009 and 2014, (2) immigration
issues were most salient in 2019 as compared to 2009 and 2014, and (3) the environmental issues
increased in salience with each subsequent election. Since we assume that in EP elections political
parties relate their position on the EU-integration dimension to their position on salient issues
that cannot be solved in a national context, we formulate the following three hypotheses:

H1: Parties’ positions on the EU-related issues will be more strongly related to the socioeconomic
dimension in 2014, as compared to 2009 and 2019.

H2: Parties’ positions on the EU-related issues will be more strongly related to the cultural
dimension in 2019, as compared to 2009 and 2014, and in particular to parties’ positions
on immigration issues.

H3: Parties’ positions on the EU-related issues will be increasingly related to the cultural dimension
over the period 2009–2019, and in particular to parties’ positions on climate issues

Hypotheses 2 and 3 both relate to the association between the EU dimension and the cultural
dimension, but they presuppose different underlying explanations (saliency of immigration or
climate issues). We will come back to how we distinguish these underlying explanations in the
analytical strategy and results section.

Similarity across different EU regions
On top of our assumption that the economic, refugee, and climate crises changed the saliency and
interrelatedness of particular issue dimensions over time, we acknowledge that economic and
migration crises may have hit different regions asymmetrically. There should therefore have been
substantial variation in issue saliency and structure of party competition across regions over time.

Previous studies have already shown dissimilarity in the dimensional structure of the political
space across EU member states. Party positions in some European countries could be captured by
a single dimension, whereas in other countries two or three dimensions were necessary (Louwerse
and Otjes, 2012; Otjes and Louwerse, 2014). Also, as Hutter et al. (2016) have shown, the different
stages of European integration have created ‘punctuated politicization’ and fluctuating levels of
saliency of EU issues across time and space. Such variation in issue saliency and dimensional
structure between member states was already witnessed in voter opinions based on the
EUProfiler 2009 VAA data (Kleinnijenhuis and Krouwel, 2016). Following the suggestion by
Bakker, Jolly and Polk (2012), our main focus is the extent to which EU integration and other
issues are interrelated in different ways across Europe, rather than a dichotomous approach of
assuming the presence or total absence of distinct dimensions.

Several studies showed that for voters the EU-integration issue is in complex and differential
ways related to often multiple issue dimensions (Otjes and Katsanidou, 2017; Wheatley and
Mendez, 2019). We know that political elites – who write up the party platforms and issue
positions – are more coherent in their political stances, and that the dimensional structure
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and issue saliency may differ from that of voters. However, we expect differences across regions in
Europe with regard to how parties compete over the EU. These differences may be explained by
the saliency of economic and cultural issues in a particular country, as a consequence of levels of
immigration and/or the extent to which the country was affected by the Eurozone crisis (Otjes and
Katsanidou, 2017; Taggart and Szczerbiak, 2018; Hutter and Kriesi, 2019). The dissimilarity across
European regions of the severity of the economic and migration crises should have made particu-
lar issue dimensions more salient in particular places at particular time points. Previous studies
showed that parties’ positions towards EU integration were increasingly determined by their
position on the cultural dimension between 1958 and 2008 (Prosser, 2016), especially after the
signing of the Maastricht Treaty that transformed the nature of the EU from a merely economic
to a broader political project (Schäfer et al., 2021). This is in line with our central premise since
new cultural issues, like immigration and multiculturalism, have become increasingly salient
in the political debate over the last decades (Kriesi et al., 2006). However, this saliency may be
different across European regions.

Based on the 2014 European Election Survey, Otjes and Katsanidou (2017) concluded that the
extent to which voter opinions towards European integration were correlated with the economic
dimension depends on the extent to which a country was affected by the Eurozone crisis. They
showed that in regions hardest hit by the economic crisis, like Southern Europe, European
integration was more linked to the economic dimension, while in other regions this was not
the case. These results were replicated by Wheatley and Mendez (2019) using EUvox VAA data
from that same 2014 European election. Similarly, Hutter and Kriesi (2019) found an effect of
the economic crisis on the structure of national party competition in EU-member states. The
combined political and economic crisis in the South had increased the saliency of economic issues
and issues related to democratic renewal and reforms, including European integration (see also
Statham and Trenz, 2015). Moreover, the Eurozone crisis had a particularly strong impact on
Euroscepticism in those countries that were hit hardest by the bailout packages and austerity
measures (Taggart and Szczerbiak, 2018). To illustrate this, economic arguments were most
prevalent to justify pro- and anti-EU attitudes for Greek parties during the height of the economic
crisis (Vasilopoulou, 2018).

In the North-West of Europe, economic issues gained in saliency as well, yet to a lesser extent
than in the South (Hutter and Kriesi, 2019). Due to the fact that the North-West was less severely
impacted by the financial crisis compared to the Southern countries and that subsequent
economic austerity was much more destructive for welfare state arrangements in the South, it
is logical to expect differences between the North and South. In Central- and Eastern Europe,
the economic dimension was less pronounced as most parties converged on a pro welfare state,
statist development model, partly due to the communist legacy. The crisis did not substantially
alter the saliency of economic issues in this region (Hernández and Kriesi, 2016; Hutter and Kriesi,
2019). This different pattern in saliency of economic issues – highest in SE, less in NWE, and
lowest in CEE – could affect how these issues aligned with the European integration dimension.
It has to be noted that Schäfer et al. (2021) showed that this association between economic and
EU-integration positions in Southern Europe has always been present and did not substantially
change after the start of the financial crisis. However, based on the results of the other studies
mentioned above, and on the fact that we use a different dataset that includes a wider sample
of EU member states and political parties, we think it is worthwhile to perform an additional test
of this expectation.

Altogether, based on the timing of the economic crisis and its asymmetrical impact across
regions, we hypothesize the following:

H4: Parties’ positions on the EU-related issues will be more strongly related to the socioeconomic
dimension in 2014 in Southern Europe, as compared to North-Western and Central- and
Eastern Europe.
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Otjes and Katsanidou (2017) found that voters’ opinions regarding EU integration were
strongly related to issue stances on the cultural dimension in Northern countries with the highest
net immigration before the migration crisis in 2015. Similarly, Wheatley and Mendez (2019) found
that in the North of Europe, voters’ opinions regarding EU integration are strongly related to
attitudes towards immigrants and gay rights, suggesting that EU integration is associated with
one broad and encompassing cultural dimension in this region. At the party level, Hutter and
Kriesi (2019) found important differences between regions regarding the saliency of the cultural
dimension. During the economic crisis years spanning 2009–2016, cultural issues diminished in
saliency in Southern Europe, while the relevance of cultural issues increased in North-Western-
and Central-Eastern Europe. In line with this, Schäfer et al. (2021) showed that parties’ positions
towards EU integration were exclusively shaped by cultural issues in North-Western European
countries until 2014.

However, when the migration crisis hit Europe around 2015 this disproportionately impacted
the Southern European countries, as they were hit by the stream of refugees trying to reach the EU
over the Mediterranean Sea. This was especially true after the EU-Turkey deal through which
other legal routes for migrants were closed. This could explain why Conti, Marangoni and
Verzichelli (2020) found that Euroscepticism in Italy increased after the outbreak of the
Eurozone crisis, but was strongly linked to anti-immigration sentiments by political actors during
the 2019 EP elections. Altogether, we hypothesize:

H5: Parties’ positions on the EU-related issues will be more strongly related to the cultural dimen-
sion in North-Western Europe in 2009 and 2014, as compared to Southern Europe and
Central- and Eastern Europe.

H6: Parties’ positions on the EU-related issues will be more strongly related to the cultural dimen-
sion in Southern Europe in 2019, as compared to North-Western Europe and Central- and
Eastern Europe.

Data and methods
We used data from the EU Profiler/euandi Trend File (2009–2019), made available by the Robert
Schuman Centre of Advanced Studies at the European University Institute, which were collected
during the EP election campaigns of 2009, 2014, and 2019 (Reiljan et al., 2020). They include party
positions on a wide range of items that were measured in a similar way across all EU-member
states.

Using VAA data has several advantages for the purpose of our study. The VAAs measured
party positions by combining self-placement of parties with expert coding in an attempt to com-
bine the strengths of both methods and counterbalance their respective weaknesses (Trechsel and
Mair, 2011; Krouwel and van Elfrinkhof, 2014; Garzia, Trechsel and Sio, 2017). The inclusion of
parties themselves is especially important when it comes to measuring issue positions of smaller or
newer parties. Since rising parties are deemed important for affecting the nature of party compe-
tition (Hooghe and Marks, 2018), this feature of the data is particularly important for the purpose
of our study. Further, to reduce the number of missing values, the expert coding is not only based
on the manifestoes for the specific EP election but also on other sources, like statements of party
representatives in parliament or media and on the latest national election manifestoes. Finally,
analyses of cross-national variation in issue positions suffer less from biases regarding the timing
within election cycles, since the VAAs are developed in proximity to the elections, and from biases
regarding institutional and regulatory constraints, since all parties compete for representation in
the same institution under the same rules (Trechsel and Mair, 2011; Garzia et al., 2017).

Fifteen of the issues were similarly measured across the three elections and across all member
states, which makes the data uniquely suitable for analysing the parties’ issue positions across
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elections and regions. We do have the near universe of cases as all major and minor parties in each
of the 28 member states are included. Although all VAAs included 30 statements, we only use the
15 items that are measured similarly across time and across countries, because our aim is to draw
comparisons between EU regions and between elections. Table 1 provides an overview of all cross-
national, cross-election items in the VAAs.

Before we explicitly test our hypotheses, we explored the structure of the political space across
the EU over time by performing an exploratory factor analysis for each of the three EP elections.
This gives some insight into whether parties’ EU issue positions are in general either related to
cultural or economic issues, or whether they form their own separate underlying dimension. The
results are discussed in the next paragraph. It has to be noted that these analyses only give insight
into the dimensionality underlying parties’ issue positions in the EU as a whole, and cannot be
used as an explicit test of our hypotheses. We could not perform these analyses separately for each
of the three EU regions, because the number of parties per region per election with a valid score on
all 15 items of interest would be too low (ranging from 75 parties in 2019 in NWE to 13 parties in
2009 in CEE). To test our hypotheses, we therefore perform OLS regression models in which we
predict parties’ EU-integration positions from their positions on other issues, and we interact the
effects of these issues with region and election dummies. The results of this analysis are discussed
after the description of our exploratory analysis.

Exploring the dimensional structure

We followed three steps in the factor analysis for each of the elections. First, an initial unrotated
solution was performed to infer the number of underlying dimensions by inspecting the scree plot

Table 1. Overview the issues belonging to the five issues scales and the reliability of the scales

Dimensions/Issues Sign

Cronbach’s α

2009 2014 2019

Economic left-right 0.821 0.789 0.801
Social programmes should be maintained even at the cost of higher taxes −
Government spending should be reduced to lower taxes �
Anti-immigration 0.780 0.762 0.827
Immigration into the country should be made more restrictive �
Immigrants from outside Europe should be required to accept our

culture and values
�

Permissive 0.845 0.815 0.819
The legalization of same sex marriages is a good thing �
The legalization/decriminalization of the personal use of soft drugs is to be

welcomed
�

Euthanasia should be legalized �
Criminals should be punished more severely −
Green 0.699 0.692 0.772
Renewable sources of energy (e.g. solar or wind energy) should be supported

even if this means higher energy costs
�

The promotion of public transport should be fostered through green taxes
(e.g. road taxing)

�

EU integration 0.910 0.894 0.873
On foreign policy issues, the EU should speak with one voice1 �
The European Union should strengthen its security and defence policy �
European integration is a good thing �
Individual member states of the EU should have less veto power �

1In 2009, the statement was ‘On foreign policy issues, such as the relationship with Russia, the EU should speak with one
voice’.
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and the eigenvalues of the unrotated factors. For all three elections, the scree plot and eigenvalues
suggest two underlying dimensions (see online Appendix 1). Second, a varimax rotation was per-
formed. The structure matrices were inspected to determine whether the underlying factors are
correlated. For all three elections, these matrices suggest that the two factors are weakly correlated,
and therefore an oblique (promax) rotation was performed to interpret the factor loadings. The
pattern coefficients of the factor analyses with oblique (promax) rotation can be found in online
Appendix 1.

The exploratory factor analyses show a similar structure for all three elections. The two socio-
economic items, the two immigration items, the climate items, and the four moral-religious items
all load on the first factor. Four items regarding EU integration, EU foreign policy, EU security
policy, and EU members’ veto rights all load on the second factor. The item regarding EU taxes
(‘The EU should acquire its own tax raising powers’) cross-loaded on both dimensions (see also
Louwerse and Otjes, 2012) and was therefore dropped from further analyses. Altogether, the
results suggest a two-dimensional structure with one broad left-right dimension, encompassing
both economic and cultural issues, and one EU dimension. That the economic and cultural issues
all seem to constitute one broad left-right dimension is not in line with most of the literature about
national party competition that we discussed above. However, the most important result for the
purpose of our study is that the EU issues do indeed form a separate dimension. A remarkable
result of the three factor analyses is that the correlation between the two factors strongly increased
between 2009 (r= 0.094), 2014 (r= 0.241), and 2019 (r= 0.328). With this knowledge, we pro-
ceed to the main analysis in which we test whether this increased association between the two
dimensions is driven by specific issues (economic, immigration, environmental), and whether this
differs between European regions.

Analytical strategy

To test our hypotheses, we performed multilevel regression analyses with parties nested in
elections and countries to predict parties’ positions on the EU-integration dimension by their
positions on the other issues. Based on the results of the factor analyses, we constructed an
EU integration scale that consists of four items regarding EU foreign policy, security and defence
policy, integration in general, and veto rights of member states. The reliability of this scale is very
high in each election (Cronbach’s α: 0.873–0.910).

Since we formulated hypotheses on the association between parties’ positions on EU integra-
tion issues on the one hand, and economic issues and cultural issues on the other hand, we cannot
simply proceed with the broad left-right dimension that was suggested by the factor analyses.
Instead, we constructed separate scales for each of the four components that constitute this broad
left-right dimension. First, the economic left-right scale consists of two items, both related to the
trade-off between government spending and taxes. These two items form a reliable scale in all
three elections (Cronbach’s α: 0.789–0.821). Second, the anti-immigration scale consists of two
items, one regarding restricting immigration and one regarding the assimilation of immigrants.
These items form a reliable scale in all three elections as well (Cronbach’s α: 0.762–0.827). Third,
we constructed a green scale to be able to explicitly test Hypothesis 3. This scale consists of two
items, one regarding renewable energy sources and the other about public transport and green
taxes. This scale is less reliable in 2009 and 2014 (Cronbach’s α just below 0.7), while it is reliable
enough in 2019 (Cronbach’s α: 0.772). Fourth, the old-cultural, or permissive, scale consists of four
items, regarding same-sex marriage, euthanasia, legalization of soft drugs, and punishment of
criminals. The reliability of this scale is consistently high as well (Cronbach’s α: 0.815–0.845).
Distinguishing between these ‘old’ cultural issues and immigration issues is in line with Otjes
and Katsanidou’s (2017) study on voters’ positions (see also Kleinnijenhuis and Krouwel,
2016). We have no specific hypothesis about these issues, but we will use the scale later in a
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robustness check. Table 1 shows which items we assigned to which issue scales, and how reliable
these scales are.

Before formally testing our hypotheses, we present descriptive analyses of the association be-
tween parties’ positions on EU integration and the other issues in 2009, 2014, and 2019. Then we
tested Hypotheses 1–3 each in four separate steps. In Model 1a, we predict parties’ EU-integration
positions from their positions on the economic left-right issues, and we include dummy variables
for elections (2009 as reference) and regions (NWE as reference). In Model 2a, we interact the
effect of the economic left-right issues scale with the election dummies to see whether the associ-
ation with the EU-integration position changed over time. Then we additionally account for the
possibility that economic left-right issues and EU integration are non-linearly related. In Model
3a, we included a squared term for the economic left-right scale. In Model 4a, we interacted this
economic left-right scale and the non-linear term with the election dummies. We repeated these
steps with the anti-immigration scale to test H2 (see Models 1b–4b) and the green scale to test H3
(see Models 1c–4c) instead of the economic left-right scale. The complete results of all models are
included in the regression tables in Appendix 2. We tested the robustness of these time-varying
associations by including the effects of the abovementioned three issues, plus the remaining
permissive issues, simultaneously in one model to account for the correlations between these
issues (see Models A1–A4 in Table A7, plus Figure A2 in online Appendix 3).

Then we tested whether the associations between EU integration on the one hand and the
economic left-right issues or the anti-immigration issues on the other hand differed over time
between the three European regions. We tested Hypothesis 4 by interacting the economic
left-right scale with the election dummies and the region dummies. Similarly, we tested
Hypotheses 5 and 6 by interacting the anti-immigration scale with the election dummies and
the region dummies. We tested the robustness of the results of these models in two steps.
First, we accounted for any non-linear associations that we observed earlier in Models 3a or
3b. Second, we included the cross-regional time-varying effects of the four issues simultaneously
in one model, to account for the correlations between the issues (see Model A5 in Table A8 and
Figure A3 in online Appendix 3).

We dropped the observations that had missing values on one of the issue scales,2 which means
that we analysed a sample of 625 observations (party-election combinations) out of the total
sample of 768 observations.

Results
Time-varying associations

The descriptive plots in Figure 1 show a slight positive association between economic left-right
positions and EU-integration positions in 2009, which seems to slightly decrease with each
subsequent election. Models 1a–4a formally test Hypothesis 1.

Model 1a shows that – in the EU as a whole – parties’ positions on the economic issues
(b= 0.035; SE= 0.034) are not significantly related to their position on the EU-integration
dimension. Furthermore, our models show that parties from CEE scored significantly higher
on the EU-integration dimension, as compared to parties from NWE, and that parties scored
significantly lower on EU integration in 2019, as compared to 2009. Model 2a explicitly tests
Hypothesis 1 by interacting economic issue positions with year dummies to predict
EU-integration positions, which significantly improved model fit (likelihood ratio test vs M1a:
χ2= 9.93; P= 0.007). The results indicate that the association between parties’ economic position
and EU-integration position was significantly positive in 2009, and was significantly weaker in

2This means that a party in a given election did not have a score on either one of two green items, either one of the two anti-
immigration items, either one of the two economic left-right items, more than two of the four permissive items, and/or more
than two of the four EU-integration items.
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2019. The marginal effect of economic left-right position by election is visualized in the upper-left
panel of Figure 2. For a more substantive interpretation, the lower-left panel visualizes the pre-
dicted EU-integration position as a function of economic-left right position. Together, these
graphs show that the association between economic left-right and EU-integration positions
was significantly positive in 2009 and disappeared afterwards. This is not in line with
Hypothesis 1. Additionally, Model 3a does not indicate that the association between economic
left-right and EU positions is non-linear (bEcon. L-R= 0.038; SE= 0.034; bEcon L-R

2 = −0.020;
SE= 0.032), and Model 4a does not show evidence that this would be different in any specific
election. In sum, we found no support for Hypothesis 1.

The descriptive plots in Figure 1 show a slight curvilinear association between anti-
immigration and EU-integration positions in all three elections, with the parties on both ends
of the anti-immigration scale being the least positive towards EU integration. We expected the
effect of anti-immigration to be especially pronounced in 2019 (H2). Models 1b–4b formally test
this hypothesis.

Model 1b shows a small negative association between anti-immigration and EU-integration
positions (b = −0.089, SE= 0.034). Model 2b includes interactions with election dummies, which
significantly improved model fit (likelihood ratio test vs M1b: χ2= 8.48; P= 0.013). This associa-
tion between anti-immigration and EU positions was not yet present in 2009 and was not signifi-
cantly different in 2014, but had significantly strengthened by 2019. The centre panel of Figure 2
visualizes that the association between anti-immigration and EU-integration positions was only
significant in 2019, which is in line with Hypothesis 2. Model 3b indicates that the effect of anti-
immigration positions is curvilinear (banti-immigration=−0.103, SE= 0.034; banti-immigration

2=−0.114,
SE= 0.036), which significantly improved model fit (likelihood ratio test

vs M1b
: χ2= 8.98; P= 0.002).

Figure 1. Bivariate associations between economic, anti-immigration, and green issues on the one hand and
EU-integration positions on the other hand, for each election year, with linear and non-linear fitted lines.
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Model 4b includes interactions between the curvilinear effect and election dummies (likelihood ratio
test vs M3b: χ2= 10.77; P= 0.029). Results are visualized in Figure 2. This shows a slight curvilinear
association in 2009, no association in 2014, and a slight negative association between anti-
immigration and EU-integration positions in 2019. In sum, we found support for Hypothesis 2.

The descriptive plots in Figure 1 show a slight positive association between green and EU-
integration positions that seems to increase with each subsequent election, which is what we
expected (H3). Models 1c–4c formally test this hypothesis. Model 1c shows a positive association
between green and EU-integration positions (bgreen= 0.071, SE= 0.051). Model 2c shows that this
association did not significantly differ between elections. The marginal effects in Figure 2 indicate
that the association between green and EU positions was significantly positive in 2014 and 2019,
but not yet in 2009. However, including the time-varying effects did not significantly improve the
model fit (likelihood ratio test vs M1c: χ2= 3.48; P= 0.176). Model 3c includes the non-linear effect
of green positions, which significantly improved model fit (likelihood ratio test vs M1c: χ2= 4.80;
P= 0.03), and indicates a slight curvilinear relationship. Model 4c tests whether this curvilinear
effect changed over time, but including these interactions did not improve model fit (likelihood
ratio test vs M3c: χ2= 4.82; P= 0.306). In sum, we found no support for Hypothesis 3.

In an additional analysis (see online Appendix 3), we tested the robustness of these patterns by
modelling them simultaneously, and also taking the parties’ positions on the ‘old cultural’ permis-
sive issues into account. Model A1 tests the effects of all four issue scales simultaneously. Model
A2 includes time-varying effects, which does not improve model fit (likelihood ratio test vs MA1:
χ2= 11.81; P= 0.160). Model A3 takes non-linear effects into account (likelihood ratio test vs MA1:
χ2= 13.24; P= 0.004) and confirms a positive effect of economic left-right positions, and a

Figure 2. Marginal effects on economic, anti-immigration, and green issues on EU-integration positions, and predicted
EU-integration position as function of these issues, by election year. Note: p10= 10th percentile, p50= 50th percentile,
p90= 90th percentile in the distribution of the independent variable.
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curvilinear effect of anti-immigration and green positions, and additionally shows that permissive
positions are positively related to EU-integration positions. Model A4 includes the time-varying
effects for these four issues, but this did not improve model fit (likelihood ratio test vs MA1:
χ2= 18.52; P= 0.070). The results are summarized in Figure A2 in online Appendix 3. The effect
of economic left-right still disappeared over time (although not yet in 2014). However, the asso-
ciation between anti-immigration and EU positions in 2019 is no longer significant, so we should
be careful in accepting Hypothesis 2.

In sum, first, we found no support for our hypothesis that the association between economic
and EU-integration positions was strongest in 2014 (H1). Second, we found some support for our
hypothesis that the association between anti-immigration and EU-integration positions was
strongest in 2019 (H2), but this finding was not robust to controlling for parties’ positions on
the other issues. Third, we found no support for our hypothesis that the association between green
and EU positions increased over time (H3).

Similarity across regions

What stands out from the bivariate associations in Figure 3 is a seemingly positive association
between economic and EU-integration positions in Southern Europe in 2014, which would be
in line with our Hypothesis 4. To test this hypothesis, Model 5 includes the three-way interactions
between economic left-right position, election dummies, and region dummies, which significantly
improved the model fit compared to the model with only time-varying effects (likelihood ratio
test vs M2a: χ2= 23.66; P= 0.008). The results are visualized in Figure 5. Parties’ economic
left-right positions were not significantly related to their EU-integration positions in CEE in

Figure 3. Bivariate associations between economic and EU-integration positions, for each election year by region, with
linear fit lines.
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all three elections. However, in NWE the relationship was significantly positive in 2009. In SE, the
relationship was significantly positive in 2009 and 2014. This is largely in line with Hypothesis 4,
which predicted a stronger association in 2014 in SE as compared to the other regions.
Additionally, this association was already present in both NWE and SE right after the start of
the financial crisis in 2009, but the relationship disappeared in NWE whereas it remained in SE.

The bivariate associations in Figure 4 suggest that the association between anti-immigration
and EU positions did not substantially change over time in NWE, that the curvilinear association
in SE slightly weakened over time, and that the association became increasingly negative in CEE.
These patterns are not in line with either Hypothesis 5 or 6. Model 6 tests both these hypotheses by
interacting anti-immigration positions with both region and election dummies, which signifi-
cantly improved the model fit compared to the model with only time-varying effects (likelihood
ratio test vs M2b: χ2= 19.54; P= 0.034). Figure 5 shows no significant association in any of the
elections between anti-immigration and EU-integration positions in both NWE and SE, which
rejects both Hypotheses 5 and 6. Moreover, a clear negative association between anti-immigration
and EU positions was present in CEE in both 2014 and 2019. Model 7 takes the non-linear effect of
anti-immigration positions into account, but this did not significantly improve the fit of the model
(likelihood ratio test vs M6: χ2= 13.75; P= 0.034). Our conclusions regarding Hypotheses 5 and 6,
therefore, do not substantively change once non-linear associations are taken into account.

Again, we tested the robustness of the patterns by modelling them simultaneously, and also
taking the parties’ positions on the other issues (green and permissive) into account. Figure
A3 in online Appendix 3 visualizes the marginal effects of economic and anti-immigration posi-
tions, based on this model with cross-regional time-varying effects of green and permissive issues
included. The only difference with the uncontrolled marginal effects from Figure 5 is the effect of

Figure 4. Bivariate associations between anti-immigration and EU-integration positions, for each election year by region,
with linear fit lines.
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anti-immigration positions in SE in 2019. Figure A3 suggests that pro-EU and anti-immigration
positions became positively associated in Southern Europe in 2019. It means that – when positions
on economic, green and permissive issues are held constant – there is a slight positive association
between anti-immigration and pro-EU positions. Since these economic, green, and permissive
issues are all correlated with anti-immigration positions, this result merely reflects a hypothetical
situation and should not be overinterpreted. The other patterns – the disappearance of the asso-
ciation between economic and EU positions in SE after 2014, and the emergence of an association
between anti-immigration and EU positions in CEE – are robust to this additional test.

Conclusion and discussion
We studied how parties’ positions regarding EU integration are related to their positions on other
important issues, and to what extent this varies over time and across three European regions.
In doing so, we used the EU Profiler/euandi Trend File with data on parties’ policy positions
on 15 issues that were measured similarly across all EU member states in the three most recent
EP elections. Based on previous studies, we presupposed that the association between parties’
EU-integration positions on the one hand, and their positions on the cultural and economic
dimensions on the other hand, was affected by the three major crises that hit the EU around
and between the EP elections of 2009, 2014, and 2019: the economic crisis, the migration crisis,
and the climate crisis. We found no clear evidence that these crises significantly altered the
associations between parties’ EU-integration positions and other issues when we analysed the
EU as a whole. Rather, the economic crisis and the migration crisis impacted these associations
asymmetrically across three European macro regions (North-Western-, Southern-, and Central-
Eastern Europe).

Before we explicitly tested our hypotheses, we explored the dimensional structure underlying
15 issue positions in the EU as a whole for which we had data across three elections for all parties.
This analysis suggests a two-dimensional structure with one broad left-right dimension,

Figure 5. Marginal effects of parties’ positions on economic and anti-immigration issues on parties’ EU-integration
position, by region and election.
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encompassing both economic and cultural issues, and one separate EU dimension. That the eco-
nomic and cultural issues all seem to constitute one broad left-right dimension is not in line with
most of the literature on national party competition (e.g. Kitschelt, 1994; Hooghe, Marks and
Wilson, 2002; Kriesi et al., 2006; Bornschier, 2010). However, it may reflect that our EU-wide
analysis does not capture significant variation between countries, since party positions in EP elec-
tions may be unidimensional in some countries, whereas in other countries two or three dimen-
sions underlie these positions (Otjes and Louwerse, 2014).

The most important result for the purpose of our study is that the EU issues in general form a
separate dimension (see also Bakker, Jolly and Polk, 2012; Costello, Thomassen and Rosema,
2012). Since we formulated hypotheses on the association between parties’ positions on EU inte-
gration issues on the one hand, and economic issues and cultural issues on the other hand, we
constructed separate scales for each of the four components that constitute the broad left-right
dimension.

We expected that parties’ positions on EU integration would be more strongly related to
socioeconomic issues in 2014, as compared to 2009 and 2019, as a result of the financial crisis
and subsequent welfare state retrenchments (H1). We also expected that parties’ positions on EU
integration would be more strongly related to the cultural dimension – particularly to immigration
issues – in 2019 as a consequence of the migration crisis. Moreover, we hypothesized parties’
EU-integration positions to be more strongly related to the cultural dimension – particularly
to climate issues – in each subsequent election. However, our results do not show such changes
in the association between these issues and the EU dimension. Therefore, Hypotheses 1, 2, and 3
were not corroborated. It seems that the structure of party competition over EU integration in EP
elections is rather immune to external shocks.

Our analysis of regional differences, however, did show that these crises asymmetrically
affected the association between cultural and economic issues on the one hand and the EU
dimension on the other. In line with our expectations, the EU dimension was more strongly
associated with the socioeconomic issues in 2014 in Southern Europe, as compared to North-
Western and Central- and Eastern Europe (H4). This is in line with previous studies on the
relationship between economic positions and Euroscepticism after the Eurocrisis (Otjes and
Katsanidou, 2017; Vasilopoulou, 2018; Hutter and Kriesi, 2019; Wheatley and Mendez, 2019).
However, this association between economic and EU-integration positions in Southern Europe
was already present and did not intensify after the start of the Eurocrisis, which replicates
Schäfer et al.’s (2021) findings with a different dataset that includes a wider sample of EU member
states and political parties.

In addition, we assumed immigration to be a more salient issue in North-Western countries –
due to the higher net immigration rates – compared to the other two regions before the migration
crisis. That is why we expected that for North-Western parties, EU-integration positions would be
more strongly related to their positions on immigration issues in 2009 and 2014, compared to
parties in South, Central-, and Eastern Europe (H5). Parties’ anti-immigration positions were
not significantly related to EU-integration positions in NWE, so Hypothesis 5 was not supported.
However, when the migration crisis hit Europe around 2015, this disproportionately impacted the
Southern European countries, Greece and Italy particularly, as they were more affected by the
stream of refugees trying to reach the EU over the Mediterranean Sea. Therefore, we expected
the strongest association between the immigration issues and EU dimension in the South in
2019, as compared to the other two regions.

This was not supported by our results as we found no significant association between anti-
immigration and EU positions in Southern Europe. Only when positions on economic, green,
and permissive issues are held constant, is there a slight positive association between anti-
immigration and pro-EU positions, which merely reflects a hypothetical situation and should
not be overinterpreted. Contrastingly, Central-Eastern European parties with stronger anti-
immigration positions were more Eurosceptic in 2014 and 2019, which we did not anticipate.
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However, this is in line with Hooghe and Marks’ (2018) notion that immigration became a more
salient issue after the start of the migration crisis in CEE, and with Taggart and Szczerbiak’s (2018)
conclusion that the migration crisis did have a particularly strong impact on parties’
Euroscepticism in Central-Eastern Europe. Perhaps this is explained by parties in Central-
Eastern Europe perceiving that the EU forces their countries to take in refugees. The abovemen-
tioned results were robust to the inclusion of non-linear effects of anti-immigration on EU-
integration positions (see online Appendix 3).

Altogether, our results are in line with previous studies suggesting a longstanding association
between EU-integration positions and economic issues in Southern Europe (Taggart and
Szczerbiak, 2018; Vasilopoulou, 2018; Schäfer et al., 2021). Despite the increased saliency of eco-
nomic issues and European integration in the aftermath of the Eurocrisis in Southern Europe
(Statham and Trenz, 2015; Hutter and Kriesi, 2019), our results reconfirm that the Eurocrisis
did not abruptly affect the nature of party competition over EU integration (see Schäfer et al.,
2021). Instead, the migration crisis may have made the longstanding interpretation of EU inte-
gration as a mainly economic issue disappear in Southern Europe.

Future studies could build upon these findings by explicitly testing whether issue salience can
explain how the EU dimension relates to other issues. Moreover, it would be worthwhile to study
the extent to which our conclusion holds when other explanations for how political parties com-
pete over European integration are considered. For example, variations in cleavage structures from
which political competition in different parts of Europe originate, different compositions of elec-
torates, different economic structures, and variation in EU-entry, may also explain substantial
cross-national differences in how EU integration is related to other issues in the three regions
during EP elections. Future studies on over-time and cross-regional variation in the politicization
of EU integration could therefore more elaborately consider the role of historically underlying
national conflict structures (Kriesi, 2016). In line with this, we investigated the differences between
regions, but it may be even more informative to formulate expectations for differences between
individual countries (see Taggart and Szczerbiak, 2018; Petsinis, 2020). In doing so, one can more
specifically study the impact of immigration rates and economic performance at the country level
(e.g. Hernández and Kriesi, 2016). Further, economic, cultural (new/old), and environmental issue
positions are not the only substantive reasons why parties may be more or less positive about EU
integration. As Taggart and Szczerbiak (2018) showed, parties may also use frames of democracy/
sovereignty, or purely national matters, to formulate their position towards EU integration.
Finally, it would be worthwhile to specifically study the role of new parties in competition over
EU integration, since they are particularly likely to give EU integration greater salience and/or
relate it to new issues (Hooghe and Marks, 2018; see also De Vries and Hobolt, 2020).

Notwithstanding these limitations, the main take way of this study is that European integration
means different things and is understood and interpreted differently by parties across the EU. We
argued that this is driven by asymmetric impacts of the Eurocrisis and migration crisis across the
EU. Our results suggest that the migration crisis diminished the longstanding interpretation of EU
integration as a mainly economic issue in Southern Europe, and that EU integration is clearly
related to immigration positions in Central-Eastern Europe while this is not the case in the other
regions. Cross-regional differences in the interpretation of EU integration may hinder transna-
tional party groups to accurately represent a coalition of voters across a wide range of member
states on this important topic for the future of the EU. Recognizing that EU-integration positions
may be associated with other issue positions differently between regions is therefore important to
recognize for parties that seek to work together in transnational party groups. This is also impor-
tant to understand for scholars who aim to understand and interpret EU policy making and to
assess how political parties ‘translate’ their national party competition to the EU level.
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Gómez-Reino, M. and I. Llamazares (2013), ‘The populist radical right and European integration: a comparative analysis of

party–voter links’, West European Politics 36(4): 789–816. doi: 10.1080/01402382.2013.783354
Hernández, E. and H. Kriesi (2016), ‘The electoral consequences of the financial and economic crisis in Europe’, European

Journal of Political Research 55(2): 203–224. doi: 10.1111/1475-6765.12122
Hooghe L. and G. Marks (2018), ‘Cleavage theory meets Europe’s crises: Lipset, Rokkan, and the transnational cleavage’,

Journal of European Public Policy 25(1): 109–135. doi: 10.1080/13501763.2017.1310279
Hooghe L., G. Marks and C.J. Wilson (2002), ‘Does left/right structure party positions on European integration?’,

Comparative Political Studies 35(8): 965–989. doi: 10.1177/001041402236310
Hutter S., E. Grande and H. Kriesi (2016), Politicising Europe, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Hutter S. and H. Kriesi (Eds.). (2019), European Party Politics in Times of Crisis, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Kitschelt H. (1994), The Transformation of European Social Democracy, Cambridge University Press.
Kleinnijenhuis J. and A. Krouwel (2016), ‘Dimensionality of the European issue space’, in M. Bühlmann and J. Fivaz (eds.),

Political Representation, London: Routledge, pp. 113–130.
Kneuer, M. (2019). ‘The tandem of populism and Euroscepticism: a comparative perspective in the light of the European

crises’, Contemporary Social Science 14(1): 26–42. doi: 10.1080/21582041.2018.1426874
Kriesi, H. (2016). The politicization of European integration. Journal of Common Market Studies, 54(Annual Review), 32–47.

doi: 10.1111/jcms.12406
Kriesi H., E. Grande, R. Lachat, M. Dolezal, S. Bornschier and T. Frey (2006), ‘Globalization and the transformation of

the national political space: six European countries compared’, European Journal of Political Research 45(6): 921–956.
doi: 10.1111/j.1475-6765.2006.00644.x

Krouwel A. (2012), Party Transformations in European Democracies, New York: State University of New York Press.
Krouwel A. and A. van Elfrinkhof (2014), ‘Combining strengths of methods of party positioning to counter their weaknesses:

the development of a new methodology to calibrate parties on issues and ideological dimensions’, Quality & Quantity 48,
1455–1472. doi: 10.1007/s11135-013-9846-0

Lipset S.M. and S. Rokkan (1967), ‘Cleavage structures, party systems, and voter alignments: an introduction’, In S.M. Lipset
and S. Rokkan (eds.), Party Systems and Voter Alignments: Cross-National Perspectives, Toronto: The Free Press, pp. 1–64.

Louwerse T. and S. Otjes (2012), ‘Design challenges in cross–national VAAs: the case of the EU profiler’, International
Journal of Electronic Governance 5(3–4): 279–297. doi: 10.1504/IJEG.2012.051305

Marks G. and M. Steenbergen (2002), ‘Understanding political contestation in the European union’, Comparative Political
Studies 35(8): 879–892.

Meijers M.J. and C.J. Williams (2020), ‘When shifting backfires: the electoral consequences of responding to niche party EU
positions’, Journal of European Public Policy 27(10): 1506–1525. doi: 10.1080/13501763.2019.1668044

Otjes S. and A. Katsanidou (2017), ‘Beyond Kriesiland: EU integration as a super issue after the Eurocrisis’, European Journal
of Political Research 56(2): 301–319. doi: 10.1111/1475-6765.12177

Otjes S. and T. Louwerse (2014), ‘Spatial models in voting advice applications’, Electoral Studies 36: 263–271. doi: 10.1016/j.
electstud.2014.04.004

Party competition over EU integration 563

https://doi.org/10.1017/S1755773921000242 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/S1755773921000242
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1755773921000242
https://doi.org/10.1177/1465116512436995
https://doi.org/10.1080/01402381003654387
https://doi.org/10.1080/13608746.2020.1757885
https://doi.org/10.1080/01402382.2012.713744
https://doi.org/10.1177/1354068808097889
https://doi.org/10.1177/1354068815593456
https://doi.org/10.1080/01402382.2013.783354
https://doi.org/10.1111/1475-6765.12122
https://doi.org/10.1080/13501763.2017.1310279
https://doi.org/10.1177/001041402236310
https://doi.org/10.1080/21582041.2018.1426874
https://doi.org/doi: 10.1111/jcms.12406
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1475-6765.2006.00644.x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11135-013-9846-0
https://doi.org/10.1504/IJEG.2012.051305
https://doi.org/10.1080/13501763.2019.1668044
https://doi.org/10.1111/1475-6765.12177
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.electstud.2014.04.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.electstud.2014.04.004
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1755773921000242


Petsinis V. (2020). ‘Converging or diverging patterns of Euroscepticism among political parties in Croatia and Serbia’, Null
28(2): 139–152. doi: 10.1080/14782804.2019.1686345

Prosser, C. (2016), ‘Dimensionality, ideology and party positions towards European integration’, West European Politics
39(4): 731–754. doi: 10.1080/01402382.2015.1116199

Reiljan A., F. Ferreira Da Silva, L. Cicchi, D. Garzia and A.H. Trechsel (2020), EU Profiler/Euandi trend file (2009–2019),
EUI Research Data, 2020, Robert Schuman Centre for Advanced Studies, European Governance and Politics Programme.
Retrieved from: Cadmus, European University Institute Research Repository, at: http://hdl.handle.net/1814/65944

Schäfer C., S.A. Popa, D. Braun and H. Schmitt (2021), ‘The reshaping of political conflict over Europe: from pre-Maastricht
to post-‘Euro crisis’’, West European Politics 44(3): 531–557, doi: 10.1080/01402382.2019.1709754

Statham P. and H. ö. Trenz (2015), ‘Understanding the mechanisms of EU politicization: lessons from the Eurozone crisis’,
Comparative European Politics 13(3): 287–306. doi: 10.1057/cep.2013.30

Stockemer D., A. Niemann, D. Unger and J. Speyer (2020), ‘The “Refugee Crisis”, immigration attitudes, and
Euroscepticism’, International Migration Review 54(3): 883–912. doi: 10.1177/0197918319879926

Taggart P. and A. Szczerbiak (2018), ‘Putting Brexit into perspective: the effect of the Eurozone and migration crises and
Brexit on Euroscepticism in European states’, Journal of European Public Policy 25(8): 1194–1214. doi: 10.1080/13501763.
2018.1467955

Teperoglou E. and E. Tsatsanis (2011), ‘A new divide? The impact of globalisation on national party systems’,West European
Politics 34(6): 1207–1228. doi: 10.1080/01402382.2011.616660

Trechsel A.H. and P. Mair (2011) ‘When parties (also) position themselves: an introduction to the EU profiler’, Journal of
Information Technology & Politics 8(1): 1–20, doi: 10.1080/19331681.2011.533533

Vasilopoulou S. (2018), ‘The party politics of Euroscepticism in times of crisis: the case of Greece’, Politics 38(3): 311–326. doi:
10.1177/0263395718770599

Wheatley J. and F. Mendez (2019), ‘Reconceptualizing dimensions of political competition in Europe: A demand-side
approach’, British Journal of Political Science 1–20. doi: 10.1017/S0007123418000571

Williams C.J. and J. Ishiyama (2018), ‘Responding to the left: the effect of far-left parties on mainstream party
Euroskepticism’, Journal of Elections, Public Opinion and Parties 28(4): 443–466. doi: 10.1080/17457289.2018.1434783

Cite this article: Huijsmans T and Krouwel A (2021). Party competition over EU integration: asymmetrical impacts of
external shocks across regions? European Political Science Review 13, 547–564. https://doi.org/10.1017/S1755773921000242

564 Twan Huijsmans and André Krouwel

https://doi.org/10.1017/S1755773921000242 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1080/14782804.2019.1686345
https://doi.org/10.1080/01402382.2015.1116199
http://hdl.handle.net/1814/65944
https://doi.org/10.1080/01402382.2019.1709754
https://doi.org/10.1057/cep.2013.30
https://doi.org/10.1177/0197918319879926
https://doi.org/10.1080/13501763.2018.1467955
https://doi.org/10.1080/13501763.2018.1467955
https://doi.org/10.1080/01402382.2011.616660
https://doi.org/10.1080/19331681.2011.533533
https://doi.org/10.1177/0263395718770599
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0007123418000571
https://doi.org/10.1080/17457289.2018.1434783
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1755773921000242
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1755773921000242

	Party competition over EU integration: asymmetrical impacts of external shocks across regions?
	Introduction
	The European political party space
	Time-varying associations between EU integration and other issue positions
	Similarity across different EU regions
	Data and methods
	Exploring the dimensional structure
	Analytical strategy

	Results
	Time-varying associations
	Similarity across regions

	Conclusion and discussion
	References


