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 This dissertation seeks to test the proposition that public opinion is a driving force 

in integration, and thus examines the effect of euroscepticism on EU integration.  

Utilizing an understanding of integration as the process of European states achieving 

similar legal, social, cultural, political and economic policy outcomes while ceding 

greater policy power to European institutions, the relationship between aggregate level 
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EU policies is examined.  More specifically, this dissertation examines the relationship 

between aggregate level euroscepticism in an EU member state, and the speed at which 
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conditions are examined, including the role of issue salience, domestic party systems, and 

electoral conditions.  The findings of this dissertation suggest that the widely held belief 

that public opinion is driving European integration may be false. 
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CHAPTER 1 
 
 
 

INTRODUCTION 
 

 What affect does public opinion have on European integration?  Given the 

current financial crisis on the continent, and the growing public sense of apprehension 

over the future of the Eurozone (and hence the European Union) this question is of 

more than academic importance.  Thus far, the majority of previous literature 

concerning public opinion in the European Union has assumed that public opinion is 

a driving force in the process of integration (and presumably of disintegration as 

well).  In particular, this literature has focused on the determinants of support, or lack 

thereof, for European integration (see Inglehart 1971; 1977; 1990; Franklin et al. 

1994a; 1994b; Anderson and Reichert 1995; Gabel 1998a; 1998b; McLaren 2002; 

2007) and for specific integration policies (see Gartner 1997; Banducci et al. 2003).   

The proposition that public opinion influences integration has been readily 

accepted by much of the scholarly community, appearing as a justification for the 

study of the determinants of public opinion in numerous studies.  For example, in a 

seminal study of the determinants of public opinion in Europe, Gabel (1998a, 333) 

writes, “Public attitudes provide the political foundation for integration.”  Although 

there has been near universal acceptance of this proposition as correct, the literature 

to date has not adequately tested this claim.
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This dissertation seeks to empirically examine the effect of public opinion 

concerning the European Union (EU) on European integration. Simply stated, do public 

attitudes concerning the European Union influence European integration?   

This question is inherently difficult to answer.  European integration is a multi-

faceted and complex process.  Therefore, the question arises as to how to measure 

European integration.  Although the definition and measure are explained in greater detail 

in chapter 3, suffice it say at this point that integration can be understood as the process 

of European states achieving similar legal, social, cultural, political and economic policy 

outcomes while ceding greater policy power to European institutions.  The above 

definition can be used to identify a process within the larger process of integration that 

achieves all the tenets of this definition – in essence a partial proxy for integration. 

For the purposes of this dissertation the speed at which states transpose EU 

directives is used as a proxy measure for European integration.  Transposition is the 

process by which individual EU member states transform EU mandates (directives) into 

domestic laws to achieve specific and uniform policy outcomes dictated by the 

governmental institutions of the European Union.  This process is discussed in greater 

detail below, however, it is important to note that generally, the European Union expects 

all EU member states to transpose these directives in a timely manner.  

The understanding of European integration as EU directive transposition allows 

for a narrowing of the above research question.  This disseration seeks to address the 
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question: what is the effect of negative public opinion, euroscepticism,1 at the aggregate 

level in an EU member nation on the transposition of European Union directives at the 

domestic level? 

 

Why is European Integration Important 

 Despite everything that has happened over the past year in Europe, and the fact 

that European studies has become less in fashion these days in comparative politics, it is 

still important to understand the dynamics of European integration and European public 

opinion.  Since its inception as the European Coal and Steel Community in 1951, what is 

now known as the European Union has expanded from 6 nations rebuilding after World 

War II to 27 nations with a total population nearing 500 million in 2007 and a 

GDP/capita of €25,000 or, approximately, $31,000 at the exchange rate at the time of 

writing.2  Further, the European Union itself, as well as 4 EU nations are sitting members 

in the Group of 20 Finance Ministers and Central Bank Governors (G-20). 

The Euro, which is controlled by the European Central Bank (an arm of the EU), 

is the official currency of 17 nations with the currencies of 10 other nations pegged to it.  

Additionally, the Euro is the second largest reserve currency in the world.  Simply put, 

the European Union is a major player in world trade and finance, as has been evidenced 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
1For the purposes of understanding the research question, euroscepticism can best be understood as 
opposition towards the European Union (Kopecky and Mudde 2002). It must be noted that Kopecky and 
Mudde (2002) have a more elaborate definition than this, which differentiates between support for the EU 
and support for the idea of integration.  For the purposes of this paper, however, euroskepticism can best be 
thought of as opposition towards the EU, which is a component part of Kopecky and Mudde’s definition of 
euroskepticism.	  
2 Statistics are from the website of the European Union.  This information can be viewed at 
http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/portal/page/portal/eurostat/home. 



	  

 
	  

4 

by the recent crises in Greece, Spain, Ireland, Portugal, Italy and Cyprus, as well as the 

subsequent effects this crisis has had on the world economy.  Beyond financial matters, 

the EU has a common foreign and security policy (CFSP), focusing on diplomacy but 

also having intervened in a number of peacekeeping missions since the 1990s.  In sum, 

the European Union has become a major player in world affairs, and the continued 

integration, or demise of the EU will certainly affect world politics and economics for 

years, if not decades, to come. 

Due to the European Union’s rapid ascendance in power, the current Eurozone 

crisis, and the specter of EU disintegration, it would be important to more closely 

examine the factors that influence integration, as future integration, or disintegration, 

will, in all likelihood, significantly influence global politics.  One can imagine the 

difference in global politics if the EU were able to wrest more power from the member 

nations and consolidate greater power in a central European decision making apparatus, 

rather than working through the confederated channels that exist today.  Alternatively, it 

is not difficult to see the effects on world politics if the EU were to disintegrate and 

return to the state of affairs prior to the EU or even the European Coal and Steel 

Community.  To state it simply, how the EU evolves or devolves will be extremely 

important in shaping global politics.  Understanding how euroscepticism influences 

integration allows researchers to better understand the European Union, and how the EU 

is changing.   
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Although studying the process of European integration is important, this 

dissertation looks at only one part of integration, namely transposition.  How does 

transposition fit into the policy making structures of the European Union? 

 

Legislation in the EU and Transposing in Member States 

Legislating in the European Union can be complex, particularly to those 

unfamiliar with the European Union.  Therefore, it is important to understand the 

institutional arrangement of the European Union (at least for the time period being 

discussed in this dissertation). 

   

Institutional Bodies of the EU 

There are five institutional bodies in the European Union, the European 

Parliament, and the Council of the European Union, which constitutes the legislature, the 

European Commission, which is essentially the executive, the European Court of Justice, 

which is the constitutional court of the EU, and the European Council, which is a body 

made up of the heads of governments of all 27 EU member states, and has few official 

duties beyond agenda-setting.   

The Parliament is directly elected from the member states by proportional 

representation, whereas the Council of the European Union is made up of representatives 

from each member state’s government. The European Commission is made up of 27 

commissioners, 26 of whom are appointed by their governments with the President of the 

Commission being appointed by the Council of the European Union.  Unlike the Council 
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of the European Union, the European Commissioners are bound to act in the best interest 

of Europe, rather than their state.   

The legislative history of the European Union has been said to have three eras, the 

Luxembourg Compromise, 1958-1987, the Single Europe Act era, 1987-1999, and the 

Maastricht Treaty era, 1999-present, (Tsebelis and Garrett 2001).3  Since this research is 

only concerned with legislation between 1995 and 2005, thus the remainder of this 

section will focus only upon the Single Europe Act era and the Maastricht Treaty era.4   

 During the Single Europe Act era national governments lost the ability to veto 

European legislation if they disapproved of it.  Further the Council of the European 

Union switched from a unanimous voting rule to a qualified majority voting rule for 

many types of legislation.  The power to write legislation rested with the European 

Commission, and the Council of the European Union was checked through the increased 

amendment power of the European Parliament and altered legislative processes.  Simply 

stated, the EU Commission gained legislative power (Tsebelis and Garrett 2001).  In 

addition, individual member states lost a major tool in resisting integration, mainly the 

ability to veto legislation. 

 In 1997 the Treaty of Maastricht, which was originally signed in 1992, was 

amended by the Treaty of Amsterdam, with the changes taking effect in 1999.  These 

changes greatly empowered the European Parliament, making it “coequal with the 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
3 One may argue a fourth era has begun after the ratification of the Lisbon Treaty in December 2009.  This, 
however, falls outside of the legislative time period being studied in this dissertation and thus will not be 
explored.  
4 There is no theoretical reason why the ratification of the Lisbon Treaty should change the relationship 
between public opinion and the speed at which EU member states comply with EU directives concerning 
Freedom of Movement and Social Policy, Transportation or Agriculture.  Thus, the new rules set forth 
under the Lisbon Treaty should be superfluous to this research. 
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Council,” (Tsebelis and Garrett 2001, 359).  This, in effect created a bicameral 

legislature.  However, according to Tsebelis and Garrett (2001) this has created 

legislative gridlock and allowed for greater policy control by other institutions.   

 

Legislation in the EU  

There are two differing types of legislation that can be passed by the various 

legislative bodies of the EU, regulations and directives.  Regulations immediately take 

force, whereas directives require action on the part of the member states.  This research is 

concerned entirely with directives, thus I will focus upon the creation of directives and 

the subsequent member state adoption process, or transposition.  

As all legislation, EU directives are prepared by the European Commission and if 

subject to co-decision5 sent to the European Parliament and the Council of the European 

Union for comment, and approval or rejection.  The co-decision process, which has been 

renamed the “ordinary legislative procedure” by the Treaty of Lisbon, begins with the 

European Commission submitting legislation to the European Parliament and the Council 

of the European Union.  The European Parliament holds a first reading on the legislation 

where the Parliament takes a position on the legislation after discussion and amendment.  

The European Commission can then amend its original proposal to incorporate 

Parliament’s amendments.  The Council of the European Union then takes a position on 

the legislation after the Parliament has acted.  The Council can adopt the legislation as is, 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
5 The majority of directives issued are in fact subject to co-decision.  Some non-controversial directives can 
be passed immediately by the European Commission.  These are usually amendments to previous 
directives, or new interpretations of previous directives. 
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or they can adopt their own position concerning the legislation.  If the Council adopts its 

own position the legislation is returned to the Parliament for a second reading.  This stage 

is quite similar to that of the first Parliamentary reading, with the Parliament adopting 

either the position of the Council,6 not adopting the position or amending the legislation.  

If the position is not adopted the legislation fails.  If the legislation is amended it is 

returned to the Council for either approval or rejection of the amendments.  If the 

amendments are rejected, a “Conciliation Committee” is convened, which is made up of 

an equal number of members from the Council and the Parliament.  This committee 

creates a joint text, which is to be either approved or rejected by the Council and 

Parliament.  If it is approved the legislation becomes law, if it is rejected the procedure is 

ended.  The overwhelming majority of directives are generated through the co-decision 

process.  It is only a small number of non-controversial directives that do not have to go 

through this procedure. 

 

Transposition of Directives 

As stated above, directives are different from regulations in that they do not carry 

the force of law immediately, but rather require member states to adopt national 

legislation to be in compliance.  In effect directives are mandates handed down from the 

EU to member states.  Member states are charged with producing a desired policy 

outcome through the usage of national laws.  Exactly how each state achieves a particular 

policy outcome is at the discretion of that state. 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
6 It must be noted that if the EU Parliament does not act within 3 months the legislation is deemed 
approved by the President of the Parliament. 
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When a directive is issued, and sent to each member state the national legislature 

has the ability to attempt to transpose the directive, sit on the directive (i.e. do nothing), 

or designate the duty to a particular minister/ministry.  For example, if a directive 

concerning agriculture were issued and sent to each member state to transpose, the 

national legislature could attempt to pass legislation to comply with the directive.  

Alternatively, the national legislature can choose to do nothing with the directive.  That is 

to say, they can hold the directive with no action indefinetly.  Finally, a national 

legislature may choose to designate the duty of transposing this agriculture directive to 

the Minister of Agriculture, and the directive will likely be transposed by bureaucracy in 

the Ministry of Agriculture.  However, the Minister of Agriculture may choose to sit on 

the directive and do nothing, or he/she may delay transposition.   

The majority of directives are designated to a particular minister/ministry.  

Although this means that the majority of actions concerning transposition are being 

undertaken by the bureaucracy, it must be noted that the final responsibility of 

transposing lies with the national legislature, and the minister in charge of a particular 

bureaucracy. 

 It is important to note that a fourth institution in the EU, the European Court of 

Justice, has a large influence upon legislation.  The European Court of Justice is the 

judicial arm of the European Union, and interprets the “treaty base and secondary 

legislation” of the EU (Tsebelis and Garrett 2001, 358).  Further, the Court also has 

jurisdiction over the fulfillment of obligations.  This means the Court is charged with 

review of the laws of EU member states in order to ensure they have acted in accordance 
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with EU directives.  If they are found to not be in accordance with directives, states can 

be punished until they are in compliance.  If the member state does not follow the ruling 

of the Court, it may issue a fine to the member state.7 

 

Why Does Transposition Matter 

 The main question asked in this dissertation is, does euroscepticism affect the 

speed at which EU member states integrate?  Integration is understood as the 

convergence of similar policy outcomes and policy harmonization.  Thus, this main 

question can be more specifically understood as does euroscepticism affect the speed at 

which EU member states transpose directives?  If states can be punished, and essentially 

are forced to transpose directives, the question, however, that must be asked is: why does 

transposition matter?   

 First, transposition is important because of the sheer magnitude of directives that 

are issued.  For the time period of this study (1995-2005), well over 1,000 directives were 

issued by the European Union for each EU member state.  These directives were all 

aimed at increasing policy convergence and harmonization between EU member states, 

thus, they were integral in furthering European integration.   

 The delaying of transposition at the member state level, was, at least until 2009, 

the only way in which a national legislature of a member state could resist integration.  

Somewhat akin to the limited institutional power of the House of Lord in the United 

Kingdom which has the ability to delay certain types of bills for up to a year-- however, 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
7 Information concerning the European Court of Justice can be accessed directly from the website of the 
European Union (Europa) at http://europa.eu/about-eu/institutions-bodies/court-justice/index_en.htm#case2 
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the ability to delay EU transposition goes beyond this power as national legislature can 

delay all types of directives for much longer than a year.  In essence, by delaying 

transposition, member state legislatures are able to voice their opposition to integration 

(if they are opposed to it), and they are able to delay policy convergence and 

harmonization. 

 Further, it is important to note that transposition is hardly an automatic, or an 

enforceable mandate.  Although states can be theoretically compelled to transpose 

directives, the reality is that very few infringements of transposition are actually pursued.  

About 93% of all infringements are not pursued by the European Commission (Falkner et 

al. 2005).  This means, that in only 7% of cases in which transposition of a directive does 

not occur, has a member state been brought the the European Court of Justice. 

 Moreover, there is a possibility that once brought before the European Court of 

Justice, a member state may prevail.  About 10% of transposition infringement 

proceedings brought before the European Court of Justice are won by member states. 

 Finally, and most importantly, if an infringement proceeding is pursued by the 

European Commission, it may take a decade or more for a state to be “compelled” to 

comply.  Once a directive is issued, member states have a set amount of time by which 

the directive is expected to be transposed.  A transposition deadline of 3 or 4 years is not 

unusual.   

If the transposition deadline is reached, and a state is not in compliance with a 

directive (at least according to the European Commission) an infringement proceeding 

will commence.  The procedure for an infringement proceeding begins with a member 
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state being asked to voluntarily comply with a directive.  A set amount of time is given to 

a member state to come into compliance.  If a directive is not transposed to the 

satisfaction of the European Commission within this time period, the member state can be 

brought to the European Court of Justice.  A hearing, or hearings, will take place to 

determine if a state is in compliance with a directive.  If a state is found to be in 

compliance with a directive (or if that directive is found to violate the principle of 

subsidiarity) the proceeding will be dismissed.  If a state is found to be in non-compliance 

with a directive, it will be instructed to transpose the directive within a set time period.  If 

a directive is not transposed within that time period, that state can then be brought back 

the European Court of Justice and a punishment, usually in the form of a fine, may be 

levied.  In all, it is not unusual for a decade to pass between the issuance of a directive 

and the levying of a punishment. 

Thus, transposition is hardly automatic, and delay of transposition is certainly not 

an empty gesture.  Directives are a major component of the process of integration.  They 

push forward policy convergence and harmonization.  However, member states can delay 

transposition for longer periods of time, if not indefinetly.  The delaying of transposition 

is delaying of policy convergence and harmonization, which is tantamount to delaying 

integration.  If one accounts for the fact that until the Lisbon Treaty came into effect in 

20098, transposition delay was the only way in which a national legislature could log 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
8 The Lisbon Treaty created a process by which national legislatures could review new regulations and 
directives and log a complaint that the legislation violates the principle of subsidiarity.  If one-third of state 
legislatures argue that a piece of legislation violates this principle a yellow card is drawn.  If a yellow card 
is drawn the European Commission must review the law and either amend it, withdraw it, or maintain it.  If 
one half of member state legislature object to a piece of legislation based upon the principle of subsidiarity, 
an orange card is drawn.  The legislation must then be sent to the European Commission who will review it 
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displeasure with integration, it becomes clear that transposition delay is the major tool of 

national legislatures in delaying integration. 

 

The Organization of this Dissertation 

 This dissertation is organized to address the question posed above: does 

euroscepticism affect European integration in terms of policy transposition?  Chapter 2 of 

this dissertation will review the extant literature concerning public opinion in the EU (i.e. 

Inglehart 1977; 1990; Janssen 1991; Anderson and Reichert 1995; 1996; Anderson and 

Kaltenthaler 1996; Gabel and Palmer 1995; Gabel 1998a; 1998b; McLaren 2002), the 

process of transposition (i.e. Mendrinou 1996; Richardson 1996; Knill and Lenschow 

1998; Mastenbroek 2003; Kaeding 2006; Haverland and Romeijn 2007; Konig and 

Luetgert 2009) and finally the limited research that attempts to examine the relationship 

between public opinion and transposition (Lampinen and Uusikyla 1998; Mbaye 2001; 

Kaeding 2006).  

 Chapter 3 begins with an elaboration of the main concepts present in the research 

question, individual and aggregative level euroscepticism (which are related but 

decidedly different), as well as European integration.  Beyond these definitions, chapter 3 

is used to develop a theoretical framework explaining the relationship between public 

opinion and European integration, which to the knowledge of the author, has not been 

fully elaborated in previous literature. 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
and either amend it, withdraw it, or maintain it.  If it is maintained, the legislation will then be send to the 
European Parliament and the Council of the European Union.  The legislation can be killed through an 
aboslute majority vote in the European Parliament or a 55% majority in the Council of the European Union. 
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 Borrowing from the current  research in American politics (see Page and Shapiro 

1983; Stimson, MacKuen and Erikson 1995, Erikson, MacKuen and Stimson 2002) this 

dissertation relies upon a theoretical design that assumes elected leaders are rational and 

self-interested actors who seek to remain in office.  In achieving the goal of maintaining 

power, political leaders respond to public opinion.  Therefore, when euroscepticism is 

high political leaders will respond and delay transposition of directives, whereas when 

euroscepticism is low political leaders will not delay transposition.   

The next section of chapter 3 elaborates upon the various contextual factors that 

may condition the relationship between public opinion and government responsiveness, 

such as issue salience (Jones 1994; Lindaman and Haider-Markel 2002), and political 

institutions, meaning political parties, type of democracy, etc. (Domhoff 1998; Wright 

1996; Aldrich 1995).  From the theory developed in chapter 3 a total of 14 hypotheses are 

derived. 

 Chapter 4 discusses the dissertation’s research design.  This chapter begins with a 

description of the dependent variable used in all 14 hypotheses, which is a duration 

variable measuring the time in months between the issuance of a directive by the 

governing bodies of the EU and the transposition of each directive by each EU member 

states.    

 The measurement of all the independent variables for the 14 hypotheses are 

discussed in section 2 of chapter 4.  The independent variables used in this study are 

either the level of aggregate euroscepticism in a state, the difference between aggregate 

euroscepticism in a state and aggregate positive public opinion concerning the EU in a 
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state, the divergence of the level of aggregate euroscepticism in a state from its historical 

mean in that state, the change in aggregate euroscepticism in a state, or an interaction 

term between one of these measures and one of many contextual factors. 

 The third section of chapter 4 focuses on the control variables used in this study.  

Multiple controls are used, including whether a directive is an amendment to a previous 

directive, the length of time a state has to transpose a directive, whether a directive was 

issued by the EU Commission, GDP per capita in a state, the length of time a state has 

been a member of the EU, and many others. 

 Section 4 of chapter 4 discusses the data sources used in this study.  The 

dependent variable was derived from a unique dataset that was built over a nine month 

period from data available in the EU archives (EUR-Lex).  Measurement of the 

independent variables relies in large part on Eurobarometer public opinion surveys, 

however, many of the control variables and interactive terms used as independent 

variables are derived from other sources such as the EU archives, the World Bank, the 

Chapel Hill expert surveys of European political parties, the Manifestos Project, and the 

European Elections Database. 

 Finally, chapter 4 concludes with a discussion of the analytical strategy employed 

in this research.  Since the dependent variable used in this study is a duration variable, 

and the main independent variables change with time, making them time-varying 

covariates, an extended Cox model is used in the tests of all 14 hypotheses. 
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Chapters 5 through 8 are the empirical backbone of this dissertation.  Each of 

these chapters begins with the discussion of the hypothesis/hypotheses being tested in 

that particular chapter, and elucidates the variables necessary to test those hypotheses.   

The proposition that public opinion is a driving force behind integration is tested 

broadly in chapter 5, focusing on the general effects of euroscepticism on the speed of 

transposition.  Little relationship between aggregate euroscepticism and transposition 

delay is found in this chapter. 

In chapter 6 the effects of euroscepticism upon transposition are tested within the 

context of issue area salience.  Interacting aggregate euroscepticism with the salience of 

the issue area of particular directives, no relationship is found between public opinion and 

the speed of transposition. 

Chapter 7 focuses upon the relationship between aggregate euroscepticism and 

transposition in the context of party systems.  Aggregate euroscepticism is interacted with 

the number of competitive political parties that exist in a state, the number of political 

parties inhabiting the same ideological space as the ruling party, and the existence of at 

least one eurosceptic party in a state.  No relationship is found between aggregate 

euroscepticism and the speed of transposition in any of these contexts. 

Chapter 8 seeks to understand the effect of aggregate euroscepticism on 

transposition in the context of electoral systems and government constitutions.  

Specifically, aggregate euroscepticism is examined under the conditions of nearing 

legislative elections, multiple government coalition partners, and the existence of a 

proportional representation (PR) electoral system.  In all but one of these tests aggregate 
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euroscepticism showed no relationship to the speed of transposition.  In the context of a 

PR electoral system transposition was actually accelerated by higher levels of aggregate 

euroscepticism. 

 Finally, chapter 9 synthesizes the findings of this dissertation.  Since this study is 

one of the first attempts of which I am aware to examine the relationship of public 

opinion to integration it cannot be considered definitive.  Therefore, chapter 9, as well as 

the dissertation as a whole, concludes with some possible avenues for future research, 

including but not limited to expansion of the dataset and different measurements of both 

euroscepticism and European integration.
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CHAPTER 2  

 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

 This dissertation examines the relationship between negative public opinion of the 

EU (euroscepticism) and the process of European integration.  Although there is a 

considerable amount of literature on integration, much of this examines policy 

adoption/transposition, and implementation (see Mendrinou 1996; Richardson 1996; 

Knill and Lenschow 1998; Mastenbroek 2003; Kaeding 2006; Haverland and Romeijn 

2007; Konig and Luetgert 2009).  Further, there are also myriad studies focusing on 

public opinion of the European Union (see Inglehart 1971; 1977; 1990; Franklin et al. 

1994a; 1994b; Anderson and Reichert 1995; Gabel 1998a; 1998b; McLaren 2002; 2007).  

However, there is little literature that examines directly the relationship between public 

opinion and EU integration, more specifically euroscepticism and the adoption of EU 

policy by member states.  To set up the empirical sections of this dissertation, this chapter 

begins with a discussion of the literature concerning public opinion of Europe and more 

specifically euroscepticism.  It then focuses attention on the transposition literature in the 

EU (transposition refers to the adoption of policies that comply with EU directive).
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Public Opinion and the European Union 

 An extensive amount of research concerning why people hold certain opinions of 

EU exists.  These works focus on economic explanations (see Gabel 1998a; 1998b; 

1998c), cultural explanations (see Inglehart 1990) as well as hybrid approaches that seek 

to integrate both economic and cultural explanations for European public opinion 

(Fligstein 2008).    

  

Economic Theories of Opinion of the EU 

 There is a substantial amount of literature that uses economic considerations to 

explain individual attitudes towards the EU  (see Anderson and Reichert 1995; 1996; 

Anderson and Kaltenthaler 1996; Gabel and Palmer 1995; Gabel 1998a; 1998b; 1998c).  

The most common economic theory is based upon utilitarian appraisals.  Put simply, 

integration helps some people more than others in terms of economics.  Those who 

benefit more economically will be more inclined to support the European Union and 

integration than those who benefit less, do not benefit at all, or are economically hurt by 

integration (Gabel 1998a).   

 Gabel and Palmer (1995) and Anderson and Reichert (1995; 1996) tested this 

theory using a number of different measures of economic benefit.  They found that 

income, education, occupation and geographic distance from the border are all associated 

with support for integration.  Further, Gabel (1998a; 1998b; 1998c) found that economic 

benefits are highly associated with support for the European Union. 
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 A slight variation on this theme supposes that rather than individual benefit, 

citizens of EU member states use domestic economic performance generally as a means 

to judge the benefit of being a member of the EU (Anderson and Kaltenthaler 1996).  

Essentially, if the domestic economy of a state is doing well, the people in that state will 

be more supportive of the EU.  Anderson and Kaltenthaler do find that, in fact, when the 

domestic economy is performing poorly, people tend to have a poorer opinion of the EU, 

which supports their sociotropic aproach. 

 Although economic theories of public opinion regarding the European Union are 

most numerous, there are other approaches that focus on non-economic reasons for 

support for (or opposition to) European integration.  The next section will discuss some 

additional theories explaining people’s opinions of the EU. 

 

Non-economic Theories of Opinion of the EU 

 One of the earliest explanations as to why people support or do not support the 

EU is based on cultural considerations. Ronald Inglehart (1977; 1990) presented a theory 

of generational cultural change, which he referred to as the shift from “materialist” to 

“postmaterialist” values.  According to Inglehart, materialism is a values system in which 

people are quite concerned with security and safety, whereas, postmaterialists are 

concerned with greater freedom and say in government.  Inglehart argued that the 

populations of advanced industrial states has been shifting to hold postmaterialist values 

due to the relative safety and security that has existed in those states since the end of 

WWII.   
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 Inglehart theorized that support for the EU and European integration is linked to 

postmaterialist values (Inglehart 1977; 1990).  He (1977; 1990) suggested that support for 

European integration is linked to postmaterialist values, or as Janssen (1991, 445) 

summarizes; “thinking about integration fulfills postmaterialists’ intellectual needs and . . 

. that postmaterialists fulfill [their need for belonging] by identifying with, or attaching 

themselves to, the European [Union] . . .”  Simply put, postmaterialists are more inclined 

to support the EU because it represents something beyond the traditional identities and 

values associated with the old system of states.  

 However, support for this connection has been mixed at best. Inglehart (1970; 

1971) initially found postmaterialists were much more likely to support European 

integration.  Later, Janssen (1991) found that postmaterialism is only partially associated 

with a desire for European integration.  Nonetheless, given that both Inglehart’s and 

Janssen’s empirical tests were fairly simplistic, relying heavily on descriptive analysis, 

with no control variables (neither Inglehart nor Janssen used more sophisticated 

multivariate techniques) these findings should be taken with a very “large grain of salt.”  

 Other research, however, has improved upon the work of Inglehart’s and 

Janssen’s empirics.  Using an ordinal measure of postmaterialism, Anderson and Reichert 

(1995) found that in 1982 and 1990 postmaterialist had no discernible effect on support 

for European integration.  Further, they found in 1986 that postmaterialism was actually 

associated with less support for integration.  This suggests a relationship, although it is in 

the opposite direction of what Inglehart had anticipated.   
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Gabel (1998a) found that possession of postmaterialist values is unrelated to 

support for the European Community (EC; the predecessor to the EU) when the test used 

respondents from all original members of the EC from 1978 to 1992.  Further, Gabel 

found that in individuals in countries that were original members of the EC, there was a 

positive effect of postmaterialism upon support for European integration when the tests 

were broken into two sets of years, 1978-1986 and 1987-1992, but in new members of 

the EC, postmaterialism was negatively correlated with support for European integration 

in both time periods (1978-1986, and 1987-1992). 

These findings have led some to declare that support for European integration 

does not really rely upon postmaterialist values (Ehin 2001).  This, however, is surely an 

overstatement.  The findings of both Gabel (1998a), and Anderson and Reichert (1995) 

suggest a relationship between postmaterialist values and support for European 

integration (although that relationship is not always in the direction theorized by 

Inglehart).  More recent research has found that postmaterialism is positively correlated 

with support for the EU in original members, whereas it is negatively associated with 

support for the EU in non-original members (McLaren 2002).  These findings do suggest, 

however, at least, that postmaterialism should be considered in an explanation for support 

for the EU. 

Others have theorized that threat to social identity has a large influence on 

individual support for European integration (Deflem and Pampel 1996; Carey 2002; 

McLaren 2002; 2004; 2007; Hooghe and Marks 2004).  McLaren (2002) has been the 

largest proponent of this theory.  Her argument hinges on the Taggart’s (1998) claim that, 
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“the nation-state [is seen] as the appropriate point of reference for identity and the EU [is 

seen] as undermining the integrity of the nation-state” (see McLaren 2002; 554).  If it is 

assumed that “some individuals are more concerned about national degradation than 

others . . . These individuals are likely to be hostile toward any institution or practice that 

is in any way a threat to the nation-state, whereas those who are less concerned about 

national integrity will be less threatened by such institutions and practices” (McLaren 

2002; 554).  The European Union is involved with making many policies that stretch 

across all member states (i.e. the Common Agricultural Policy), bringing with them a 

“homogenizing effect.”  This creates a fear in many European concerning the effects of 

the EU on the nation-state, which may in turn generate negative feelings concerning the 

EU.  Simply put, individuals who see the EU as threatening to their national identity will 

oppose the EU. 

Using measures of perceived threat that are admittedly flawed, McLaren (2002) 

tests the proposition that feeling a threat to one’s national identity leads to opposition to 

European integration.  Her main independent variables concern the abuse of social 

benefits by minorities and whether religious practices of minorities threaten the way of 

life in a particular member state.  She finds strong support for this theory in both original 

and new EU member states.  The belief that minorities are abusing social benefits has a 

strong negative correlation with support for the EU.  Further, both not being sure and 

believing that the religion of minorities threatens one’s way of life also has a strong 

negative correlation with support for European integration.  McLaren’s (2007) results 

find a similar correlation between perceived threat to identity and euroscepticism. 
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There have been multiple other approaches proposed to explain support for the 

EU (or lack thereof).  One of these concerns the effect of partisanship on support for 

European integration (see Franklin et al. 1994a; 1994b; 1995).  This approach basically 

argues that people’s opinions of the EU and European integration are influenced greatly 

by partisan identifications.  If a person identifies with a political party that person will 

adopt the party’s stance on integration.  Gabel has found some  (but not particularly 

strong) support for this hypothesis (see Gabel 1998a).  Further, some have theorized that 

individual’s opinions of their domestic governments may affect support for the European 

Union and integration as well (Franklin et al. 1994a; 1994b; 1995; Krouwel and Abts 

2007; de Vries and van Kersbergen 2007).  The main causal mechanism in this theory 

stipulates that people associate the EU with the leaders of their state because they are so 

heavily involved with integrative measures.  This proposition is also somewhat supported 

(see Gabel 1998a).   

The effect of the media has also been examined as a possible explanation for 

support for the EU and integration (de Vreese and Boomgaarden 2006; de Vreese 2007).  

The basic idea from this perspective is that attitudes concerning European integration will 

change as a function of media coverage of the EU.  There is fairly limited work on this 

topic, although de Vreese and Boomgarden (2006) find that, in Denmark, there is a 

significant positive correlation between media exposure and support for EU enlargement. 
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Hybrid Approaches to Public Opinion in the EU 

 There are others that seek to combine both non-economic and economic 

explanations for public opinion regarding the EU.  Fligstein (2008, 139) for example, 

argues that the economic structure of the European Union encourages people, particularly 

business “people, educators, academics, consultants, government employees, and 

lawyers,” to cross international borders and interact more with people from other EU 

member states.  Business and economic situations bring these people across borders and 

encourage interaction. 

 As people interact across borders, Fligstein (2008) argues that individuals begin to 

see similarities between themselves and others in similar situations in other countries.  

Once people begin to start seeing similarities with those from other states in the EU, they 

start to understand their national identities as limiting.  Simply put, cross-border 

interaction encourages the development of a European identity.  A European identity 

encourages support for the EU. 

 This theory basically relies upon economic situations create a particular behavior, 

in this case cross-national interaction.  This behavior influences people’s non-economic 

understandings of themselves and those from other countries.  This change in behavior 

affects people’s identities, which in turn causes people to support the EU.   

 The above literature constitutes the largest strain of research concerning public 

opinion in the EU.  It does not touch upon the effects of public opinion, but rather focuses 

on the causes of positive or negative opinion of the EU.  There is some literature that 

touches upon the effects of negative public opinion of the EU.   
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Effects of Public Opinion Concerning the EU 

Albeit limited, there has been some literature that examines the political effects of 

negative public opinion, particularly on how euroscepticism has affected the political 

parties. McAllister and Studlar (2000), for instance, found that the expression of 

eurosceptic attitudes by the leaders of the Conservative Party had very little effect upon 

Conservative Party candidates in the 1997 British Parliamentary election.  They did, 

however, find that the existence of the Referendum Party, which was a moderately 

eurosceptic party, in the 1997 election had a slight negative impact on Conservative vote 

totals. 

Evans (1998) looked at the effect of euroscepticism on the British Conservative 

Party between 1992 and 1996.  He found that divisions within the Conservative Party 

between eurosceptics and non-eurosceptics produced a situations in which people with 

both eurosceptic and non-eurosceptic attitudes saw the Conservative Party as a threat to 

their own positions, and thus, cost the Conservative Party votes.   

Taggart and Szczerbiak (2002), like Evans, look into the effect of euroscepticism 

on party vote totals.  However, they examine multiple EU member states, and find that 

levels of euroscepticism do not affect the vote totals of eurosceptic parties in the EU.   

Further, some have looked at how euroscepticism has changed party stances 

(Kriesi 2007).  Examining six European states, Austria, France, Germany, the 

Netherlands, Switzerland and the UK, Kriesi finds that parties are more likely to 

campaign on eurosceptic platforms in states where euroscepticism is higher.   
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What must be noted is that the literature that has looked at the effects of 

euroscepticism have mainly looked at its effects on parties, such as party vote totals or 

party campaign strategies.  However, there has been little or no exploration of the effects 

of euroscepticism on European integration, although as noted earlier there has been 

certainly many who imply that euroscepticism should slow down integration.  As stated 

in the introduction, this dissertation focuses on one aspect of integration, directive 

transposition.  Thus, the next section of this literature review will focus on extant 

literature explaining transposition. 

 

Causes of Transposition 

 Directive transposition is, in essence, the passage of laws by EU member states 

that are in compliance with rules, known as directives, put forth by the European Union.  

This is a complicated process that will be explored in greater detail in chapter 3.  

However, suffice it to say at this point, that the European Union requires certain common 

policy outcomes from all EU member states.  The EU can issue directives, which specify 

the expected policy outcomes.  Each state is then required to pass domestic legislation to 

produce these policy outcomes.  The domestic laws do not have to be the same, as long as 

the policy outcomes are in compliance with the EU directive.   

 As stated in chapter 1, and will be explained in greater detail later, this 

dissertation envisions integration as the convergence of similar policy outcomes among 

all EU member states.  Transposition of EU directives leads directly to the convergence 

of similar policy outcomes, and thus is a major step in the process of integration.  Thus, it 
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is important to understand the research concerning the causes of transposition and the 

factors that affect the speed of transposition.  The remainder of this section will broken 

into three subsections: factors intrinsic to directives that influence its’ transposition, 

national level factors affecting transposition, and finally an in-depth critique of a number 

of works that are particularly pertinent to this dissertation. 

 

Factors Affecting Transposition 

 It is often argued that EU member states are slow in transposing EU directives, a 

phenomenon known as a “transposition deficit” (see Mendrinou 1996; Richardson 1996; 

Knill and Lenschow 1998; Mastenbroek 2003; Kaeding 2006; Haverland and Romeijn 

2007; Konig and Luetgert 2009).  There is support for this belief-- Mastenbroek (2003, 

391) found that in the Netherlands, “almost 60 percent of the directives are transposed 

late.”  The belief that a “transposition deficit” exists has spawned a considerable amount 

of research seeking to account for variations in the speed of transposition. 

 There are two general explanations that seek to explain the speed of EU directive 

transpositions: features intrinsic to the directive and national level factors (Konig and 

Luetgert 2009; Steunenberg and Kaeding 2009).   The former argues that characteristics 

of a directive itself affect the speed of transposition. The latter approach emphasizes 

characteristics of individual EU members as affecting the speed of transposition. 
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Directive centric explanations for the “transposition deficit.” 

Not all EU directives are created equal-- they have differing qualities that can 

greatly influence the speed of their transposition at the EU member state level (see 

Kaeding 2006).  The first factor is the level of detail of the directive (Kaeding 2006; 

Haverland and Romeijn 2007; Steunenberg and Kaeding 2009).  This argument does not 

claim malfeasance on the part of member states but simply argues that the ambiguity and 

complexity of a directive slows its transposition (see Azzi 2000; Bursens 2002; Falkner et 

al. 2004).  Simply put, complex directives require more work on the part of legislators in 

EU member states.  This need for greater effort can lead to disputes between legislators 

(Konig et al. 2005; Steunenberg and Kaeding 2009).   

Findings have supported the argument that complex and detailed directives are 

transposed more slowly.  Kaeding (2006) for instance, tests the effect of the number of 

recitals in a directive (which are the explanatory notes at the beginning of EU directives) 

on the speed of transposition.  More recitals are believed to mean greater complexity, 

thus the more recitals in an EU directive the slower should be the transposition of the 

directive.  Kaeding, in fact, finds that this is the case--transposition is slowed 

considerably by greater complexity. 

A second feature of directives influencing the speed of transposition is whether it 

is a new directive or an amendment to an old directive (Mastenbroek 2003; Haverland 

and Romeijn 2007).  It is argued that amendments are transposed more quickly because 

they are technical in nature and therefore uncontroversial (Mastenbroek 2003; Kaeding 

2006; Haverland and Romeijn 2007).  The lack of controversy surrounding amendments 
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to directives allows legislators to come to agreement more easily concerning what 

measures need to be passed.  Simply stated, amendments do not create many 

disagreements among member state leaders concerning how transposition should occur, 

thus allowing for faster transposition.  New directives, however, address new topics 

(Kaeding 2006).   Thus, they may engender disputes among member state policy-makers, 

which in turn can retard the process of transposition.  The empirical findings, however, 

are mixed regarding this proposition.  Kaeding (2006) finds a relationship between new 

amendments and slower transposition at the member state level. Haverland and Romeijn 

(2007), however, find that new directives are not transposed any slower than directives 

that are amendments to previous directives. 

A third directive level factor theorized to influence the speed of transposition is 

the EU decision-making procedure (meaning in which institutional body did an EU 

directive originate).  The process of directive creation will be discussed in greater detail 

in the next chapter, however, suffice it to say that directives may be enacted by either, the 

EU Commission, the EU Council or the EU Council and Parliament (Hix 1999).  There 

are two theorized reasons why the EU body of origin should matter.  The first theory 

concerns the quality of directives.  Quality is understood as “the degree to which 

legislative instruments and procedures live up to the legislative standards” (Voermans 

2009, 64).  Researchers argue that low quality directives encounter transposition 

problems (Bekkers et al. 1995; Azzi 2000).  Further, the different EU bodies have been 

found to produce varying qualities of directives, with the Commission producing the 
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most high quality directives (Drijber 2001).  This means that directives produced by the 

EU Commission should be transposed more quickly as they are usually of higher quality. 

Moreover, it has been theorized that Commission directives will be transposed 

more quickly because they are by nature “less sensitive” (Mastenbroek 2003; 376).  More 

sensitive directives will likely cause greater disagreement at the member-state level.  This 

disagreement will slow transposition.  However, less sensitive directives have a far 

smaller chance of disagreement at the national level.  Therefore, less sensitive directive 

should be transposed more quickly than more sensitive directive.  One can then expect 

that transposition of directives originating in the EU Commission will occur more 

quickly. 

Mastenbroek (2003) found a strong correlation between directives originating in 

the EU Commission and the speedier transposition.  However, this analysis is restricted 

only to the Netherlands.  Kaeding (2006) found little relationship between the body from 

which an EU directive originated and the speed with which it is transposed.  Further, 

some have argued that the relationship originally found in Mastenbroek’s work is a 

function of an overlap with amendments (Steunenberg and Kaeding 2009).  That is to 

say, directive originating in the EU Commission also tend to be amendments to previous 

directives.  Thus, the relationship may be spurious. 

A final factor associated with directives, which has been theorized to affect the 

speed of their transposition, is the actual transposition deadline (Mastenbroek 2003; 

Kaeding 2006; Konig and Luetgert 2009).  There are two reasons why the transposition 

deadline should affect transposition speed.  First, longer transposition periods (that is the 
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time between issuance and the transposition deadline) are usually indicative of a more 

complex directive (Mastenbroek 2003; Kaeding 2006).  The issuing EU body, knowing 

that a directive is complex and may take more time to transpose, give states a longer 

period of time to transpose.  Thus, longer transposition periods show a correlation with 

slow transposition because they are associated with complex directives. 

Second, longer transposition periods may lead to slower transposition because 

political actors at the national level feel less imperative in these situations.  A long period 

between the issuance of a directive and the transposition deadline causes political actors 

in member states to be more lax in completing transposition.  Thus, preparation for 

transposition is retarded in member states when the transposition period is longer 

(Haverland et al. 2011).  Both Mastenbroek (2003) and Kaeding (2005) find a strong 

relationship between the length of the transposition period and slow transposition of 

directives.   

 

National level explanations for the “transposition deficit.”  

 Just as not all directives are created equal, not all states are internally the same.  

For instance, how states choose to implement a directive is hypothesized to influence the 

speed of transposition (Bekkers et al. 1995; Mastenbroek 2003; Kaeding 2006).  EU 

member states use different implementing measures to transpose EU directives 

(Haverland and Romeijn 2007).  Often directives are transposed by acts of the national 

legislature, however, they can also be tranposed through presidential decrees, ministerial 

decrees, or any number of other legislative acts (Mastenbroek 2003; Kaeding 2006).  The 
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different types of implementation measures require varying time-constraints.  Further, it 

has been argued that national legislature involvement in creating national implementing 

measures delays transposition (Siedentopf and Ziller 1988; Mastenbroek 2003; Haverland 

and Romeijn 2007).  These relationships hinge on the idea that the fewer actors involved 

in transposition, the quicker transposition will occur (Kaeding 2006; Steunenberg and 

Kaeding 2009). 

 The results concerning this theory are varied.  Kaeding (2006) finds that there is a 

significant relationship between the number of actors involved in the creation of a 

national implementing measure and the delay of transposition.  Mastenbroek (2003) also 

finds that a difference in the type of procedure used to create a national implementing 

measure plays a significant role is slowing the speed of transposition.  Haverland and 

Romeijn (2007) find that the number of ministries involved in creating a national 

implementing measure does slow transposition, however, parliament involvement has no 

influence on the speed of transposition. 

 Others have suggested the importance of “goodness of fit” as an explanation for 

transposition delays (Duina 1997; 1999; Duina and Blithe 1999; Knill and Lenschow 

1998; 2000; Borzel 2000; Falkner et al. 2007).  The goodness of fit argument supposes 

that some directives require more changes at the national level then other directives.  A 

directive with a high level of goodness of fit with a particular EU member state is one in 

which few national level laws have to be changed to comply with the directive.  When 

fewer national level laws have to be changed, transposition will occur more quickly; 

however, when many laws must be changed stress is put on the administrative capacity of 
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the state, which slows transposition (Steunenberg and Kaeding 2009).  Thus, a high level 

of goodness of fit should lead to faster transposition. 

 The findings concerning this hypothesis are inconclusive.  Kaeding (2006) finds 

that there is little relationship between the number of laws that need to be changed to 

transpose a directive; whereas Mastenbroek (2003) finds that the number of laws that 

must be changed in order to transpose a directive is actually associated with faster 

transposition.  Steunenberg and Kaeding (2009) find that the number of implementing 

measures necessary to transpose a directive slows transposition. 

 The number of veto players involved with transposition should also affect the 

speed of transposition (Dimitrova and Steunenberg 2000; Mastenbroek 2003; Kaeding 

2006; Falkner et al. 2007; Konig and Luetgert 2009; Steunenberg and Kaeding 2009).  

Veto players are able to block decisions and legislation (Tsebelis 2002).  When numerous 

veto players must be involved in a decision concerning transposition, it becomes more 

difficult to gain approval from all involved (Giuliani 2003; Franchino 2004; Falkner et al. 

2007).  When there are multiple veto players involved in the decision-making process, 

transposition will occur more slowly. 

 Researchers have measured the number of veto players in various ways.  Kaeding 

(2006) sees veto players as a function of the existence of coalition politics within a state.  

That is to say, if a majority party does not control the government it was considered to 

have more veto points.  Kaeding finds that coalition politics does have a strong negative 

correlation with delayed transposition.  Steunenberg and Kaeding (2009) found a similar 

effect of veto players on transposition delay, when measuring veto players as the number 
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of ministries involved with transposition.  However, focusing on six directives, Falkner et 

al. (2007) find little relationship between the number of veto players and delay in 

transposition. 

 Political parties have also been theorized to affect the speed of transposition 

(Kaeding 2006; Konig and Luetgert 2009).  Schmidt (1996) argues that party politics 

affects public policy based upon how majoritarian the political institutions of the state 

are.  Keading (2006) argues that party politics will delay transposition when institutions 

are majoritarian. 

 According to Duina (1997) transposition is slowed when a mismatch between 

interest group organization and EU directives exists.  Specifically, neo-corporatism 

generates “stability and predictability when EU law is transposed” (Kaeding 2006, 240).  

There are fewer veto players when the relationship between interest groups and 

government is corporatist (Lampinen and Uusikyla 1998).  If there are fewer veto players 

involved transposition will occur faster.  Kaeding found little relationship between the 

level of corporatism in a state and delay in transposition.  Lampinen and Uusikyla, 

however, did find a relationship; corporatism affects transposition.  Konig and Luetgert 

(2009) bolster Lampinen and Uusikyla’s results, in finding a strong relationship between 

a pluralist society and transposition delay. 

 Some political scientists have also theorized that the nature of an EU member 

state’s political system as federal or centralized may influence transposition (Konig and 

Luetgert 2009).  From this perspective, federalism is likely to make bureaucratic co-
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ordination more difficult, which in turn slows transposition.  Konig and Luetgert (2009) 

find a strong relationship between the existence of federalism and delayed transposition.   

 

National level public opinion and transposition 

 A final national level approach concerning delayed direct transposition has been 

posited and tested by Lampinen and Uusikyla (1998), Mbaye (2001), as well as Kaeding 

(2006), and is particularly pertinent to this study. Lampinen and Uusikyla (239) theorized 

that public support for the European Union affects “the cooperative conditions during the 

process of implementing European policies in member states.”  The causal mechanism 

relies upon politicians making policy choices in order to secure their own political 

futures.  They theorized that the more support for the EU among the public of a member 

state, the more likely a state is to implement EU directives. 

 Lampinen and Uusikyla tested this hypothesis in two ways.  The first test used 

data from The Annual Report on Monitoring the Application of Community Law.  They 

measured implementation of EU directives (the dependent variable) using a score that is 

the “average percentage of implemented directives between 1990 and 1995” in the 12 

states that joined the EU prior to 1987 (Lampinen and Uusikyla 1998, 240).9  

The independent variable, support for the EU, was operationalized as an index of 

twelve variables.  These consist of trust in the future of the EU, attitude towards abolition 

of inner borders, confidence in the Council of Ministers, the European Parliament, and 

the Commission, attitudes towards EU membership, satisfaction with democracy in the 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
9 The twelve countries are Belgium, Denmark, France, Germany, Greece, Ireland, Italy, Luxembourg, the 
Netherlands, Portugal, Spain and the UK. 
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EU, belief that national benefit is being gained, overall satisfaction in what the EU has 

gained, citizens’ ideas of national and individual influence on EU decision making, and 

citizens’ attachment to the EU.  Unfortunately, Lampinen and Uusikyla (1998) do not 

specify the year this data was collected. 

Their first test consisted of plotting each country on an X-axis denoting the 

percentage of directives that were implemented between 1990 and 1995, and a Y-axis 

denoting the level of support for the EU found within that state.  This scatterplot showed 

a modestly negative relationship between the level of EU support in a country, and the 

percentage of directives implemented in that state between 1990 and 1995. 

 Lampinen and Uusikyla (1998) also tested the hypothesis that EU support affects 

implementation of EU directives using OLS regression.  They used a dependent variable 

in this case of the “average annual implementation percentages by the old member states 

(excl. Luxembourg) in nine different policy areas.”  This was regressed using the same 

measure of public support for the EU as used in the previous test.  No relationship 

between the two variables was found. 

 Mbaye (2001) begins with the question of what affects transposition delay.  She 

tests a number of differing theoretical approaches, one of which is public opinion.  

Relying upon the same approach as Lampinen and Uusikyla (1998), Mbaye (2001) 

operationalizes her study differently.  Whereas Lampinen and Uusikyla (1998) used a 

dependent variable that relied upon the average number of directives implemented over a 

period of years, Mbaye (2001) measured failure to comply with a directive as the number 

of cases before the Court of Justice in which a state was found to be in non-compliance 
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with an EU directive.  Cases were counted by country and by the year a case was filed.  

For example, if 5 cases were filed against Country X in 1990, and Country X is deemed 

to not be in compliance in 3 of these 5 cases, Country X would be coded as a 3 for the 

year 1990, regardless of the year the case was resolved.  Mbaye’s (2001) dataset spans 

the time period of 1969-1995. 

 Mbaye (2001) uses a number of independent variables, but the variable of most 

interest for the purposes of this paper is the public opinion of the EU measure.  This is 

measured as the level of EU approval in a state (derived from Eurobarometer surveys) at 

the beginning of the year in question, for example for Country X in 1990, Mbaye (2001) 

would have measured the level of EU approval in 1989. 

 Mbaye (2001) expected that high levels of EU approval would correlate with 

fewer instances of non-compliance in a state.  She finds the opposite of this expectation.  

Her results suggest that higher EU approval in a state is correlated with more instances of 

non-compliance.  Regarding this finds, she writes (2001, 276), “Because the temporal 

relationship of the data forces EU popularity to come before implementation (because 

predictors are lagged), it cannot be the case that non-compliance causes happiness with 

the EU (although this is an entirely rational argument).  The relationship may be 

spurious.” 

 Kaeding (2006) included public opinion in his study of those factors affecting 

delay in transposition of transportation directives only.  He relied upon the same 

theoretical perspective as Lampinen and Uusikyla (1998); however, he tested the 

proposition that public opinion influences transposition quite differently.  Kaeding’s 
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(2006) unit of analysis was the country-directive dyad.  He measured euroscepticism 

within each country using a common question from a number of public opinion surveys, 

asking “Do you see your country’s membership of the Union as a ‘good thing’?”  There 

were seven missing values, which Kaeding filled in by taking the mean of the level of 

euroscepticism in the year prior and after that particular year.  The dependent variable, 

delay in transposition, was measured in two ways.  The first measure is a dummy 

variable, and although Kaeding is not entirely clear how this variable was coded, it 

appears that a “1” was given to all observations in which the directive was not transposed 

by the EU mandated transposition deadline.   

 Using a standard logistic regression, Kaeding tested the effect of positive opinion 

of the EU on transposition delays.  He found no relationship between attitude towards the 

EU and delay in transposition of transportation directives. 

For the second measure, Kaeding created two dummy variables, one marking 

whether a directive was transposed within six months after the transposition, and one 

marking whether transposition was delayed for six months or more.  Using a multinomial 

logit regression with timely transposition as the baseline category, Kaeding again found 

no relationship between attitudes towards the EU and timely transposition. 

 

Empirical limitations of previous work on public opinon and transposition 

The above work, particularly Lampinen and Uusikyla (1998) was an important 

first step in understanding how public opinion regarding the EU affects integration.  

However, it suffered from two problems.  First, it was empirically limited.  The 
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dependent variables, the average percentage of directives transposed between 1990 and 

1995, and the “average annual implementation percentages by the old member states 

(excl. Luxembourg) in nine different policy areas,” may not adequately measure 

transposition.  For instance, the average percentage of directives transposed between 

1990 and 1995 ranges only from just less than 86% to slightly more than 95%.  There is 

very little variance between countries in this study when using this dependent variable, 

which limits inference.  The differences between the lowest percentage of implemented 

directives and the highest may not be statistically significant.   

Further, the dependent variable they employ severely limits the number of cases 

for this study (N = 11).  The small N limits the ability to engage in multi-variate analysis. 

Lampinen and Uusikyla (1998) are unable to control for any other explanations of the 

relationship between public opinion and the percentage of directives implemented 

between 1990 and 1995. 

The second dependent variable, the “average annual implementation percentages 

by the old member states (excl. Luxembourg) in nine different policy areas,” does allow 

for a larger N (N = 110) and hence the introduction of a number of control variables. 

However, it is likely that the range of directives implemented in each year is still quite 

small (although Lampinen and Uusikyla do not discuss the range).  Having a small range 

creates the same problem when using this dependent variable as it does when using the 

average percentage of directives implemented between 1990 and 1995.  Further, 

unfortunately, Lampinen and Uusikyla are not particularly specific as to the 
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methodological approach they used to analyze their data.  This makes the interpretation 

of their results difficult.  Moreover, very few control variables were included.  

The measurement of the independent variable may also present a problem.  It is 

unclear from what year the measure of public opinion was taken.  This makes 

interpretation of the results in this paper difficult to decipher.  For example, if public 

opinion was measured in 1989, there is no reason to believe that it should influence the 

transposition of directives in 1995.  Further, if it was measured in 1994, it cannot have 

influenced transposition in 1990.  Without knowing when this variable was measured, it 

is impossible to accurately interpret their findings. 

Beyond empirical shortcomings, Lampinen and Uusikyla’s explanation for the 

effects of public opinion on transposition omits several key considerations.  They claim 

that public opinion affects political leaders willingness to implement policies, writing, 

“Since politicians often make policy choices that promote their re-election, it can be 

assumed that the lower the overall mass support for the country’s membership in the EU, 

the higher the probability that a member state will face difficulties in implementing 

European policies” (Lampinen and Uusikyla 1998, 239).  Although this idea seems rather 

straightforward, it is likely that this depends on the political.  These contextual factors are 

not taken into account in their analysis. 

Mbaye’s (2001) research is certainly more methodologically rigorous than that of 

Lampinen and Uusikyla (1998), but certain limitations remain, perhaps most importantly, 

Mbaye’s (2001) measure of non-compliance suffers from a sampling error.  She 

examines the number of cases brought before the European Court of Justice [henceforth 
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Court of Justice] in which a country is found to be in non-compliance, however, there is 

an inherent selection bias in this measurement as not all cases of non-compliance are 

brought before the Court of Justice.  It is entirely possible, and one might argue likely, 

that states may be in non-compliance with a multitude of directives, but are never brought 

to the Court of Justice.  Therefore, Mbaye’s (2001) measurement may present a bias that 

influences the findings of this work. 

 Second, and possibly most importantly, Mbaye’s (2001) assertion that she has 

lagged public opinion is not entirely accurate.  Public opinion is measured before a case 

is filed before the Court of Justice, however, this lag is implemented based upon the 

assumption that non-compliance occurs when a case if filed.  This likely is not the case.  

Non-compliance requires non-action on the part of the government of a member state 

over a period of years.  A case concerning non-compliance cannot be brought against an 

EU member state until the transposition deadline has passed (the date at which 

transposition is required).  This deadline can range from 0 days to a number of years.  If a 

directive is issued on January 1, 1985 with a transposition deadline of January 1, 1990, 

measuring public opinion in 1989 presents a problem.  It is difficult to fathom a situation 

in which public opinion in 1989 could create non-compliance in 1985, 1986, 1987, and 

1988.  This data structure can easily explain the unexpected results of Mbaye’s (2001) 

tests.  It is possible that non-compliance in 1985, 1986, 1987, and 1988 results in higher 

approval of the EU, which in Mbaye’s (2001, 276) own words, “is an entirely rational 

argument.” 
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Kaeding’s (2006) work built off of Lampinen and Uusikyla’s original work 

concerning the effect of public opinion on transposition, and made large strides in 

improving upon the original’s shortcomings.  However, it too has measurement and 

empirical flaws.  The first problem was the measurement of the dependent variable, 

transposition delay.  This first measurement of this variable, as a dummy variable, 

ignores a considerable amount of variance in the dependent variable.  Coding it as simply 

a 1 if transposition was delayed supposes that directives that are transposed the day after 

they are issued and the day before the transposition deadline (which could be years later) 

are the same-- which they are not.  It also supposes that directives that are transposed the 

day after the transposition deadline and five years later are the same.  Kaeding tried to 

correct this second supposition by using multiple dummies and a multinomial logit 

model.  However, this improvement simply differentiated between directives that were 

transposed within six months of the deadline and lumped all other directives together, 

whether they were transposed six months and one day after the deadline or five years 

after the deadline. 

The independent variable used by Kaeding is also problematic.  Directives can 

take years to transpose; however, the independent variable, public opinion of the EU, 

appears only to be measured at one time, the year the directive was issued (although it 

must be noted that Kaeding never specifies when the independent variable was 

measured).  A directive could be transposed years after it was issued, and there is no 

theoretical reason to believe public opinion when that directive was transposed should 

have any effect on that directive’s transposition years later. 
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Theoretically, Kaeding relies upon Lampinen and Uusikyla’s theoretical 

framework as well, adding no new insights into how public opinion and transposition are 

related.  This means that, as with Lampinen and Uusikyla’s (1998) research, Kaeding 

(2006) offers little explanation of contextual factors that may influence the relationship 

between public opinion and transposition, and thus between public opinion and 

integration. 

Thus, although there has been some limited works relating public opinion and 

transposition, these works have significant shortcomings.  Thus, to adequately address the 

assumption that so many scholars make that public opinion, and particularly 

euroscepticism, will impact European integration, it is necessary to improve upon these 

theoretical and methodological shortcomings. 

The next chapter of this dissertation seeks to improve upon the theoretical 

shortcomings of the previous work, by developing in greater detail a theoretical 

framework concerning the relationship between public opinion of the EU and European 

integration understood as transposition.  This theory begins with an expansion of the 

causal mechanism put forth by Lampinen and Uusikyla (1998).  The remainder of the 

next chapter delves into the contextual factors that may condition the relationship 

between public opinion and European integration.  A number of hypotheses derived from 

this theory are presented.  An analytical strategy for testing these hypotheses is developed 

in chapter 4.  These hypotheses are then be tested, empirically and systematically, in 

chapters 5, 6, 7, and 8.
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CHAPTER 3 
 
 
 

THEORY 
 
 As mentioned above, this dissertation seeks to understand the effect of 

euroscepticism upon the process of European integration.  This dissertation understands 

integration as the convergence of similar policy outcomes in EU member states.  The 

passage of legislation complying with EU directives leads to similar policy outcomes in 

EU member-states.  Generally, integration is understood as the speed at which EU 

member states adopt laws to be in compliance with EU directives.  However, what is 

euroscepticism?  And what is the process of European integration?  The first section of 

this theoretical chapter begins with a discussion of the varying definitions of the above 

terms and those to be used for the remainder of this dissertation. 

 

Definitions 

 The term euroscepticism has been defined in many different ways by academic 

researchers and political commentators alike (see Kopecky and Mudde 2002; Ray 2004).  

Taggart (1998, 335-6) provides an oft-cited definition of euroscepticism, arguing that 

euroscepticism is a term that encompasses three types of dissent towards the EU: 1) 

opposition to integration in general; 2) opposition to the EU because it is “too inclusive;” 

3) opposition to the EU as the form of integration because it is “too exclusive.”  

According to Taggart (335) there are eurosceptics who are opposed to the “very idea of 
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integration,” thus they oppose the very idea of the EU.  Further, there are those who 

oppose the EU because they believe it is trying to force together pieces that do not fit 

together naturally or that the those who believe the EU is too inclusive.  Those who 

believe it is “too exclusive” and contend that it excludes certain areas based upon 

concerns which are purely geographical or social.  For example, some are opposed to the 

EU “because it excludes poorer regions of the world,” or because they view the EU as, 

“cutting across the interests of the working class” (Taggart 1998, 366). 

 This definition was expanded upon by Taggart and Szczerbiak (2001a; 2001b), in 

which they distinguish between “hard” and “soft” euroscepticism.  Hard euroscepticism 

is at its most basic form, “principled opposition to the EU and European integration.”  

Soft euroscepticism on the other hand is “not a principled opposition to the European 

integration” but rather, “qualified opposition to the EU,” often due to concerns about 

particular policies and national interests. 

 Kopecky and Mudde (2002) take a similar tack in defining euroscepticism by 

presenting it as one of four differing opinions concerning the European Union and 

European integration.  As Ray (2004, 4) writes, Kopecky and Mudde’s typology “is built 

upon the distinction between European integration as the ideal, and the European Union 

as an existing set of institutions.”  This typology allows for support for or opposition to 

the EU as a product of support for the idea of integration and support for the current 

embodiment of European integration.  According to Kopecky and Mudde, Eurorejects 

are those who entirely reject the idea of integration as well as the current form of that 
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integration, euroenthusisasts are those who support the idea of integration as well as the 

European Union as the correct form of integration.  Europragmatists are opposed to the 

idea of integration but support for European Union because they view it as useful.  The 

final group, eurosceptics support for the idea of integration, but view the EU as the 

incorrect form of integration.  

 The common underlying feature that all of the above definitions share is that 

euroscepticism is opposition to the current form of integration, the European Union.  

Thus, I can define a eurosceptic as one who is on the whole opposed to the European 

Union, regardless of their support or opposition to the idea of integration. The above 

definition applies well to individuals or to political parties, as they can be understood as 

having one coherent belief concerning the European Union.  That is to say, individuals 

and political parties can express a single negative or positive opinion of the European 

Union.  This, however, cannot be done so easily at the state level.  One cannot ask a 

nation for its opinion concerning the European Union, as a state cannot answer as one 

entity.   

 For my purposes, a state’s level of euroscepticism can easily be understood as the 

aggregation of the number of people in that state who are individually considered 

eurosceptical.  Simply put, one can take the percentage of eurosceptics in each country at 

a particular time and use this as that country’s aggregate euroscepticism level.  For 

example, in the spring of 1994, 11.9% of people in France can be classified as 

eurosceptic, thus France’s aggregate euroscepticism level is 11.9%.  Aggregate 
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euroscepticism, therefore, is defined for the purposes of this paper as the percentage of 

eurosceptics in a country at a particular time.   

 Before defining European integration, it is important to note that euroscepticism is 

not the direct inverse of support for the European Union.  To relate back to the previous 

example of French aggregate euroscepticism, a level of 11.9% does not mean that 88.1% 

are supportive of the European Union.  Rather, it is possible that a large percentage of 

people in a state are not concerned with the EU, have no opinion about the EU, or are 

ambivalent about the EU.  In fact, studies of euroscepticism have been criticized because 

they tend to ignore positive feelings towards the European Union (Ray 2004).   This 

criticism is well founded, understanding the effect of both negative and positive affect 

towards the EU is necessary.  Indeed future research should concern itself not only with 

negative public opinion concerning the European Union, but also positive and ambivalent 

public opinion. 

 What is integration?  European integration cannot be thought of as a singular 

event or occurrence.  One cannot say that when a nation ascends to the European Union it 

is integrated.  Rather, integration must be thought of as process (see Pierson 1996) with 

ascension to the European Union as a step in that process (and not necessarily the first 

step, as states must meet a number of criteria before ascension is permitted).  Integration 

continues through the increased constraint placed on the member states by the European 

Union (see Pierson 1996).  For example, when Ireland ascended to the then European 

Community (EC) integration was not immediately attained, but rather with each new 

policy generated by the EC subsequently to Ireland’s ascension Ireland became more 
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integrated with the other member-states of the then EC. In sum, integration can be 

understood as the process of European states achieving similar legal, social, cultural, 

political and economic policy outcomes while ceding greater policy power to European 

institutions.  This is done through EU legislation that affect the policy outcomes within 

EU member states.  EU legislation can creates certain rules for member-states to follow 

and requires certain laws within states (regulations), or it can create certain policy goals 

for EU member-states, and the states are required to pass domestic laws to produce these 

policy goals (directives). 

 One would suspect that all EU states should be equally integrated, as they all have 

to abide by EU decisions, directives and regulations.  This, however, is not really the 

case.  There are many ways in which some states can be less integrated than others.  Most 

obviously is the case of the United Kingdom, which maintains membership in the 

European Union, but did not sign the Schengen Treaty, which allowed for the free 

movement of people between those states which signed the treaty (Austria, Belgium, 

Czech Republic, Denmark, Estonia, Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Hungary, 

Iceland, Italy, Latvia, Lithuania, Luxembourg, Malta, Netherlands, Norway, Poland, 

Portugal, Slovakia, Slovenia, Spain, Sweden).  Nor, do the UK, Sweden, and Denmark 

use the single European currency, the Euro, as they were allowed to opt out of its usage.  

Beyond these examples of non-integration, states may be more or less integrated because 

of resistance to certain EU policies.  For example, it is entirely possible that a particular 

state delays in the implementation of EU legislation or simply does not implement EU 

rules at all (although the European Court of Justice restricts this occurrence).  EU 
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member states may delay transposition of EU directives, which delays the convergence of 

similar policy outcomes.  Thus, delaying transposition is also delaying integration.  

Therefore, for the purposes of this dissertation, transposition delay is understood as 

integration delay. 

Theory 

 As seen in Chapter 2, there has been relatively little literature that has examined 

the effect of of euroscepticism on European integration, and what little exists has been 

characterized by theoretical and methodological shortcomings.  Often, as pointed out in 

chapter 1 and 2, scholars studying European public opinion have simply assumed that 

public opinion influences European integration.  In fact, many scholars of public opinion 

and EU politics have worked under the belief that positive public opinion concerning the 

EU spurs integration and negative public opinion restricts integration.  This belief is 

demonstrated succinctly by Gabel (1998a) when he writes, “public attitudes provide the 

political foundation for integration.”  However, Gabel, as well as other researchers 

working under this assumption have offered no theoretical model or supporting evidence 

for this claim.  What is the theoretical rationale for such a claim?  And how might we test 

this? 

 

The Need for Democracy 

 Due to the fact that most previous work has simply assumed that euroscepticism 

has a negative effect on European integration, there is little in the way of existing theories 

that link public opinion generally (and euroscepticism in particular) to European 
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integration.  Luckily, research in American politics provides some useful insights in 

understanding the relationship between public opinion and policy. 

 

 

Public opinion’s influence on elite behavior. 

The American politics literature is replete with research concerning the influence 

of public opinion upon democracy (see Page and Shapiro 1983; Stimson, MacKuen and 

Erikson 1995, Erikson, MacKuen and Stimson 2002). One of the central tenets of 

democracy is popular control of public policy (Erikson, Wright and McIver 1993).  In 

fact, original Athenian democracy required an assembly of citizens possessing sovereign 

power (Held 2006).  Although Athenian democracy is a far cry from the functional 

democracy found today, the basic idea of citizen control of politics and in turn policy still 

exists.  So common is the belief that in a democracy policy is controlled by the populace 

at large, James Madison, in Federalist Paper #10, warned against the dangers of a tyranny 

of the majority in a democracy.  Even modern political scientists have discussed the 

dangers of the democratic ideal and an authoritarian lower class (Pateman 1970).  Suffice 

it to say, that a major assumption of democracy is that public opinion influences political 

outputs (Manza and Cook 2002). 

 Approaches that examine public control of policy rest upon the basic tenet of 

rational choice theory, that individuals engage in behaviors because they derive some 

benefit from this behavior (see Downs 1957; Green and Shapiro 1994).  Simply put, 

politicians in democracies have a particular goal that they wish to accomplish.  If one 
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assumes, as Mayhew (1974) did, that political leaders in democracies wish to win re-

election, the influence of public opinion over policy becomes quite obvious.  Political 

leaders in democracies acquiesce to public opinion in order to maintain power. 

 This of course relies upon a retrospective understanding of voting.  The 

retrospective voting model (see Fiorina 1981) argues that voters judge leaders based upon 

past behaviors and performances rather than on what voters believe candidates will do in 

the future.   In this model, voters will punish politicians for policy outcomes of which 

they do not approve.  This punishment often takes the form of withholding votes or 

voting for the opposing candidate/party.  For a politician with the goal of maintaining 

power, these policy outcomes are to be avoided at all costs as they are impediments to the 

achievement of one’s goal, thus reducing the benefit of producing such policies.  Further, 

one’s benefit is increased when policies favorable to the majority of one’s constituency 

are produced.  Simply stated, political leaders in democracies will respond to public 

opinion by producing policies that are in line with public opinion because it provides for 

a greater likelihood of achievement of their goals, mainly the maintenance of power. 

 Although there is debate within the academic community concerning whether 

voters are retrospective or prospective (see Lanoue 1994; Lockerbie 1991; Mikhailov, 

Niemi and Weimer 2002), this is effectively a moot point for the purposes of this paper 

(for a discussion of the prospective voting model, see Kuklinski and West 1981; 

Lockerbie 1991; Lanoue 1994).  Even if one were to concede that voters act 

prospectively more often than retrospectively, this does not matter for the purposes of this 

study.  What matters is that politicians and political leaders believe voters act 
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retrospectively.  Therefore, in this paper it is assumed that political leaders believe voters 

to act retrospectively, that leaders are punished or rewarded for past behaviors. 

 Applying the above theory to European integration,10 as stated above, parts of 

integration, in particular the transposition process, are controlled to a large extent by the 

governments of European Union member states.  When the EU issues a directive, the 

government of each member state is charged with adopting measures to comply with the 

directive.  Since all members of the European Union are democracies, the overwhelming 

majority of political leaders in each member state are either elected or serve at the behest 

of an elected official.  If one begins with Mayhew’s (1974) assumption, that all leaders in 

Europe also wish to win re-election (either individually or for their party), or wish to hold 

an appointed position that serves at the behest of an elected official, and expands upon 

this to say not only do European office holders desire to win re-election but also that 

European political challengers (whether they be parties as in a PR system, or individuals 

in a single-member simple plurality system) want to win election, application of the 

above theory becomes quite straightforward.  When euroscepticism in a European Union 

member country is high, elected officials and those who serve in positions appointed by 

elected officials, will acquiesce to public opinion in order to achieve their own goals of 

maintaining power, and resist their country’s further integration into the European Union.  

This resistance can take many forms, one of which is slowing the transposition of EU 

directives.  Simply stated: 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
10 It must be noted that this work is not the first to apply research from American politics concerning the 
effect of public opinion on democracy to European politics.  Numerous studies have shown that European 
political parties do in fact respond to public opinion (Adams et al. 2004; 2006; McDonald and Budge 2005; 
Adams, Haupt and Stoll 2009). 
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Aggregate Euroscepticism Hypothesis A: High levels of aggregate 
euroscepticism in an EU member state results in slower transposition of 
European Union directives in that state. 

 
 Alternatively, there is much research suggesting that political leaders are in fact 

non-responsive to public opinion.  The driving force in theories of non-responsiveness 

rests in the assumption that politicians are not punished for it.  That is to say, they can 

ignore public opinion without ill consequences (Manza and Cook 2001).  Also implicit in 

the theories of non-responsiveness is the idea that political leaders have a reason to do 

something other than acquiesce to public opinion.  An often cited theory supposes that 

political leaders have beliefs and opinions of their own (Cohen 1997) and that they will 

act on their own beliefs and opinions as often as possible (Kau and Rubin 1993).  This 

theory does not mean that the actions of politicians will necessarily differ from those of 

the public, but rather that there are certain contexts in which politicians will be more 

responsive to the public.  This idea will be explored greater in later sections of this 

chapter. 

 A second theory of non-responsiveness argues that public opinion does not drive 

policy outputs, because it is incoherent and inherently unstable, a thesis most commonly 

associated with Converse (1964).  In this view, the public is seen as lacking a true 

opinion, with what is seen in public opinion surveys being nothing more than an 

amalgam of each individual’s beliefs at a particular time. More recent research has 

tempered Converse’s (1964) and his supporters original findings (see Page and Shapiro 

1992; Zaller and Feldman 1992).   
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 If Converse’s original proposition is in fact accurate, this would suggest that 

political leaders should not rely upon public opinion if their overall goal is to win election 

or re-election.  That is to say, if public opinion fluctuates, a policy maker would gain no 

benefit from “kow-towing” to public opinion.  For example, if the public has an 

overwhelmingly negative view of the European Union at one time, but that opinion 

becomes positive at the next time opinion is measured, political leaders cannot gain from 

opposing further integration or supporting further integration.  Simply stated, if there is 

no rhyme or reason to public opinion, it is not in the self-interest of democratic political 

leaders to act based upon it.  This mean, if Converse’s original proposition is correct, one 

can hypothesize: 

Aggregate Euroscepticism Hypothesis B: When no contextual factors 
are included, the level of euroscepticism in each EU member state will 
have no relationship with the speed at which transposition occurs. 

 
 In addition to the above two theoretical approaches, multiple theoretical reasons 

to expect that integration will become more rapid with high levels of euroscepticism 

exists.  Public opinion does not exist in a vacuum.  If political leaders of a particular EU 

member state (or even political researchers and journalists) are aware of the level of 

euroscepticism in that state, it stands to reason that the political leaders of other EU 

member states as well as the EU institutions are aware of the levels of that euroscepticism 

as well.  For example, if a survey is released on January 1, 2000 in Austria showing that 

euroscepticism in 25%, the political leaders of Austria will be aware of the level of 

discontent with the EU.  However, leaders of France, Germany, Italy, Spain, the UK, etc., 

will also be aware of the level of euroscepticism in Austria.  Further, members of the EU 
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Parliament, and EU Commission, as well as EU bureaucrats will be aware of Austria’s 

level of euroscepticism.   

This type of knowledge may create a reputation for states as being eurosceptic or 

pro-EU.  In fact, such a situation has already occurred, with many observers arguing that 

Austria, the United Kingdom, and Sweden are all highly eurosceptic countries.  This can 

create an image of eurosceptic countries that is less than desirable.  For example, EU 

Council President Herman Van Rompuy stated in a State of Europe address in 2010 that, 

“euroscepticism leads to war,” (see Waterfield 2010). This example underscores the 

negative image euroscepticism conjures.   

A desire to avoid a reputation of euroscepticism may encourage political leaders 

to take countermeasures when euroscepticism is high.  It is possible that higher levels of 

euroscepticism create in political leaders a desire to be seen as good EU “citizens.”  

Political leaders in highly eurosceptic states may be encouraged to integrate more quickly 

in the hope of countering any ill feelings.  This quickened integration may take the form 

of speedier transposition.   

 A fourth theoretical explanation of the relationship between euroscepticism and 

European integration presents the same prediction as the above theory, but the causal 

mechanism is far different.  Issue salience, an idea that will be revisited in greater detail 

below, has been theorized and empirically found to increase the likelihood that political 

leaders will respond to the public (Jacobs 1993; Jones 1994; Geer 1996; Burstein 1998).  

When an issue is highly salient the punishment for ignoring the public is much higher for 

politicians.  If the public is highly interested in a particular issue they are more likely to 
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pay heed to the actions of politicians regarding that issue.  If a politician acts contrary to 

public opinion the more focused public will be more likely to punish him/her.  That is to 

say, when the public is actually watching a politician, that politician is likely to listen to 

the public. 

Table 3.1: Average Levels of Euroscepticism and Support for the EU in 10 Member 
States between 1995 and 2009. 
Member State Average Euroscepticism 

(1995-2009) 
Average EU Support 
(1995-2009) 

Germany 11.20 51.13 
Ireland 5.33 72.77 
Greece 9.70 56.41 
Spain 8.64 58.39 
France 15.01 49.33 
Italy 9.39 57.04 
The Netherlands 7.04 71.24 
Austria 21.21 35.01 
Sweden 28.54 39.57 
United Kingdom 22.57 34.80 
 

 By definition, as more people begin to care about an issue it becomes more 

salient.  As the percentage of the public interested in a particular issue increases, media 

attention should also increase (see Dunlap 1991).  Greater mass media attention, through 

the processes of framing, priming and agenda setting can create issue salience in the 

public as a whole (McCombs and Shaw 1972; McCombs et al. 1997; Shaw and 

McCombs 1977; Weaver et al. 2001; Son and Weaver 2005).  Thus one would expect 

that a high percentage of eurosceptics in a country would make European integration 

policies more salient than countries with low levels of euroscepticism.  This 

understanding, however, is only partial.  As can be seen in table 3.1, even in states with 

high levels of euroscepticism, it tends to be less than the percentage of the public with a 
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positive image of the European Union in that state.  This means, when euroscepticism is 

high, politicians will pay greater attention to public opinion concerning the European 

Union, however, positive public opinion will often be greater than the negative public 

opinion (euroscepticism)-- thus political leaders will tend to act positively towards the 

European Union, more quickly transposing EU directives.  Since, as stated above positive 

public opinion of the EU tends to be higher than euroscepticism, when one looks at the 

European Union as a whole, it may be expected that transposition occurs more quickly 

when euroscepticism is high.  Thus, taken together, the above suggests the following 

hypothesis: 

Aggregate Euroscepticism Hypothesis C:  EU member states with higher 
levels of euroscepticism will transpose directives more quickly. 
 

Based upon the above theory, when euroscepticism is high, but still below the 

level of positive public opinion concerning the EU, as is often the case, one expects to see 

faster integration at the member state level.  However, as euroscepticism nears or 

surpasses the levels of positive public opinion in an EU member state, the topic of EU 

integration remains salient, but positive public opinion becomes less persuasive to 

political leaders.  That is to say as euroscepticism approaches the same level as positive 

public opinion the relative importance of euroscepticism increases.  This will create 

slower integration at the member state level.  Thus, one can hypothesize: 

Euroscepticism and Support Difference Hypothesis: The higher 
euroscepticism is relative to positive public opinion, the slower EU 
member states will transpose EU directives. 
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Divergence from the Mean of Euroscepticism, and Change in Euroscepticism 

 The above theory predicts that when euroscepticism is high, political leaders in 

EU member states will resist integration in the form of delaying transposition.  However, 

the level of euroscepticism may not be the causal connection between public opinion and 

European integration.  Since this is a cross-national study, one must take into account 

different country level factors in exploring the relationship between euroscepticism and 

integration. 

 Not all equal levels of euroscepticism are created equal.  In certain member states, 

euroscepticism has been historically high, whereas in other member states it has been 

historically low.  Political leaders in the different EU member states may react differently 

to euroscepticism because they are not reacting simply to the aggregate level of 

euroscepticism at a particular time, but rather are comparing it to historical levels of 

euroscepticism.11  That is to say, based upon the context within a member states, leaders 

in different countries may address the same level of euroscepticism differently.   

For example, over the period of time examined in this dissertation, the average 

level of euroscepticism in the United Kingdom was 26.29%, whereas the average level of 

euroscepticism in Ireland over this same period was 5.85%.  If one is to look at only the 

aggregate level of euroscepticism across all nations, a level of euroscepticism of 15% in 

the UK is treated the same as a level of euroscepticism of 15% in Ireland.  However, a 

lawmaker in the UK may react differently than an Irish lawmaker to a level of 15% 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
11 This is not to say that political leaders are calculating the historical average level of euroscepticism in 
their country, but rather, this theory is assuming that political leaders have some understanding of the 
normal level of euroscepticism in a state, and whether the current level of euroscepticism diverges from this 
level significantly. 
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euroscepticism, because this level is quite low for the United Kingdom, but quite high for 

Ireland.  If this is the case, one can hypothesize: 

Historical Mean Hypothesis: When the level of euroscepticism is greater 
than the historical mean of euroscepticism in an EU member state, 
directives will be transposed slower in that state. 
 

It is also possible that political leaders are not responding to the level of 

euroscepticism or its divergence from the mean, but rather, national politicians react to 

changes in euroscepticism. 

 Previous literature has studied the relationship between change in public opinion 

and democratic responsiveness (Page and Shapiro 1983; Brettschneider 1996).  This 

perspective argues that as public opinion moves in one direction or another political 

leaders will respond to that change in public opinion, making policy that is congruent 

with the change.  For example, if the percentage of people reporting eurosceptic attitudes 

increases in a particular EU member state, political leaders in that state will resist 

integration. Thus, one can hypothesize: 

Change in Euroscepticism Hypothesis: Increases in aggregate 
euroscepticism in an EU member state results in slower transposition of 
European Union directives in that state. 
 

Of course, change in euroscepticism may not be able to cause democratic 

responsiveness regarding integration on its own.  It is possible that changes in 

euroscepticism must also be accompanied by high levels of euroscepticism in order to 

create a situation in which a politician benefits from responding.  In other words, the 

level of euroscepticism must reach a certain point for changes in the level of 

euroscepticism to impact the speed of transposition.  For example, if a particular EU 
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member state has a 5% level of aggregate euroscepticism, even a 100% increase in 

euroscepticism only yields a 10% level of aggregate euroscepticism.  This group of 

people may still be too small in number to warrant a democratic responsiveness.  

However, if a particular EU member state which has a 35% level of aggregate 

euroscepticism experiences the same 5% increase in aggregate euroscepticism, then it 

will then have 40% of the population expressing eurosceptic attitudes.  At this point 

politicians may be forced to take note of eurosceptic attitudes due to the large increase in 

eurosceptics marked by the already high levels of euroscepticism in the state.  For a 

politician, an increase in euroscepticism mixed with an already high level of 

euroscepticism presents a situation in which resisting integration is politically beneficial.  

Thus, one can hypothesize: 

Change in Euroscepticism X Euroscepticism Hypothesis: When 
euroscepticism levels are high, increases in aggregate euroscepticism in 
an EU member state result in slower transposition of European Union 
directives in that state. 

 

Other Contextual Factors’ Influence on Public Opinion and European Integration 

 The above theoretical approach is a very broad and simplified understanding of 

democratic responsiveness as it pertains to European integration.  Researchers in 

American politics have refined the idea of democratic responsiveness, finding that many 

contextual factors affect the influence of public opinion on political leaders (see Key 

1961; Cook and Barrett 1992).  These factors include but are not limited to issue salience 

(Jones 1994; Burstein 1998; Lindaman and Haider-Markel 2002), the role of political 

parties and elites in a system (Domhoff 1998; Wright 1996; Aldrich 1995), the timing of 
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elections (Canes-Wrone and Shotts 2004), easier communication and transportation with 

time (Clemens 1997), and even the public’s level of affluence (Gilens 2005).  The below 

subsections seek to determine the effect of various contextual factors upon the 

relationship between public opinion and European integration.  First, this study focuses 

upon how issue salience may condition the relationship between public opinion and 

European integration.  Second, the role of institutions, including parties, federal 

governmental systems and electoral systems is explored.  Third, the role of election 

timing will be discussed. 

 

Issue salience. 

 It has long been shown that issue salience is a major contextual factor 

conditioning the relationship between public opinion and politicians’ actions (Jones 1994; 

Burstein 1998; Lindaman and Haider-Markel 2002).  The logic behind this relationship 

lies still in the assumption that elected official wish to maintain power and this is made 

easier if politicians acquiesce to public opinion.   

 Issue salience plays an important role because it signals to politicians which 

issues or issue areas are likely to result in punishment for lack of responsiveness.  When 

an issue or issue area is highly salient the public is more likely to pay attention to that 

issue area.  If the public is more attentive, they are more likely to recognize when 

politicians are engaging in policy making that is counter to public opinion.  If the public 

is more aware of political leaders making policies that are not congruent with public 

opinion, they are better able to punish those politicians at election time.  Therefore, in a 
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desire to increase the likelihood of re-election, politicians are more likely to respond to 

public opinion when issues are salient.  Based upon this theoretical understanding, one 

can hypothesize: 

 

Issue Area Salience Hypothesis: When euroscepticism levels are high in 
an EU member state, EU directives that deal with more salient issues 
will be transposed more slowly than EU directives that deal with less 
salient issues. 

 
 
Political parties’conditioning effects. 
 
 There are two types of institutions that can influence democratic responsiveness.  

First are governmental institutions, such as legislatures, courts, executives, etc.  Second 

are quasi-governmental institutions, such as interest groups and political parties.  Since 

laws about lobbying and interest group activity vary across EU member states and 

because the data concerning interest group activity in each EU member state is simply 

unavailable it is difficult to examine the role of interest groups in the relationship 

between public opinion and integration.  Thus, in terms of quasi-governmental 

institutions, this dissertation will focus on the role of political parties rather than interest 

groups.  Although, it must be noted that the study of the conditioning effect of interest 

groups on the relationship between public opinion and European integration is important 

research, this will have to wait for a future iteration of this work. 

 The conventional wisdom concerning the influence of political parties on 

democratic responsiveness is that political parties decrease responsiveness (Burstein 

2003).  That is to say, political parties tend to favor policies that their most ardent 
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supports also favor (Aldrich 1995).  This would suggest that political parties in power do 

not pay heed to public opinion as a whole, but rather create policies that a sub-group of 

society supports.  These policies may or may not be in-line with public opinion. 

 Despite the conventional wisdom, political parties may cause political leaders to 

be more responsive to the public.  Recent research shows that electoral competitiveness 

increases government responsiveness to public opinion (Griffin 2006; Hobolt and 

Klemmensen 2008).  When elected officials feel greater competition, they become 

concerned about re-election, and in turn respond to public opinion.  

In the context of Europe, many competitive political parties in an EU member 

state increases the electoral competitiveness in that state.  If the level of euroscepticism is 

high in that state and multiple parties are competitive, elected officials will begin 

acquiescing to eurosceptic opinion in an attempt to protect their electoral advantage.  

Therefore, one can hypothesize: 

Competitive Parties Hypothesis: When there are multiple competitive 
political parties in a state and eurosceptic opinion is high, transposition 
of EU directives will be slower. 

 
 This understanding of the conditioning effect of parties on the relationship 

between euroscepticism and European integration, may be overly simplified.  According 

to the spatial party model (see Downs 1957) parties will attempt to maximize their 

electoral base.  If a new political party arises on the left, one would expect movement 

from left-wing parties in an attempt to protect against the usurping of voters from the new 

party.  Since right-wing voters are unlikely to switch to left-wing parties and vice versa, 

parties will not be concerned with protecting against voter usurption by a new party on 
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the opposite side of the political spectrum from itself.  Thus, one would not expect right-

wing parties to adjust positions in reaction to the emergence of new parties on the left, 

but would respond if new challengers on the right emerged, and left-wing parties would 

react to new parties on the left, but not to new parties on the right.   

 Regarding transposition of EU directives, party system effects are rather complex.  

It is possible that the party system is crowded on one side of the spectrum rather than the 

other.  If this is the case, some parties will perceive more threat than other parties.  If 

party competition does not threaten the governing party, one would not expect to see the 

governing party react to public opinion.  For example, in France, the Front National (FN) 

is a highly competitive right-wing party.  If the ruling party is the mainstream but right-

wing Union pour un Mouvement Populaire (UMP, the successor party to the Gaullist 

Rassemblement pour la Republique and the Union pour la Démocratie Française), one 

may expect to see greater democratic responsiveness (i.e. slower transposition of EU 

directives) as the UMP attempts to protect against voter usurpation from the FN.  

However, if the ruling party is the Parti Socialiste (PS), a mainstream left-wing party, 

crowding on the right would actually help to ensure re-election as it would force the 

UMP, the main competition of PS further from the center, possibly alienating centrist 

voters and improving the PS’s electoral competitiveness.  Simply put, party crowding 

only increases electoral competition on the political parties that inhabit similar 

ideological spaces.  If electoral competition from party crowding is not being increased 

on the ruling party (the party of the head the legislature) we should see little to no 

conditioning effect on the relationship between euroscepticism and European integration.  
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Alternatively, if electoral competition from party crowding is increased on a ruling party 

that party should become more responsive to eurosceptic public opinion in order to 

protect electoral advantage.   

Crowded Ideological Space Hypothesis: When there are multiple 
competitive political parties in a particular EU member state inhabiting 
the same ideological space as the ruling party, and euroscepticism is 
high, transposition of EU directives will be slower. 
 

Further, the existence of particular types of political parties may be an important 

contextual factor.  Research has found that when there are parties within a particular 

system that focus on European integration other parties in the same system address this 

issue as well (Netjes and Binnema 2007; also see Steenbergen and Scott 2004).  

Essentially, when European integration is salient to one party, it is salient to other parties.  

If one party in a system begins focusing upon integration other parties must also begin to 

focus upon integration in order to avoid losing electoral advantage (Netjes and Binnema 

2007).   

As stated above, when an issue is salient, elected leaders are far more likely to 

assent to public opinion on that issue for fear of punishment by voters.  Therefore, if there 

is a party within the party system of a particular country that is opposed to European 

integration, one would expect European integration to become a salient issue.  This, 

however, is not necessarily the case.   

A eurosceptic political party may be a minor or fringe party that does not receive 

much attention from either the media or the voters.  If a eurosceptic political party does 

not receive much attention from media or voters, it is unlikely that it will have an effect 

upon the issue salience of European integration. 
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In order for a eurosceptic political party to generate issue salience it must first be 

able to influence the political discourse in an EU member state.  Simply put, if a political 

party is largely ignored in the first place, it will likely have very little effect upon issue 

salience within the system as a whole.  However, if a eurosceptic party is relatively 

competitive it is much more able to influence political discourse.  Therefore, one would 

expect: 

Eurosceptic Party Hypothesis: When there is at least one competitive 
eurosceptic political party in a particular EU member state, and 
euroscepticism is high, transposition of EU directives will be slower.   
 

The effect of elections on public opinion and integration.  

 Since this dissertation relies upon the assumption that political leaders desire 

maintenance of power, it would only stand to reason that elections may cause politicians 

to see public opinion as salient.  The theory of democratic responsiveness states that 

leaders will seek to implement popular policies in the hopes of gaining a benefit, assumed 

in this paper to be re-election (see Page and Shaprio 1983; Stimson, MacKuen and 

Erikson 1995, Erikson, MacKuen and Stimson 2002).  Thus, when a politician stands for 

re-election affects how concerned with re-election she is.  Soon after re-election a 

politician may be concerned with winning re-election, but is able to buck public opinion 

because her next re-election bid is seen as distant.  This will give the electorate time to 

forget any unpopular policies a politician has supported.  However, when a re-election 

bid is approaching politicians do not have the luxury of time; the public does not have the 

time to forget what she has done.  Therefore, as a re-election bid approaches politicians 

begin to fear for their re-election and are more likely to see public opinion as salient.   
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 A majority of the literature concerning elections and democratic responsiveness 

focuses upon American politics.  The theory concerning the conditioning effect of 

elections on democratic responsivess, in order to be applied to Europe, must be altered 

slightly.  Most EU member states (and all being examined in this dissertation) allow for a 

vote of no confidence.  When a vote of no confidence is passed, the government is 

immediately disbanded, and a new election is called.  Thus, in the majority of countries 

being examined in this dissertation, elections can be called at any time.  These elections 

usually occur within 4 to 6 weeks of the vote of no confidence. 

 If an election can be called at any time, political leaders in Europe do not have the 

luxury of ignoring public opinion early in a term.  Therefore, one would expect that 

political leaders in Europe will be equally responsive to public opinion regardless of 

elections.  However, after a vote of no confidence is passed, there is a set period until the 

election.  One would expect that when an election is imminent, political leaders will be 

more likely to acquiesce to public opinion.  Thus: 

Temporal Proximity of Elections Hypothesis: When euroscepticism is 
high in a particular EU member state, and an election is imminent, 
transposition of EU directives will be slower. 

 
 Although elections can be called at any time, there are situations in which 

political leaders may have a greater expectation of government failure (i.e. a vote 

of no confidence).  If one party has a majority of seats in a legislature, a vote of 

no confidence is highly unlikely.  This would involve a party turning on its own 

leaders.  Conversely, if a coalition government exists, a vote of no confidence 

becomes more likely (see Huber 1996).  If we assume that political leaders realize 
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that a vote of no confidence is more likely when a coalition exists, it would follow 

that political leaders would have a greater expectation that an election will be 

called before the next scheduled election, when a coalition government exists. 

 This logic presents one problem; in nearly all European countries 

(excluding the United Kingdom), coalition government is the rule rather than the 

exception.  Thus, there would be little variance in political leaders expectations 

concerning elections.  However, one can follow the logic slightly further.  

Coalition governments are more likely to fail when a multiple parties are 

members of the cabinet (Taylor and Herman 1971; Sanders and Herman 1977; 

Warwick 1979).  Thus, political leaders should also expect elections to be called 

early the more parties included in the cabinet.  If political leaders expect elections 

to be called early if a coalition has numerous parties, one can expect political 

leaders to be more responsive to public opinion when there are multiple parties in 

a coalition.  Thus, one can hypothesize: 

Coalition Partners Hypothesis: When euroscepticism in an EU member 
state is high and a government is composed of a large number of political 
parties, transposition of directives will occur more slowly. 
 
 

Electoral systems and democratic responsiveness. 

 Finally, the electoral system of an EU member state may greatly influence 

democratic responsiveness in that state.  The institutional arrangement of a state 

influences both mass and elite behavior (Powell 1989; Norris 2004).  Moreover, research 

has shown that institutional arrangements influence the responsiveness of governments to 

the public (Soroka and Wlezien 2004).  One of the institutional arrangements that may 
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influence democratic responsiveness to public opinion is the electoral system used in a 

member state. 

 There has been a long standing debate concerning the normative goodness of first-

past-the-post (FPTP) or majoritarian electoral systems and proportional representation 

(PR) electoral systems (see Lijphart 1999).  What has been established, however, is that 

FPTP systems and PR systems yield very different electoral results, and create differing 

behaviors (Banducci, Donovan and Karp 1999).  As Lijphart (1984) argues, majoritarian 

systems tend to produce policies that are favored by the majority.  However, PR systems 

have been shown to increase minority representation (Lijphart 1994; Banducci and Karp 

1998; Banducci, Donovan and Karp 2004; Hobolt and Klemmensen 2008).  In FPTP 

systems parties and candidates receive nothing without winning a majority (or in some 

rare cases a plurality of votes), and thus, they must only appeal to the majority of people.  

In PR systems parties may be able to gain a substantial amount of legislative power by 

appealing to a minority of people. 

 Since eurosceptic attitudes tend to be in the minority in European countries it may 

be the case that in EU member states with a majoritarian electoral system eurosceptic 

attitudes are ignored.  However, in states with a PR system, political leaders may be more 

inclined to act upon minority public opinion, such as euroscepticism.  Thus, one can 

expect: 

PR System Hypothesis: When euroscepticism is high in an EU member 
state with a proportional representation electoral system, transposition of 
EU directives will be slower as elections near.  
 
 
 



	  

 
	  

71 

Conclusion 

 This chapter has sought to provide a logical and theoretical examination of 

the relationship between euroscepticism and European integration.  Multiple 

theoretical explanations are presented with numerous hypothetical expectations.  

In order to determine which theoretical explanations is the most supported 

systematic and empirical testing must be undertaken. 

 In the next chapter (chaper 4) the above hypotheses will be 

operationalized to allow for empirical testing.  The measurement of the different 

variables, the dataset, the methodological approach and the expectations will be 

discussed.  This operationalization is necessary to fully understand the empirical 

findings provided in chapter 5, 6, 7, and 8.
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CHAPTER 4 
 

 
 

RESEARCH DESIGN 
 
 This chapter discusses how the hypotheses mentioned in Chapter 3 are to be 

tested.  It begins with a discussion of the dependent and independent variables as well as 

the control variables used in each test.  Further, the contextual and interactive variables 

will be explained.  Second, the dataset used in testing these hypotheses will be examined.  

Finally, this chapter will conclude with a discussion of the methodological approach used 

to test each hypothesis. 

 

Dependent Variable 

 The dependent variable in this study is the amount of time that elapses between 

the issuance of an EU directive and the entry into force of measures designed to comply 

with that directive in each EU member state -- in other words, how long it takes for a 

state to transpose a directive. This variable measures, in months, the length of time 

between the EU government issuing a directive to its member states and when reported 

national level measures addressing that directive take effect in each state.  This makes the 

unit of analysis for this dissertation the EU directive-state directed dyad by month, what 

will be referred to as the directive-state-month triad.12  This project focuses on all 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
12 The entry into force date of national level measures aimed at transposition is used because it is possible 
for a legislature to act very quickly, but delay the actual entry into force, thus trying to appease the EU but 
not having to take any actual responsibility among the public. 
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“Freedom of Movement for Workers and Social Policy,” “Transportation,” and 

“Agriculture” directives issued between 1995 and 2005.  These three policy areas were 

utilized in order to avoid overlapping and to provide a large range of policies.  That is to 

say, these three policy areas are vastly different with very few directives being 

categorized in more than one of these policy areas.  Further, the stark difference in these 

policy areas creates a large range of policies, allowing for more valid results; anything 

found in subsequent chapters will not attributable to the idiosyncrasies of a particular 

policy area or domain.  A directive is designated as concerning one of these issue areas if 

it is so classified by the Commission of the European Union. 

 The measurement of the dependent variable presents one major challenge; it is 

difficult to know when full compliance has occurred.  Reported transposition does not 

mean that a particular state has passed measures to be in full compliance with a directive.  

One cannot know if a state is fully compliant without a ruling by the European Court of 

Justice.  Therefore, one must make the assumption that the reporting of the first national 

execution measure aimed at compliance is the beginning of an attempt at compliance.  

For the purposes of this dissertation, this assumption is reasonable.  This research seeks 

to understand the effect of euroscepticism on integration, measured as the time between 

issuance of and compliance with EU directives, and thus full compliance is unnecessary.  

The passage of even one act necessary for transposition represents the beginning of 

transposition, and thus an attempt to comply with an EU directive.  Theoretically 

speaking, one would expect that the passage of even one act aimed at transposition would 

be greeted with the same negative reaction by the electorate as numerous acts aimed at 
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transposition.  Therefore, knowing when a state has become fully compliant gives little 

more leverage than knowing when a state began compliance. Thus, the dependent 

variable is measured from the day of issuance by the EU governing body to the entry into 

force date of the first reported national execution measure. 

 The dependent variable used for all hypotheses in this dissertation is the time 

between the issuance of an EU directive by either the EU Council, EU Parliament of EU 

Commission, and the entry into force date of the first act passed by each member state 

aimed at compliance with said EU directive.  Therefore, this variable is a duration 

variable. 

 

Independent Variables 

 This section discusses the independent variables used in this analysis for each of 

the aforementioned hypotheses.  As some of the above hypotheses use interactive 

variables as the main independent variable, this section will be divided into subsections 

focusing on the measurement and structure of each independent variable. 

 

Independent Variable of the Aggregate Euroscepticism Hypotheses 

 The independent variable for these hypotheses is simply the aggregate level of 

euroscepticism in each EU member state at a particular time. In order to measure this, 

individual level euroscepticism at a particular time in a particular state, measured through 

Eurobarometer surveys was aggregated, and calculated as a percentage. 
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 The measure of individual level euroscepticism was based on the question, 

“Generally speaking, do you think that (OUR COUNTRY)'s membership of the 

European Union is a good thing, a bad thing, neither good nor bad, don’t know?”  If an 

individual responded “a bad thing,” she was coded as being eurosceptic.13  The number of 

respondents from each state that were coded as eurosceptics was divided by the total 

number of respondents and multiplied by 100 to create a percentage of the population that 

is estimated to be eurosceptic. 

 It must be noted that aggregate euroscepticism is not static.  One cannot measure 

euroscepticism when a directive is issued and assume that euroscepticism will remain at 

the same level indefinitely.  Since the dependent variable is a measure of duration and 

euroscepticism can change over time, it is important to measure euroscepticism at 

different intervals, making euroscepticism a time-varying covariate. 

The interval used in this dissertation is by month.  Since the interval in which 

euroscepticism is measured by month, ideally one would have a new measurement of 

euroscepticism each month.  Unfortunately, the question used to measure euroscepticism 

has been asked in Eurobarometer surveys about twice a year for the period between 1995 

and 2005.  The period between Eurobarometer surveys cannot be used as the time 

interval because they are not uniform (some are as little as 3 months, some as many as 7 

months; these periods cannot be compared because the likelihood of transposition 

occurring is greater in the longer periods than in the shorter periods).  In order to generate 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
13 Although one can criticize this measure as being too simplistic the constraints of the time-varying nature 
of the data requires a measure of euroscepticism that exists over many years.  This question is asked in 
numerous different Eurobarometer surveys making it the best, although far from ideal, measure of 
euroscepticism over time. 
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values for those months in which a survey is not available, the last known euroscepticism 

measure is used.  Doing this should not present a problem, as theoretically, one would 

expect politicians that if politicians are responding to euroscepticism when transposing 

directives, they will be reacting to the last known level of euroscepticism. 

 

 Independent Variable for the Euroscepticism and Support Difference Hypothesis 

 The independent variable used for this hypothesis is a slight variation on that used 

for the aggregate euroscepticism hypotheses.  Unlike the independent variable used for 

those hypotheses, which was simply the level of aggregate euroscepticism in an EU 

member state each month, the independent variable used for the euroscepticism and 

support difference hypothesis is the level of aggregate euroscepticism in an EU member 

state relative to the level of aggregate positive opinion in an EU member state each 

month.   

 In order to measure this variable the same measure of euroscepticism used as the 

independent variable of the aggregate euroscepticism hypotheses is employed.  Further, a 

measure of positive public opinion is derived relying the same question from the 

Eurobarometer surveys used to derive euroscepticism; “Generally speaking, do you think 

that (OUR COUNTRY)'s membership of the European Union is a good thing, a bad 

thing, neither good nor bad, don’t know?”  If an individual responds “a good thing,” she 

is coded as having a positive opinion of the EU. The number of respondents from each 

state that were coded as possessing a positive opinion of the EU was divided by the total 
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number of respondents and multiplied by 100 to create a percentage of the state that has a 

positive opinion of the EU. 

 In order to measure euroscepticism relative to positive public opinion of the EU 

the measure of euroscepticism in each member state each month is divided by the 

measure of positive public opinion in each member state in that same month.  This will 

provide a measure that can theoretically range from 0 to infinity.  The larger the quotient 

the higher euroscepticism is relative to positive public opinion. 

 

Independent Variable for the Historical Mean Hypothesis 

 This variable is a measure of divergence of euroscepticism from the historical 

average.  Measurement of this variable necessitates a measure of average euroscepticism 

in an EU member state.  The average level of euroscepticism is derived by taking the 

average level of euroscepticism in each state from December 1994 until October 2009.14 

The average level of euroscepticism in each state is then subtracted from the monthly 

aggregate level of euroscepticism in each state.  This produces a variable that can 

theoretically range from -100.00 to 100.00.   

 

 

 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
14 December 1994 to October 2009 are employed because, for the purposes of this dissertation, 
euroscepticism must be measured from before 1995 until the last directive issued between 1995 and 2005 is 
transposed.  The last directive is transposed in 2011, however, the last measure of euroscepticism available 
is in October 2009.  The author is aware that measuring average euroscepticism between December 1994 
and October 2009 is some respect arbitrary, however, the number of measures of euroscepticism during this 
period (31) should produce an average level of euroscepticism that is in fact representative of the historical 
levels of euroscepticism. 
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Independent Variable for the Change in Euroscepticism Hypothesis 

 This independent variable differs from that in the aggregate euroscepticism 

hypotheses in that it is not a measure of the overall level of euroscepticism in an EU 

member state, but rather a measure of the change in the level of euroscepticism between 

months.  This measure is derived by simply subtracting the level of euroscepticism in a 

particular member state in a month (tx) from the level of euroscepticism in that same state 

in the next month (tx+1).  For example, if euroscepticism is 25% in month t1 in State X and 

is 28% at time t2 the change between t1 and t2 is three percent.  Therefore, instead of the 

independent variable in this observation being 28% as hypotheses 1a, 1b and 1c would 

necessitate, the independent variable in this observation is instead, three percent. 

 

Independent Variable for the Change in Euroscepticism X Euroscepticism Hypothesis 

 This hypothesis uses an independent variable based upon the measurements of the 

independent variable used to test the aggregate euroscepticism hypotheses, as well as the 

measurement of the independent variable used to test the change in euroscepticism 

hypothesis.  This variable is an interaction between the level of aggregate euroscepticism 

in a particular EU member state each month and the change in euroscepticism in a 

particular EU member state between  months (tx and tx+1).  The measurement of aggregate 

level of euroscepticism is multiplied by change in euroscepticism. 
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Independent Variable of the Issue Area Salience Hypothesis 

 The independent variable in hypothesis 4 is also an interactive variable.  The 

hypothesis supposes that euroscepticism will have a greater effect when EU directives are 

more salient.  Thus, this variable is an interaction between the aggregate level of 

euroscepticism in a state and a directive’s salience. 

 The aggregate level of euroscepticism is measured in the same way as it was for 

the independent variable of the aggregate euroscepticism hypotheses.  Directive salience 

is more difficult to measure.  Feasibly, one could measure salience using newspaper 

reports concerning specific directives.  For example, if one wanted to measure the 

salience of a particular directive in Ireland between January 1, 2000 and February 1, 

2000, one may add every mention of that directive that appeared in the Irish Times during 

that time period.  If said directive was mentioned 25 times during that time period, it 

would be coded with a 25.  If another directive during that period was mentioned 50 

times that directive would be coded with a 50, and so on. 

 This measurement of salience seems to be the closest to ideal, however, it is 

difficult to adopt for several reasons.  The first difficulty in using this strategy concerns 

the multitude of languages spoken in the European Union.  If one were to attempt to code 

using newspaper mentions, numerous multilingual coders would be necessary, including 

coders who can read a multitude of minority languages.  The second difficulty concerns 

the time constraints involved with this project.  The immense amount of content analysis 

necessary to employ the above strategy would require many months, if not years, and 

thus would be restrictively time-consuming.  Finally, and most importantly, using this 
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strategy may not yield any results.  Specific EU directives are rarely reported on in 

newspapers.  That is to say, unless a directive is extraordinarily important newspapers 

will likely not mention directives by name.  This means, there will likely be little 

variance in directive salience.  For these reasons, this strategy at measuring directive 

salience is not employed. 

 A second, more feasible strategy to measure directive salience is to measure the 

salience of the policy areas of directives within states.  That is to say, one can measure 

the salience level of agriculture policy at a given time in each EU member state, and 

apply this measure to all agriculture directives at that time in that state.  This would be 

done most effectively through content analysis of newspapers; this is impossible for the 

reasons mentioned above.  Another possibility would be to use survey data in which 

respondents are asked to rank the policy areas they are most concerned with.  

Unfortunately, this data has not been collected regularly, making this approach difficult 

to employ.  

 A third option, and the approach employed in this dissertation, is to use political 

party manifestos, or platforms, as a proxy for salience.  In order to do this, data from the 

Manifestos Project (Budge et al. 2001; Klingemann et al. 2006; Volken et al. 2011) is 

utilized.  The Manifestos Project has analyzed the platforms of all political parties that 

have won seats in a nation’s parliament in nearly all elections in Europe from World War 

II through 2010.15  This data has been coded to read as the percentage of each 

competitive party’s manifesto, devoted to a particular policy idea.  For example, in the 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
15 The Greek elections of 2004, 2007, and 2009; the Italian election of 2008, and the Dutch elections of 
2006 and 2010 are not included in this dataset.    
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2002 election, 9.86% of unique ideas in the platform of the Social Democratic Party of 

Germany (SDP) were devoted to discussion of transportation, infrastructure, and 

industry.  Thus, this party, in this year was coded as a 9.86. 

 In order to create a measure of policy salience in each country, the scores of all 

parties included in the Manifestos Project in each country for each election from 1994 

through 2010 for each of the three policy areas (agriculture, freedom of movement and 

social policy, and transportation) were averaged to create a mean level of salience.16  This 

average denotes the average importance the major parties in each country in each election 

placed on each policy area.17  As noted above, these salience measures changes with each 

election, therefore, a measure of salience from each election is extrapolated by month 

until the next election, or next change in salience measure.18  For example, after the 1996 

Italian election, the measure of agricultural salience was .68, meaning the major parties 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
16 The Manifestos Project did not necessarily code statements in party platforms into categories that are 
exactly congruent with the policy areas used in this dissertation.  To measure agricultural salience, the 
percentage of policy ideas devoted to voicing “support for agriculture and farmers; [and] any policy aimed 
specifically at benefiting these,” was employed.  To measure transportation salience, the percentage of 
policy ideas devoted to voicing the “importance of modernisation of industry and methods of transport and 
communication; [and the] importance of science and technological development in industry; [and the] need 
for training and research…” was employed.  To measure freedom of movement and social policy salience 
the percentage of policy ideas devoted to positive and negative ideas concerning “cultural diversity, 
communalism, cultural plurality and pillarisation; [as well as] preservation of autonomy of religious, 
linguistic heritages within the country including special educational provisions,” was employed. 
17 The measures of salience used for agricultural policy, and transportation policy were single variables in 
the dataset of the Manifestos Project, whereas the measure of salience used for freedom of movement and 
social policy is derived from two variables, the number of parties in used in the denominator to arrive at the 
average salience level for the freedom of movement and social policy area will be double that of the 
denominator used to arrive at the salience measure for agricultural policy, and transport policy.  In order to 
fix this problem, the denominator used for agricultural policy, and transport policy is multiplied by 2. 
18 Since the dataset of the Manifestos Project does not include the 2004, 2007 or 2009 Greek elections, the 
2008 Italian election, or the 2006 and 2010 Dutch elections, the last measure of salience is used.  For 
example, the measures of salience from the 2006 Italian election are extrapolated through the remainder of 
the dataset. 
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devoted about .68% of their platforms to policy ideas concerning agricultural policy.  

This measure remained .68 until the 2001 election, when the score changes to 1.17. 

 Theoretically, this measure relies upon the assumption that political parties will 

devote more space in a platform to those issues that matter most to voters.  Thus, if the 

platforms of the political parties in each country have a distinct focus on a particular 

policy area, it would only stand to reason that voters in that country are more concerned 

with those policy.  Therefore this measure should be a reasonable proxy for salience.  

 

Independent Variable for the Party Competition Hypothesis 

 The independent variable of this hypothesis is an interaction between 

euroscepticism in an EU member state in each month and party competition in that state 

during that same month.  Euroscepticism is measured in the same manner as above.  

Party competition is measured as the number of parties within 10 percentage points of the 

party that won the largest percentage of votes in the last legislative election.19  Therefore, 

if Party X receives 35% of the vote, Party Y receives 30% of the vote and Party Z 

receives 25% of the vote, this variable would have a value of 2.20 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
19 Because the theory of this paper relies upon legislative bodies in EU member-states reacting to public 
opinion, results from the most recent national legislative election are used for all measures in which 
electoral results are necessary.   
20 In the case of Italy, this is measured as the number of electoral coalitions or independent parties within 
10% points of the top vote getting party or coalition. For the purposes of France, which uses a two-ballot 
electoral system, all measurements involving competitiveness in national elections will be made using the 
results of the first ballot.  For the purposes of Italy, the vote totals from the proportional representation 
ballot are employed.  Further, in Italy, electoral coalitions, rather than their constituent parties, are treated 
as single electoral parties.  This, of course does not apply if an individual party is unaffiliated. 
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 This measurement of party competition is derived from the European Election 

Database.21  This measure is then multiplied by the measure of euroscepticism in each 

country at each time to generate an interactive variable.  It is important to note that party 

competition cannot be measured as regularly as euroscepticism due to the fact that 

elections are less regularly than Eurobarometer surveys are administered.  Therefore, 

each measure of euroscepticism will be interacted with the measure of party competition 

from the most recent previous legislative election.  For example, France held an election 

on June 9, 2002.  If a Eurobarometer survey were administered December 1, 2002, the 

results from the June 9, 2002 election would be interacted with the values from the 

Eurobarometer survey from December 1, 2002.  The election results from June 9, 2002 

would be interacted with every Eurobarometer Survey between June 10, 2002 and June 

10, 2007 (the next legislative election). 

 

Independent Variable for Crowded Ideological Space Hypothesis 

 The independent variable for this hypothesis is an interaction between 

euroscepticism as measured above and the number of competitive political parties that 

inhabit the same ideological space as the ruling party within each EU member state at 

each particular time.  In order to measure the number of competitive political parties that 

inhabit the same ideological space as the ruling party one must first position both the 

ruling party of each country on a right-left ideological spectrum as well as the 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
21 “The European Elections Database began through the European Sixth Framework Research Programme, 
called "Citizens and Governance in a Knowledge-based Society" (CivicActive).  The project had 14 
partners and was coordinated by the University College Dublin.  It can be accessed at 
http://www.nsd.uib.no/european_election_database/about/background.html and further information can be 
accessed at http://www.ucd.ie/civicact/ 



	  

 
	  

84 

competitive political parties in each state on a right-left ideological spectrum. This can be 

done using the 1999 Chapel Hill expert survey (Steenbergen and Marks 2007), the 2002 

Chapel Hill expert survey, and the 2006 Chapel Hill expert survey (Hooghe et al. 2010). 

This datasets are surveys of experts specializing in political parties and European 

integration that were administered in 1999, 2002 to 2003, and 2007 respectively.  These 

experts were asked a series of questions aimed at placing 227 European political parties 

from 24 EU member state on an ideological spectrum.22 

 In order to measure the number of political parties inhabiting the ideological 

space of the ruling party in each country at each time, one must know the ideological 

placement of the ruling party.  The ruling party is considered to be the party to which the 

leader of each national legislature belongs at each particular time.23  For example, on 

January 1, 1995 the Prime Minister of the United Kingdom was John Major, who was a 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
22 Due to the fact that party positions are not static it is difficult to infer that the scores given to parties in 
1999, 2002, 2003, and 2007 in the Chapel Hill expert surveys will remain consistent for the entirety of the 
time frame being observed in this dissertation.  However, the scores received by parties in the Chapel Hill 
expert surveys are consistent with one another and with the expert survey employed by Huber and Inglehart 
(1995).  Since this dissertation is only concerned with each parties positioning in general from the center, 
meaning if a party is left or right of center, one can say with a high level of confidence that the political 
parties have not crossed the center point of the ideological spectrum between 1995 and 2005 and therefore, 
the non-static nature of political party ideology does not present an insurmountable problem. 
23 For the purposes of this dissertation, national parliament, national legislature or national legislative body 
always refers to the lower chamber in a bicameral legislature.  If a national legislative body is unicameral it 
simply refers to the only chamber in the legislature. In measuring this variable in Italy, the ruling party was 
considered to be the party of the prime minister.  This party’s placement on a right-left ideological 
spectrum was then used as the ideological measurement of the ruling electoral coalition.  In order to 
measure the ideological placement of electoral coalitions not in power the ideological placement of each 
coalition’s prime ministerial candidate’s party was used. From February 1995 through May 1996, Italy 
operated under a care-taker government.  This means there was no ruling party.  Therefore, the “party” of 
the prime minister (Lamberto Dini) was coded as having a completely neutral ideology.  From June 1996 
through September 1998 the Prime Minister of Italy (Romano Prodi) was an independent.  In order to 
measure the ideology of the ruling party, the ideological score of the largest party in the electoral coalition 
led by Prodi was used. 
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member of the Conservative Party.  Therefore, the ruling party of the United Kingdom on 

January 1, 1995 was the Conservative Party.  

 Once the political parties in each member state are placed on an ideological 

spectrum and the ideological position of the ruling party in each EU member state at each 

particular time is identified, one has to identify the competitive political parties in the 

same ideological space.  For the purposes of this dissertation a competitive political party 

is any party that receives at least 5% of the votes in a national legislative election.  This 

means a competitive political party inhabiting the same ideological space as the ruling 

party is any party that received five percent of the vote in the last national legislative 

election of a given EU member state at a given time, and is located on the same side of 

the right-left ideological continuum as the ruling party.  Therefore, if one is measuring 

euroscepticism on January 1, 2000 in the United Kingdom, Tony Blair was the Prime 

Minister and a member of the Labour Party.  Therefore, the ruling party is considered to 

have been the Labour Party, which is a Left of Center party.  At this time in the United 

Kingdom, one other Leftist party (the Liberal-Democrats) according to the 2002 Chapel 

Hill expert survey, received at least 5% of votes in the last legislative election.  Therefore, 

on January 1, 2000, the number of competitive political parties occupying the same 

ideological space as the ruling party is 1.  Thus, the United Kingdom at this time is coded 

as a 1. 
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Independent Variable of the Eurosceptic Party Hypothesis 

 This independent variable is an interactive variable that includes measures of 

euroscepticism and the existence of at least one competitive eurosceptic political party.  

Euroscepticism is measured as above.  Measuring the existence of at least one 

competitive eurosceptic political party requires identifying both competitive and 

eurosceptic political parties within each member state.  First, all competitive parties are 

identified. The same rule employed to derive the independent variable of the crowded 

ideological space hypothesis is used here.  A party is not considered competitive until it 

receives at least five percent of votes in the last national legislative election.  Once the 

competitive parties are identified they must be identified as eurosceptic or not 

eurosceptic.  This is done as above using the 1999, 2002, and 2006 Chapel Hill expert 

surveys (Steenberg and Marks 2007; Hooghe et al. 2010).24 If a competitive party 

existing in a country from 1995 through 1999 is coded as eurosceptic in the 1999 Chapel 

Hill expert survey it is considered to be a competitive eurosceptic party.  If a competitive 

party existing in a country from 2000 through 2002 is coded as eurosceptic in the 2002 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
24  In the case of Italy, an electoral coalition was considered to be eurosceptic if one member of the 
coalition is eurosceptic according to the Chapel Hill expert surveys. In two instances parties coded are not 
included in any of the Chapel Hill expert surveys.  The first is the Democratic Movement in France 
(MoDem), which did not come into existence until December 1, 2007, after the last Chapel Hill expert 
survey.  Since MoDem is the successor party of the Union for French Democracy (UDF), this party’s score 
was used to categorize the Democratic Movement in terms of euroscepticism.  The UDF is not a 
eurosceptic party, therefore, MoDem is coded as not eurosceptic.  The second instance involves two Italian 
parties/coalitions, the People of Freedom, and the Union of the Centre, that were founded after the 2006 
Chapel Hill expert survey.  The People of Freedom were founded when Forza Italia and the National 
Alliance merged in 2009.  Therefore, the 2006 euroscepticism scores for Forza Italia and the National 
Alliance are averaged to create a euroscepticism score for the People of Freedom.  Thus, the People of 
Freedom are coded as eurosceptic.  The Union of the Centre was founded in 2008 as an alliance between 
the Union of Christian and Centre Democrats (UDC) as well as a number of smaller parties.  Of the parties 
involved in the merger to form the Union of the Centre, the UDC, the Populars, and the Daisy are included 
in the 2006 Chapel Hill expert survey.  The 2006 euroscepticism scores for these three parties are averaged 
to score the Union of the Centre.  Thus, the Union of the Centre is coded as not eurosceptic. 
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Chapel Hill expert survey it is considered to be a competitive eurosceptic party.  Finally, 

if a competitive party existing in a country from 2003 through 2011 is coded as 

eurosceptic in the 2006 Chapel Hill expert survey it is considered to be a competitive 

eurosceptic party.25  Once competitive eurosceptic parties are identified in each country, 

each observation (each month) is coded as a 1 if a competitive eurosceptic party existed 

in that country at that time and 0 if a competitive eurosceptic party did not exist in that 

country at that time.   This measure is then multiplied by the aggregate level of 

euroscepticism in that state at that time. 

 

Independent Variable for Temporal Proximity of Elections Hypothesis 

 The independent variable used for this hypothesis is an interactive variable 

composed of a measure of euroscepticism and a dummy variable connoting whether a 

legislative election will be taking place in a month or the subsequent month.  For 

example, France held a legislative election in June 2002.  Therefore, the election variable 

is coded as a 1 for May and June 2002.  This electoral dummy variable will then be 

multiplied by the level of euroscepticism in each state in each month in order to derive 

the independent variable of this hypothesis. 

 

 

 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
25 Since no expert survey has been conducted since the 2006 Chapel Hill expert survey it is assumed that 
this survey is still accurate even after 2007, therefore, euroscepticism scores of parties in 2007 can be 
applied from 2008 through 2011. 
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Independent Variable for the Coalition Partners Hypothesis 

 The independent variable for this hypothesis is an interactive variable between 

level of euroscepticism and the number of parties existing in a legislative coalition.  

Euroscepticism is measured as above, whereas the number of parties in a legislative 

coalition is based upon the number of parties represented in the cabinet of a prime 

minister. These two measures are multiplied to create an interactive variable. 

 

Independent Variable for the PR System Hypothesis 

 The independent variable for the PR system hypothesis is an interactive variable 

using euroscepticism and a proportional representation electoral system variable.  For the 

purposes of this paper a PR electoral system is defined as any system that portions out 

seats in any house of the national legislature based on a party-list vote rather than voting 

for individual candidates.  Since no European state changed their electoral system 

between 1995 and 2005 coding a state as having a PR system is only necessary for 1995.   

 A state will be coded as a “1” if it uses any form of PR electoral system.26  If a 

state does not use a PR system for any seats it will be coded as a 0.  This dummy variable 

is then multiplied by euroscepticism in each EU member-state at each time in order to 

create the interactive variable used as the independent variable of this hypothesis. 

 

 

 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
26 As Germany uses a mixed system in which some seats are decided using a PR electoral system, Germany 
will be coded as having a PR system. 
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Control Variables 

 Included as control variables in the models used to test the above hypotheses are a 

number of directive specific variables.  First is whether the directive is new or if it is an 

amendment to a previous directive.27  As Kaeding (2006, 236) wrote, “Scholars argue that 

the character of the directives determines the speed of transposition. Amendments usually 

are technical in nature, whereas new directives introduce a new topic of legislation.”  

Thus, it will be easier for a state to pass legislation to bring itself into compliance with a 

directive that already exists, and one would expect to see less of a delay in the passage of 

legislation to comply with changes to existing directives. 

Second, it is important to control for the amount of time between the issuance of a 

directive and the transposition deadline set by the EU governing body.28    One would 

expect a relationship between the length of the transposition period and a delay in 

compliance with a directive because the more complex directives usually have a greater 

length of time between issuance and the transposition deadline (Kaeding 2006).  It stands 

to reason that it will be more difficult to comply with more complex directives, thus we 

should expect a delay in the transposition of directives with a longer transposition period. 

A third control variable is whether a directive was issued by the EU Commission 

or not.29  Researchers have argued that the Commission is not likely to issue controversial 

directives (Kaeding 2006; Mastenbroek 2003).  The less controversial a directive the 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
27 This is measured simply as a dummy variable.  An observation is coded as a 1 if it is an amendment to a 
previous directive, and a 0 if it is not. 
28 This is measured as the time in days from the issuance of a directive until the transposition deadline 
given within the text of the directive. 
29 This is measured as a dummy variable.  It is coded as a 1 if a directive is issued by the EU Commission, 
and a 0 if it is not. 
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more likely it is to be complied with.  Therefore, we would expect that directives issued 

by the EU Commission would be transposed more quickly. 

Beyond directive specific control variables, there are a number of country specific 

variables that may influence the speed of transposition.  GDP/capita in each state at each 

time is included as a control variable.30  Many directives require action on the part of 

each state that is unfunded by the EU and thus requires an expenditure on the part each 

state.  States with lower levels of GDP/capita may take longer to transpose these 

directives as they have more limited funds. 

The amount of time a country has been a member of the EU at each time is also 

controlled for in this study.  This is measured as the number of years a country has been 

an EU member-state at the time each observation is made.  This means that this variable 

is not fixed for each state but increases as time passes. 

Whether a state held the EU presidency at a particular time is also controlled for.  

This is simply a dummy variable denoting whether the EU presidency belonged to a 

particular state at a particular time. 

I also include a variable denoting the existence of at least one eurosceptic 

coalition partner in a governing coalition in a member state at a particular time.  This is 

simply a dummy variable, with a 1 if a governing coalition contains a eurosceptic party 

(based upon the 1999, 2002, and 2006 Chapel Hill expert surveys). 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
30 GDP per capita is gross domestic product divided by midyear population. GDP is the sum of gross value 
added by all resident producers in the economy plus any product taxes and minus any subsidies not 
included in the value of the products. It is calculated without making deductions for depreciation of 
fabricated assets or for depletion and degradation of natural resources. Data are in current U.S. dollars. 
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In addition, a variable measuring the closeness of the last legislative election is 

included. This is a measure of the difference in vote percentage between the party with 

the largest percentage of the vote and the party with the second largest percentage of the 

vote in the last national legislative election. Thus, if the winning party (Party X) receives 

55% of the vote and the second place party (Party Y) receives 40% of the vote, the party 

competition score is 15. 

In order to control for cultural differences, a regional variable was also included.  

This is a dummy variable coded as a 1 if a country does not border the Mediterranean Sea 

(Germany, Ireland, the Netherlands, Austria, Sweden, and the United Kingdom).  Those 

countries (Greece, Italy, France, and Spain) that do border the Mediterranean Sea are 

coded as a “0”.  This generally corresponds to differences between northern and southern 

Europe. 

Further, many variables that are included as part of an independent variable in 

hypotheses 4 through 8 are used as control variables.  This includes directive salience, the 

number of competitive political parties in each state at each time, the number of 

competitive political parties inhabiting the same ideological space as the ruling party, if 

there is at least one competitive eurosceptic political party in a state at a particular time, 

whether an election is imminent, and whether a state has a proportional representation 

system.  
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Data 

 A number of datasets are used to measure the different variables in this 

dissertation.  This section will discuss each of the datasets and to which variables they 

pertain.   

 

Speed of Integration Dataset 

 As stated above, the dependent variable of this dissertation is the amount of time 

that passes between the issuance of an EU directive and the corresponding entry into 

force of a legislative act within each EU member-state designed to comply with said EU 

directive.  This data is readily available through European Union legislative archives.   

 The European Union Commission keeps a complete on-line record archive of all 

directives issued by any EU body, known as EUR-Lex.  The EU Commission categorizes 

directives based on issue area, such as Transportation, Taxation, Freedom of Movement, 

Agriculture, etc.  Directives are searchable by date of issuance within these issue areas.  

Information on these directives including important, such as its issuance date, and the 

transposition deadline of the directive, as well as the title, text and issuing EU body are 

available.  

In order to ensure compliance, the EU Commission requires each member-state to 

report “national execution measures” (NEMs).  NEMs are acts aimed at transposition of 

EU directives.  EU member states usually supply two dates to the EU Commission when 

reporting NEMs.  These dates are “entry into force” dates, and “publication” dates.  Entry 

into force dates represent the exact date that the particular legislative act (NEM) takes 
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legal force.  Publication dates are the dates that the particular legislative act (NEM) are 

published in the member state’s official journal.  Quite often these dates are identical.   

 In order to measure the time between it takes each EU member-state to transpose 

an EU directive two dates are necessary, a beginning date and an ending date.  This 

dataset uses the issuance date as the beginning date.  This is done because it is the first 

official date.  It has become aware to all EU member states at this point that a directive 

has been issued and each state will be required to comply with it.  In this dataset the 

ending date is the earliest “entry into force” date from any NEM reported by each 

member-state.  For example, if Directive A has an issuance date of January 1, 2000, time 

to transposition for each state is measured from this point.  If France reported an NEM 

with an “entry into force” date of June 1, 2000, this date would be used as the ending 

date.  If France reported a number of NEMs with varying “entry into force” dates, the 

earliest available is used.  From these two dates the amount of time used to transpose a 

particular directive is derived.31 

 Not all directives are included in this dataset.  Some directives are quite similar, 

and thus both can be transposed using only one NEM.  Including directives that are 

transposed by an NEM that also transposes a previous directive is tantamount to double 

counting that transposition.  Therefore, those directives that can be transposed by an 

NEM designed to transpose an earlier directive must be removed from the dataset.  This 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
31 Although the majority of the observations in this dissertation were derived using the EUR-Lex archive, 
the data within Transportation directives was bolstered using a dataset provided Kaeding (2006), which 
used EUR-Lex and the official journals of 9 EU member-states to derive the “entry into force” dates of 
NEMs for each directive.  The 9 states are France, Germany, Greece, Ireland, Italy, the Netherlands, Spain, 
Sweden and the United Kingdom.   
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is done by identifying and removing any directives that have an identical title to a 

directive that was issued within the previous twelve months. 

 There are a number of caveats that must be considered, however.  First, “entry 

into force” dates were not reported for all NEMs.  For the purposes of this paper, if no 

“entry into force” date is provided the “publication” date is assumed to be the same as the 

“entry into force” date.  Of 2,800 observations an “entry into force” date or “publication” 

date was not provided for 1,056 observations.  This means that a total of 1,744 

observations are included in this dataset. 

These missing cases can be due to a number of reasons.  First, the member-state 

has decided that new legislation is not necessary to comply with a directive.  This can be 

due to the fact that a directive is aimed only at one particular member-state. For example, 

EU directive 95/498/EC addressed only Sweden, thus, no other EU member-state is 

required to transpose this directive.   Alternatively, it can be due to the fact that the 

member-state believes that it is already in compliance with a directive.  If this is the case 

member-states will often report to the EU Commission that it does not believe 

transposition is necessary.  However, often member states will simply report those 

legislative acts passed prior to issuance that bring them into compliance.  For example, in 

regard to directive 2003/103/EC, Ireland reported 5 legislative acts that were passed prior 

to the issuance of the directive, but none that were passed after the issuance of this 

directive.32  Further, some of the empty observations are due to no NEMs being reported 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
32 It must be noted that often EU member states will report some act that date from prior to issuance and 
other acts that date from after issuance for the same directive.  In this dataset , rather than recording the 
observation as an empty cell, the first date after issuance was recorded.  This was done because 
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at all.  For the purposes of this dissertation when no NEM is listed the member state is 

assumed to have deemed transposition unnecessary.   

The remaining observations that are missing data are due to the simple fact that 

the member-state’s reporting is not complete.  They simply did not report a “publication” 

date or an “entry into force” date.  Further, many of these observations are missing data 

because there was more than one NEM reported, and one of these NEMs was missing 

either a “publication” date, an “entry into force” date or both.  This made it impossible to 

verify which NEM entered into force first.33 

In sum, there are 1,056 observations missing.  These missing data cannot be easily 

augmented due to time constraints.  Therefore, these observations are simply dropped 

from the dataset when used in testing the hypotheses put forth in this dissertation.  Thus, 

this dataset contains a total of 1,744 usable observations. 

 

Eurobarometer Survey Dataset 

 The main independent variable in this study, euroscepticism, is derived from 

numerous Eurobarometer surveys.  The Eurobarometer is a series of public opinion 

surveys performed on behalf of the European Union.  There are two types of 

Eurobarometer surveys, the Standard Eurobarometer surveys and the Special 

Eurobarometer surveys.  The Standard Eurobarometer surveys occur biannually, once in 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
conventional wisdom concerning democratic responsiveness as it applies to the EU argues that politicians 
will resist integration when euroscepticism is high because they fear punishment from voters.  The passage 
of a law after issuance constitutes action on the part of politicians and should thus be included.   
33 In many cases it could easily be determined that an NEM missing dates entered into force after another 
NEM entered into force simply because the member state reported when the NEM was passed.  Using the 
assumption that an NEM cannot take force until it has been passed, the NEM with the earlier “entry into 
force” date was used. 
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Spring and once in Autumn.  They are performed approximately six months apart.  These 

surveys are designed to measure various trends in EU member-states, such as support for 

the European Union, and voting in EU elections and are numbered sequentially, with the 

number always ending with a “0.”  For example, the Standard Eurobarometer survey 

conducted in Autumn 2010 is numbered as “Eurobarometer 74.0.” 

 Special Eurobarometer surveys are similar to the Standard Eurobarometer 

surveys, except that they are geared to thematical studies.  For example, Special 

Eurobarometer survey 75.4, was conducted in June 2011, and was entirely concerned 

with public opinion of climate change.  Often, however, these surveys also contain 

general trend questions designed to measure public support for the European Union, or 

gauge voting in EU elections.   

 As stated above, the measure of euroscepticism used in this paper varies with time.  

Therefore, a measure of euroscepticism at different times is necessary.  Specifically, 

since this dissertation is looking at EU directives issued between 1995 and 2005 a 

measure of euroscepticism is needed prior to the issuance of the first directive.  This 

means a measurement must be taken from late in 1994.  Further, measures of 

euroscepticism ranging until the last “entry into force” date in the Speed of Integration 

dataset is needed.  The last “entry into force” date reported in the Speed of Integration 

dataset was on February 10, 2010.  This means the last euroscepticism measure needs to 

be from late 2009.34  The question used to measure euroscepticism, “Generally speaking, 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
34 The latest possible measure of euroscepticism is from Eurobarometer 71.2 and occurred in mid-2009.  
Although two Eurobarometer surveys occurred between June, 2009 and February 10, 2010, neither of these 
surveys asked for individual’s opinions concerning the European Union. 
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do you think that (OUR COUNTRY'S) membership of the European Union is a good 

thing, a bad thing, neither good nor bad?” appears in both Standard and Special 

Eurobarometer surveys.  By using a combination of Standard and Special Eurobarometer 

surveys a measure of euroscepticism at stable intervals can easily be derived.  The 

numbers of the Eurobarometer surveys and the dates of those surveys are included in 

table 4.1. 

Table 4.1: Eurobarometer Surveys used to Derive Euroscepticism Measures and the 
Dates they were Administered. 
Eurobarometer Survey Date Administered in the 10 Countries 

Included in this Study 
42.0 December 1994 
43.2 April 1995 
44.0 October 1995 
45.1 April 1996 
46.0 October 1996 
47.0 January – February 1997 
48.0 October 1997 
49.0 April 1998 
50.0 October 1998 
51.0 March 1999 
52.0 October 1999 
53.0 April 2000 
54.1 November 2000 
55.1 April 2001 
56.2 October 2001 
57.1 March – April 2002 
58.1 October 2002 
59.1 March 2003 
60.1 October 2003 
61.0 February 2004 
62.0 October 2004 
63.4 May 2005 
64.2 October 2005 
65.1 February 2006 
66.1 September 2006 
67.2 April 2007 
68.1 September 2007 
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69.2 March – April 2008 
70.1 October 2008 
71.1 January 2009 
72.4 October 2009 
 

 The measures of aggregate euroscepticism for each of the 10 EU member-states 

examined in this dissertation are derived directly from these surveys.  This is the main 

independent variable used to test the aggregate euroscepticism hypotheses.  The 

difference between positive public opinion of the EU and euroscepticism, the 

independent variable of the euroscepticism and support difference hypothesis, is also 

taken from these surveys.  Moreover, the independent variable of the change in 

euroscepticism hypothesis originates from the above Eurobarometer surveys.  The 

independent variable of change in euroscepticism x euroscepticism hypothesis is an 

interaction between aggregate euroscepticism and change in euroscepticism, and is thus 

based in the above surveys as well. 

 

Data Used for Interactive Variables 

 The remaining 6 hypotheses, beginning with the issue area salience hypothesis, use 

interactive terms as the main independent variable.  There are a number of variables 

interacted with the aggregate euroscepticism taken from the Eurobarometer surveys.  

However, the remaining halves of the interaction terms are obtained from numerous other 

sources.  The data sources of variables that required scoring, such as ideological 

positioning of political parties have been discussed above.  There are a number of 

variables that did not require scoring, such as electoral results, which are simply matters 
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of fact.  These measures have been discussed sparingly.  For ease of reference, it is useful 

to list the remaining independent variables with their data source.  Thus, independent 

variables other than euroscepticism are presented with their data source in table 4.2. 

Table 4.2: Components of Interactive Variables and the Data Sources from which 
they are Derived 
Variable Hypothesis Data Source 
Issue Area Salience  Issue Area Salience 

Hypothesis 
The Mainfestos Project 

Party Competition Party Competition 
Hypothesis 

European Election Database 

Number of Political Parties 
Inhabiting the same 
Ideological Space as the 
Ruling Party 

Crowded Ideological 
Space Hypothesis 

European Election Database, 
and 1999, 2002, 2006 
Chapel Hill expert surveys 

The Existence of at Least 1 
Competitive Eurosceptic 
Party within a State 

Eurosceptic Party 
Hypothesis 

1999, 2002, 2006 Chapel 
Hill expert surveys, and 
European Election Database 

Imminent Legislative 
Election 

Temporal Proximity of 
Elections Hypothesis 

European Election Database 

Number of Coalition Partners Coalition Partners 
Hypothesis 

Official government 
websites 

PR Electoral System PR System Hypothesis Database of Political 
Institutions (Beck et al. 
2001) 

 

Data Sources used for Control Variables 

 There are a number of control variables used in this study that are not components 

of interactive variables.  These include whether the directive is an amendment to a 

previous EU directive, the transposition deadline of a directive, whether a directive was 

issued by the EU Commission, the existence of a eurosceptic parties in a governing 

coalition, the GDP/capita of a state at a particular time, the time a state has been an EU 

member, and the closeness of the last legislative election.  These variables are derived 

from a number of sources.  Table 4.3 lists each of these variables and the data sources 
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from which it was obtained. 

Table 4.3: Control Variables and the Data Sources from which they are Derived 
Variable Fixed Variable Data Source 
Amendment to previous 
directive 

Yes EUR-Lex (included in Speed 
of Integration Dataset) 

Transposition deadline of 
directive 

Yes EUR-Lex (included in Speed 
of Integration Dataset) 

EU Commission issued 
directive 

Yes EUR-Lex (included in Speed 
of Integration Dataset) 

GDP/Capita No World Bank 
Years in the EU No Official Webpage of the EU 

(Europa) 
EU Presidency No Official Webpage of the EU 

(Europa) 
Eurosceptic Coalition 
Member 

No Parliament and Government 
Composition Database 
(ParlGov; Doring and 
Manow 2011); 1999, 2002, 
2006 Chapel Hill expert 
surveys 

Closeness of Last Legislative 
Election 

No European Elections 
Database 

Regional Variable No N/A 
 

 

Analytical Strategy 

 The dependent variable used in each hypothesis of this study is measured as the 

time between the issuance of an EU directive and its entry into force in each EU member-

state.  This is a measure of the time between two events, thus making this a duration 

variable.  There are a number of different models that can be used to test duration 

variables.  Since the shape of the baseline hazard is unknown in this study a semi-

parametric model is the most useful (Long 1997). 

 The most commonly used semi-parametric model is the Cox proportional hazard 



	  

 
	  

101 

model.  Based on the dependent variable and the lack of expectation for the shape of the 

baseline hazard, the Cox model is the most appropriate. The Cox model is doubly 

attractive because the independent variable is a time-varying covariate (TVC), which 

means that the independent variable changes over time. The Cox model is “particularly 

well suited to include TVCs, “ (Box-Steffensmeier and Jones 2004, 103).  Thus, a, Cox 

an extended model is used to test all hypotheses in this study. 

 The extended Cox model is a variation on the Cox proportional hazard model that 

relaxes the proportional hazard assumption.  Further, the time-varying covariates are 

interacted with a function of time in order to address the possibility that the effect 

changes with time.  For the purposes of this dissertation, all time-varying covariates are 

interacted with the log of time (ln(time). 

 

Conclusion 

 This section has operationalized the concepts presented in Chapter 3, and has 

further discussed the sources from which these measurement were derived.  Although 

these operationalizations are not necessarily perfect, they are as close to perfect as one 

can get at present time.   

 In the next three chapters the measurements of the variables described above will 

be used to systematically and empirically test the theory and hypotheses presented in 

Chapter 3.  The findings in the forthcoming chapters will hopefully shed light on the 

relationship between negative public opinion of the EU (euroscepticism) and the process 

of European integration.
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CHAPTER 5 
 
 
 

EUROSCEPTICISM AND INTEGRATION GENERALLY 
 
 This chapter focuses on the effect of euroscepticism on European integration 

generally.  That is to say, when not accounting for non-public opinion related 

conditioning circumstances, does euroscepticism influence integration efforts 

(specifically the timing to transposition) of EU member states.  In short, this chapter 

focuses on empirically assessing the first 5 hypotheses of this dissertation.   

 

Aggregate Euroscepticism Hypothesis 

 As stated in the last chapter, the independent variable employed to test the 

aggregate euroscepticism hypotheses A through C is the aggregate level of 

euroscepticism within a state by month.  These hypotheses represent the differing 

expectations of three competing theories presented in chapter 3.  According to these 

hypotheses, 1) euroscepticism may retard the transposition of EU directives, and thus 

impede integration; 2) euroscepticism may have no affect on transposition, and therefore 

have no effect upon European integration; or 3) euroscepticism may accelerate 

transposition of directives, consequently accelerating integration. 

 As stated in chapter 4, a Cox duration model with time-varying convariants is 

used to test the relationship between euroscepticism and integration.  A negative 

relationship (or hazard ratio below 1.00) that is statistically significant would suggest that 
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euroscepticism impedes integration, and would support aggregate euroscepticism 

hypothesis A, whereas a positive relationship (or hazard ration above 1.00) that is 

statistically significant would support aggregate euroscepticism hypothesis C 

(euroscepticism accelerates integration).  If the relationship between euroscepticism and 

integration is statistically and/or substantively insignificant, aggregate euroscepticism 

hypothesis B (euroscepticism has no effect on integration) is supported. 

 

Analysis of Aggregate Euroscepticism Hypotheses 

 Before testing these hypotheses it is important to examine whether the 

proportional hazard assumption of the Cox model is not violated.  Although the extended 

Cox model, which allows for the inclusion of time-varying covariates relaxes the 

proportional hazard assumption for those variables that are time-varying covariates, the 

proportional hazard assumption is not relaxed for time independent covariates, thus it 

must be verified that these variables do not violate the proportional hazard assumption. 

 The proportional hazard assumption is tested using Schoenfeld residuals.  As can 

be seen in table 5.1 the variables measuring whether a directive is an amendment, the 

length of the transposition period for a directive, and the dummy variables denoting the 

region of a state violate the proportional hazard assumption.35  In order to correct this 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
35 A variable is considered to violate the proportional hazard assumption if the p-value is less than .10.  
Other variables also violate the proportional hazard assumption, however, they are time-varying covariates, 
and thus this violation of the proportional hazard assumption is already corrected through the interaction of 
these variables and the log of time. 
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violation of the proportional hazard assumption, the variables mentioned above, which 

violate the assumption, are interacted with the log of time. 

Table 5.1: Test for violations of proportional hazard assumption in tests of the 
aggregate euroscepticism hypotheses 
Variable Rho Chi-squared p>chi-squared TVC 
Amendment -.05 3.80 .051 N 
Months for 
Transposition 

.20 221.25 .001 N 

Commission Directive -.01 .05 .821 N 
Proportional 
Representation 

-.003 .02 .901 N 

Region -.06 5.51 .019 N 
Note: TVCs are already interacted with time and thus do not have to be interacted with 
time again.  Therefore, TVCs are not included in this table. 
 

Column 1 of table 5.2 presents the results of the test of these hypotheses.  In order 

to test these hypotheses, the Cox duration model with time-varying covariates estimates 

two equations.  The first equation contains all variables included in the analysis, whereas 

the second equation contains those variables that continuously vary with time (time-

varying covariates).  The second equation can be thought of as an interaction between the 

independent variable and the log of time.  The first equation indicates the nature of the 

relationship between the independent variable and the dependent variable, whereas the 

second equation shows how that relationship changes over time.  If the hazard ratio for a 

variable in the second equation is above 1.00, this means the effect of the independent 

variable grows with time.  If the hazard ratio in the second equation is below 1.00 the 

effect of the independent variable decays over time. 

The results of the test of the aggregate euroscepticism hypotheses are reported, 

using hazard ratios, in column 1 of table 5.2.  To interpret a hazard ratio for a time-

varying covariate one must find the difference between a flat hazard ratio (1.00) and the 
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reported hazard ratio.  This is then multiplied by the function of time, in this case the log 

of time. 

Column 1 of table 5.2 shows the results of a Cox extended duration model 

including time-varying covariates.  The hazard ratio for the variable denoting 

euroscepticism is below 1.00.  This suggests that if there is any effect of aggregate 

euroscepticism on transposition, it is a negative effect; it delays transposition.  However, 

the hazard ratio for the variable “euroscepticism” is statistically insignificant at any 

conventional level.36 

Examining beyond euroscepticism, a number of control variables in this model 

are statistically significant.  Aside from the directive specific variables (amendment, 

transposition deadline, commission directive), which are, not surprisingly, all statistically 

significant, GDP/capita, issue salience, and the number of competitive political parties, 

the interaction between the length of the transposition period and the log of time, and the 

interaction between a state’s region and the log of time are all statistically significant at 

the p<.05 level. 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
36	  Although the statistical significance of the aggregate euroscepticism variable is well above conventional 
levels of statistical significance, it is important to note at this point that a p-value of at least p<.05 is 
necessary for a variable to be considered statistically significant in this study.  This is due to the large N of 
this study.  In order to calculate a p-value, one must first calculate the z-score.  The denominator in the z-
score equation is the standard deviation.  The denominator in the in the equation for the standard deviation 
is the N of a study minus 1.  Therefore, as the N becomes larger, the standard deviation becomes smaller.  
As the standard deviation becomes smaller, z-scores become larger, p-values shrink.  Therefore, with a very 
large N (as in this study) one would expect extremely small p-values. Due to the questionable nature of a p-
value of .051 to .10 only main independent variables that shows statistical significance at this level will be 
discussed in the remainder of this dissertation.  Further, those variables that are interacted with the log of 
time to correct for non-proportionality and show statistical significance at the p<.05 level may not be 
discussed either, if the independent variable included in the interaction term does not show statistical 
significance at the p<.05 level. 
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Table 5.2:  Results of Cox Regressions with Time-Varying Covariates for First 5 Hypotheses37 

Variable/Hypothesis Aggregate 
ES 
(p-value) 

ES-
Support 

Divergence 
from 
Mean 

Δ  in ES Δ  in 
ES; 
zeros 
min. 

Δ  in 
ES*ES 

Δ  in ES*ES; 
with 
dichotomized 
ES 

First Equation 
Main Independent 
Variable 

.97 
(.085) 

1.01 
(.069) 

.93 
(.10) 

1.13 
(.034) 

.98 
(.281) 

.997 
(.328) 

.94 
(.282) 

Δ in ES N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 1.04 
(.533) 

1.03 
(.523) 

Aggregate ES N/A38 N/A N/A N/A N/A .98 
(.246) 

.66 
(.051) 

Amendment 1.87 
(.002) 

1.88 
(.002) 

1.80 
(.003) 

1.87 
(.002) 

1.83 
(.002) 

1.89 
(.002) 

1.86 
(.002) 

Amendment*Time .88 
(.062) 

.88 
(.059) 

.89 
(.095) 

.88 
(.068) 

.88 
(.079) 

.87 
(.056) 

.88 
(.071) 

Months for 
Transposition 

.82 
(.001) 

.82 
(.001) 

.82 
(.001) 

.82 
(.001) 

.82 
(.001) 

.82 
(.001) 

.82 
(.001) 

Transposition*Time 1.05 
(.001) 

1.05 
(.001) 

1.05 
(.001) 

1.05 
(.001) 

1.05 
(.001) 

1.05 
(.001) 

1.05 
(.001) 

Commission 
Directive 

1.55 
(.001) 

1.55 
(.001) 

1.52 
(.001) 

1.53 
(.001) 

1.55 
(.001) 

1.55 
(.001) 

1.55 
(.001) 

Coalition Partners .76 
(.389) 

.77 
(.402) 

.76 
(.424) 

.71 
(.322) 

.75 
(.387) 

.78 
(.301) 

.87 
(.644) 

Eurosceptic Coalition 
Partner 

1.32 
(.458) 

1.25 
(.537) 

1.33 
(.452) 

1.29 
(.506) 

1.19 
(.627) 

1.29 
(.475) 

1.24 
(.563) 

EU Presidency 1.48 
(.217) 

1.45 
(.234) 

1.53 
(.179) 

1.56 
(.169) 

1.37 
(.325) 

1.42 
(.305) 

1.37 
(.335) 

Lagged GDP/capita 1.003 
(.033) 

1.003 
(.054) 

1.01 
(.001) 

1.003 
(.040) 

1.003 
(.088) 

1.003 
(.097) 

1.003 
(.025) 

Length of EU 
membership 

1.001 
(.190) 

1.001 
(.184) 

1.002 
(.038) 

1.002 
(.038) 

1.002 
(.036) 

1.001 
(.071) 

1.001 
(.009) 

Salience .82 
(.009) 

.82 
(.008) 

.83 
(.007) 

.85 
(.028) 

.84 
(.014) 

.84 
(.026) 

.83 
(.026) 

Number of 
Competitive Parties 

.49 
(.003) 

.51 
(.006) 

.47 
(.003) 

.56 
(.040) 

.56 
(.031) 

.57 
(.037) 

.47 
(.001) 

Vote Difference 
between Top 2 
Parties 

.98 
(.429) 

.98 
(.380) 

.98 
(.567) 

1.00 
(.985) 

1.00 
(.912) 

1.00 
(.881) 

.97 
(.216) 

Number of .87 .85 .93 .78 .83 .81 .86 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
37 Analysis was originally conducted without controlling for support for the European Union.  Secondary analysis was undertaken in which support for the European Union was 
included.  This was measured as the percentage of respondents who answered “a good thing” to the question, “Generally speaking, do you think that (OUR COUNTRY)'s 
membership of the European Union is a good thing, a bad thing, neither good nor bad, don’t know?”  Inclusion of this variable did not change statistical or substantive effects of 
any of the variables, but are not reported here. 
38	  Aggregate euroscepticism is included in this test, however, it is the main indepdent variable, therefore, not reported in this cell.	  
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Competitive Parties 
in Ideological Space 

(.574) (.490) (.771) (.323) (.443) (.390) (.537) 

Competitive 
Eurosceptic Party 

1.55 
(.112) 

1.29 
(.535) 

1.76 
(.047) 

2.43 
(.009) 

2.14 
(.019) 

2.01 
(.045) 

1.57 
(.099) 

Imminent Election 1.27 
(.554) 

1.62 
(.080) 

1.27 
(.555) 

1.46 
(.359) 

1.33 
(.482) 

1.29 
(.532) 

1.29 
(.536) 

Proportional 
Representation 

1.18 
(.184) 

1.19 
(.218) 

2.56 
(.012) 

2.14 
(.046) 

2.17 
(.035) 

1.92 
(.130) 

1.06 
(.602) 

PR * Time N/A N/A N/A .79 
(.70) 

.79 
(.057) 

.85 
(.295) 

N/A 

Region 1.81 
(.065) 

1.91 
(.049) 

.76 
(.032) 

1.62 
(.135) 

1.73 
(.082) 

1.86 
(.056) 

1.73 
(.082) 

Region*Time .79 
(.043) 

.78 
(.032) 

.94 
(.529) 

.83 
(.107) 

.82 
(.065) 

.79 
(.037) 

.81 
(.065) 

Second Equation: contains variables that continuously vary with respect to time  
Euroscepticism 1.01 

(.045) 
.996 
(.036) 

1.02 
(.063) 

.95 
(.010) 

1.00 
(.592) 

1.00 
(.331) 

1.03 
(.213) 

Δ in ES N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A .97 
(.176) 

.98 
(.313) 

Aggregate ES N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 1.01 
(.420) 

1.14 
(.70) 

Coalition Partners .97 
(.767) 

.96 
(.728) 

.96 
(.758) 

.99 
(.951) 

.98 
(.832) 

.99 
(.958) 

.93 
(.495) 

Eurosceptic Coalition 
Partner 

1.01 
(.923) 

1.03 
(.800) 

1.01 
(.925) 

1.02 
(.874) 

1.05 
(.706) 

1.01 
(.938) 

1.03 
(.787) 

EU Presidency .90 
(.374) 

.91 
(.402) 

.89 
(.317) 

.88 
(.313) 

.92 
(.465) 

.92 
(.459) 

.92 
(.484) 

Lagged GDP/Capita 1.00 
(.982) 

1.00 
(.743) 

1.00 
(.251) 

1.00 
(.896) 

1.00 
(.593) 

1.00 
(.715) 

1.00 
(.979) 

Length of EU 
Membership 

1.00 
(.878) 

1.00 
(.907) 

1.00 
(.315) 

1.00 
(.267) 

1.00 
(.273) 

1.00 
(.500) 

1.00 
(.950) 

Salience 1.09 
(.001) 

1.09 
(.001) 

1.09 
(.001) 

1.08 
(.007) 

1.08 
(.002) 

1.08 
(.004) 

1.09 
(.002) 

Number of 
Competitive Parties  

1.28 
(.003) 

1.27 
(.007) 

1.31 
(.003) 

1.22 
(.043) 

1.23 
(.032) 

1.22 
(.037) 

1.30 
(.002) 

Vote Difference 
between Top 2 
Parties 

1.00 
(.816) 

1.00 
(737) 

1.00 
(.990) 

.99 
(.592) 

1.00 
(.638) 

1.00 
(.764) 

1.00 
(.570) 

Number of 
Competitive Parties 
in Ideological Space 

.92 
(.356) 

.93 
(.434) 

.90 
(.224) 

.96 
(.658) 

.94 
(.453) 

.95 
(.525) 

.92 
(.365) 

Competitive 
Eurosceptic Party 

.92 
(.402) 

.98 
(.878) 

.88 
(.186) 

.78 
(.039) 

.81 
(.074) 

.85 
(.183) 

.85 
(.293) 

Imminent  Election .98 
(.903) 

.91 
(.319) 

.98 
(.887) 

.93 
(.618) 

.96 
(.804) 

.98 
(.885) 

.98 
(.884) 
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N 29,301 29,301 29,301 27,913 
 

29,409 29,299 29.409 

 
Note: All variables interacted with time (including those in the 2nd equation) are interacted with the log of time. 
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Regarding interpretation of these results, column 1 of table 5.2 shows that higher 

GDP/capita leads to faster transposition, if a directive is an amendment it will be 

transposed more quickly, and a long transposition period leads to slower transposition of 

directives.  The interaction between the length of the transposition period and the log of 

time presents a hazard ratio greater than 1.00, suggesting that the effect of this variable 

becomes greater as time passes.  Higher levels of party competition, and a greater number 

of parties inhabiting the ideological space of the ruling party lead to slower integration.   

In terms of the results of the second equation, the effect of euroscepticism appears 

to increase over time.  Among the control variables, salience, and the number of 

competitive parties, statistically significant when interacted with the log of time.  The 

results in column 1 of table 5.2 suggest that the effects of issue salience, and the number 

of competitive parties, increase with time. 

Although the results in column 1 of table 5.2 are quite informative, the statistical 

significance only tells a portion of the story.  In order to understand the actual nature of 

the substantive relationship, it is useful to display the relationship graphically.  Figure 5.1 

shows the survival curve for the relationship between euroscepticism and transposition 

delay.  Aggregate euroscepticism is graphed at values of 2.4, 7.04, 11.93, 15.72, and 

44.90 while holding all continuous control variables at their mean, and all ordered or 

dichotomous variables at their median 
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Figure 5.1: The Marginal Effects of Aggregate Euroscepticism on Transposition 
Speed 

 

As one can see in figure 5.1, the lines representing the different levels of 

euroscepticism do not separate from one another.  This indicates that different values of 

euroscepticism have little subtantive effect upon the speed of transposition.  In other 

words, it appears that the statistical relationship seen in column 1 of table 5.2 is most 

likely a product of the large N of this study.  Beyond the main independent variable in 

this study, it may prove useful to examine the effect of other statistically significant 

variables in column 1 of table 5.2. 
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Other Substantive Effects40 

Figure 5.2 shows the survival estimates for the party competition variable.  Each 

line represents the number of competitive parties in a state while holding all control 

variables at either their mean or median.  One can see in figure 5.2 that the substantive 

difference between each line is fairly uniform.  Most interestingly, however, is when we 

compare the existence of no competitive parties to the existence of four competitive 

parties.  According to the survival estimates, at 50 months, if no competitive parties exist 

in a state about 27% of directives will remain untransposed, however, if there are four 

competitive parties in a state, about 45% of directive will remain untransposed.  At 100 

months the same difference in substantive effect exists.  It must also be noted, that this 

differing substantive effect appears early on in the analysis time.  The findings in figure 

5.2 suggest a fairly large substantive effect of the number of competitive parties upon the 

speed of transposition. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
40 Since the effect of euroscepticism on integration is the relationship most important to this study, and due 
to space constraints the substantive effects of statistically significant control variables will only be 
examined for the test of the first three hypothese. 
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Figure 5.2: The Marginal Effects of the Number of Competitive Political Parties on 
the Speed of Transposition 

 

Figure 5.3 shows the survival estimates for the variable measuring whether a 

directive is an amendment.  As can be seen, there is a strong substantive relationship 

between a directive being an amendment and the speed with which it is transposed.  At 

50 months, about 15% of directive that are amendments will remain to be transposed, 

where as at the same time slightly over 30% of non-amendment directive will remain to 

be transposed.  Simply put, a directive is likely to be transposed far faster when it is an 

amendment to a previous directive. 
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Figure 5.3: The Marginal Effects of Whether a Directive is an Amendment on the 
Speed of Transposition 

 

Figure 5.4 shows the substantive relationship between the length of the 

transposition period and the speed of transposition.  The survival estimate in figure 5.4 

represent transposition periods of 0, 10, 20, 31, and 598 months (0.3% of observations 

fall at 0 months, 25% of observations fall at 10 months or fewer, 50% of observations fall 

at 20 months or fewer, 75% of observations fall at 31 months or fewer, and 100% of 

observations fall at 598 months or fewer).  As can be seen in figure 5.4, there is a large 

substantive difference between these values.  At 50 months all directives with 

transposition period of 10 months or less have been transposed, whereas 10% of 

directives with a transposition period of 20 months remain to be transposed, nearly 80% 
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of directives with a transposition period of 31 months remain to be transposed, and 100% 

of all directives with a transposition period of 598 months remain to be transposed. 

Figure 5.4: The Marginal Effects of the Length of the Transposition Period on 
Transposition Speed 

 

The substantive effect of a directive being issued by the EU Commission can be 

seen in figure 5.5.  As can be seen in figure 5.5, those observations in which the directive 

was issued by the EU Commission were transposed substantially more quickly.  At 50 

months about 83% of directives issued by the EU Commission should be transposed, 

whereas at the same time about 65% of directives not issued by the EU Commission 

should be transposed. 
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FIGURE 5.5: The Marginal Effects of Whether a Directive was Issued by the EU 
Commission on the Speed of Transposition 

 

The substantive effect of lagged GDP/capita is displayed in figure 5.6.  This 

variable is examined at values of 105.36, 210.37, 249.69, 297.00, and 595.73 2011 U.S. 

dollars (these values represent the 0%, 25%, 50%, 75%, and 100% marks in the 

distribution of this variable).  There is obviously a large substantive effect of lagged 

GDP/capita.  At 50 months nearly all directives should be transposed in states with a 

lagged GDP/capita of 595.73.  In those states with a lagged GDP/capita of 297.00, about 

80% of directives should be transposed by 50 months.  The substantive difference 

between states with a lagged GDP/capita of US$297.00, and states with a lagged 

GDP/capita of US$249.69, or 210.37 is minimal.  However, in states with a lagged 
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GDP/capita of US$105.36 nearly 50% of directives would remain to be transposed at 50 

months. 

FIGURE 5.6: The Marginal Effects of Lagged GDP/Capita on  
Transposition Speed 

 

Finally, the substantive effect of salience is graphically displayed in figure 5.7. 

The survival estimate lines in figure 5.7 represent salience’s distributive quartiles.  This 

variable is examined at values of 0, .7, 1.54, 2.49, and 6.07.  These values represent the 

values of this variable at 0% of observations, 25% of observations, 50% of observations, 

75% of observations, and 100% of observations.  As can be seen, there is little 

substantive effect of issue area salience.  Of the five lines in this figure, only the line 

representing salience of 6.07 can be differentiated at all from the other lines, and this 

effect is only very small.  Based upon this figure it is difficult to claim that issue area 



 

117 

salience has any substantive effect, and the significance seen in table 5.2 is likely due to 

the large N used in this study.  

FIGURE 5.7: The Marginal Effects of Issue Area Salience on Transposition Speed 

 

Discussion of findings concerning the aggregate euroscepticism hypotheses. 

 The findings presented in column 1 of table 5.2 seem to provide marginal support 

for aggregate euroscepticism hypothesis A, presenting with a p-value of .085.  That is to 

say, based upon the results in column 1 of table 5.2, one may conclude that higher levels 

of euroscepticism result in delayed transposition, and thus, delayed integration.  This is in 

line with the assumption that many scholars in the field of EU politics have made in the 

past.   

 Statistical significance, however, should be taken with a grain of salt.  The large N 
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used in this study makes it difficult to infer anything about the relationship between 

euroscepticism and integration from statistical significant alone, particularly at p<.10.  As 

larger N should result in lower p-values.  There are nearly 30,000 observations in this 

study, thus one should expect relatively small p-values.  Since the N of this study is so 

large, the threshold for statistical significance should be considered the p<.05 level, rather 

than the p<.10 level.  The p-value for aggregate euroscepticism is .085, suggesting that 

the statistical significance of this variable may not be as important as it initially appears. 

 In order to remedy the problem of statistical inferences, substantive effects were 

examined in figure 5.1.  The survival estimates displayed in figure 5.1 suggest that 

euroscepticism has little to no substantive effects upon integration.  The lack of 

differentiation in substantive effects of the differing values of aggregate euroscpeticism 

indicate strongly that the substantive effect of euroscepticism on integration is negligible.  

Based upon these findings, one may conclude that the simple aggregate level of 

euroscepticism in an EU member state is not a major driving force in integration.  The 

results above further suggest, bureaucratic concerns (i.e. whether a directive is an 

amendment, etc.), party competition, and lagged GDP/capita have the greatest effect 

upon the speed of integration. 

 In sum, among the political variables, party competition appears to be a much more 

important explanatory variable in affecting a state’s speed of transposition than aggregate 

euroscepticism.  The question now becomes, what is the effect of euroscepticism on 

transposition when eurocepticism is examined in the context of the level of support for 

the EU in that state.  That is to say, does the aggregate level of euroscepticism slow 
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transposition when the difference between euroscepticism and support for the EU is 

smaller? 

 

Euroscepticism and Support Difference Hypothesis 

 The independent variable used in this hypothesis is the difference between 

aggregate euroscepticism in a state and aggregate support for the EU in that same state at 

that same time.  This hypothesis is based upon the notion that euroscepticism will not 

influence political leaders as long as the number of individuals who support the EU in a 

particular state is significantly higher than the number of individuals who are eurosceptic.  

That is to say, there is no reason a political leader should respond to euroscepticism if the 

aggregate level of euroscepticism is 20% but 60% of people support the EU.  Therefore, 

in order to fully understand the relationship between euroscepticism and integration, one 

must examine it within the context of the level of EU support in a state. 

 As stated in chapter 4, a Cox duration model with time-varying covariates is 

employed to test this hypothesis.  The main independent variable is measured as the 

aggregate level of euroscepticism in a state at a particular time subtracted from the 

aggregate level of support for the EU in a state at a particular time.  This means that a 

larger number represents greater support for the EU.  Thus, based upon the theory and 

hypothesis presented in chapter 3, one expects to see a statistically significant 

relationship between integration and the difference between EU support and aggregate 

euroscepticism, and this relationship should show a positive relationship (hazard ratio 
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above 1.00); as the gap between support for the EU and aggregate euroscepticism widens, 

transposition should accelerate. 

 

Analysis of the Euroscepticism and Support Difference Hypothesis 

 Again, before testing this hypothesis, diagnostics concerning violations of the 

proportional hazard assumption must be conducted.  As with the analysis of hypotheses 

1a through 1c, the variables measuring if a directive is an amendment, the length of the 

transposition period, and the region of a state all violate the proportional hazard 

assumption (see table 5.3).  Thus, the analysis of the euroscepticism and support 

difference hypothesis is conducted with interaction terms between these three variables 

and the log of time. 

Table 5.3: Test for violations of proportional hazard assumption in tests of the 
euroscepticism and support difference hypothesis. 
Variable Rho Chi-squared p>chi-squared TVC 
Amendment -.05 3.74 .053 N 
Months for 
Transposition 

.20 224.00 .001 N 

Commission Directive -.005 .04 .838 N 
Proportional 
Representation 

-.004 .03 .872 N 

Region -.06 5.40 .020 N 
Note: TVCs are already interacted with time and thus do not have to be interacted with 
time again. Therefore, TVCs are not included in this table. 
 
 As can be seen in column 2 of table 5.2, the variable measuring the difference 

between aggregate euroscepticism and EU support shows a hazard ratio slightly greater 

than 1.00, which suggests that a greater divide between aggregate euroscepticism and 

aggregate support for the EU in a state results in faster transposition of EU directives.  

That is to say, when aggregate support for the EU is greater than aggregate 
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euroscepticism, political leaders move quickly in transposition. This finding is in line 

with the expectations of this hypothesis.  This finding, however, is not statistically 

significant at the p<.05 level.   

 Interestingly, the results presented in column 2 of table 5.2 suggest, similar to 

column 1 of table 5.2, that whether a directive is an amendment, the transposition period 

of a directive, whether a directive was issued by the EU Commission, the salience of a 

directive, and the region of a state are important factors effecting the speed of 

transposition.  Further, the number of competitive parties remains an important factor in 

determining speed of transposition.  This variable is statistically significant at the p<.01 

level.  No other political variables are significant at conventional levels.  

 The interactions of variables with the log of time suggest that the effect of the 

length of the transposition period, issue area salience, and the number of competitive 

parties in a state increases over time.  The effect of the region of a state, however, decays 

over time. 

Turning to the substantive effect of the difference between euroscepticism and EU 

support, the findings in column 1 of table 5.2 are further bolstered.  The difference 

between aggregate euroscepticism and aggregate EU support was graphed at -17.90, -

1.60, 0.00, 29.00, 42.69, 57.30, and 80.72.  The two negative numbers represent the 

lowest level of the variable, and the midway point (in terms of observations) between the 

lowest level of the variable and zero.  The value of zero obviously represents a 

theoretically interesting point, that in which euroscepticism and support for the EU are 



 

122 

the same.  The remaining values represent the quartiles marks between zero and the 

highest value for this variable. 

As can be seen in figure 5.8, all levels of aggregate euroscepticism relative to 

aggregate EU support clump together.  It can easily be said that no substantive difference 

exists between situations in which the difference between euroscepticism and EU support 

is high and those situations in which it is low, or even negative.  Figure 5.8, only 

underscores the findings displayed in column 2 of table 5.2.  The difference between 

euroscepticism and EU support has neither a statistical nor substantive effect on the speed 

of transposition. 

FIGURE 5.8: The Marginal Effects of the Difference between Support for the EU 
and Euroscepticism 
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Discussion of Findings Concerning the Euroscepticism and Support Difference 
Hypothesis 
 
 The above results suggest that no relationship between the difference in aggregate 

euroscepticism and aggregate EU support, and speed of transposition exists.  There is a 

lack of a statistically significant relationship.  It is entirely possible, however, that in 

certain situations factors exist in which one will see a relationship between integration 

and the difference in euroscepticism and EU support.  These situations will be examined 

in greater detail in later chapters. 

 Most interestingly the above results indicate that whether a directive is an 

amendment, the transposition period of a directive, whether a directive was issued by the 

EU Commission, issue area salience, party competition in a state, and the region of a 

state, are all statistically significant.  These findings demonstrate that the statistical 

findings concerning the bureaucratic variables, issue area salience, and party competition 

are robust.  Combined with the results presented in column 1 of table 5.2, the findings in 

column 2 of table 5.2 lend even more credence to the importance of bureaucratic 

concerns, as well as party systems, and, to a lesser extent, issue salience in accelerating or 

retarding transposition. 

 In sum, the findings concerning the difference in aggregate euroscepticism and 

aggregate EU support, suggest a lack of a relationship between aggregate euroscepticism 

and transposition speed.  However, there appears to be a relationship between 

bureaucratic concerns, issue salience, lag, and party systems and integration.  The 

question now becomes, are there other measurements of aggregate euroscepticism that 

may be significantly related to integration?  The next section will focus on the tests of the 
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historical mean hypothesis; divergence from the historical mean level of euroscepticism 

may have a relationship to the speed of integration. 

 

Historical Mean Hypothesis 

 The historical mean hypothesis supposes that when aggregate euroscepticism is 

greater than the historical mean level of euroscepticism transposition (and by implication 

integration) will be slower.  This hypothesis is based on the premise that equal levels of 

aggregate euroscepticism in states will not have equal effects due to the contextual effects 

of the historical level of euroscepticism.  That is to say, political leaders make a mental 

comparison of aggregate euroscepticism to historical level of aggregate euroscepticism.  

For example, 15% euroscepticism may considered to be high in comparison to historical 

euroscepticism in Ireland, but low in comparison to historical euroscepticism in the 

United Kingdom. 

The independent variable of this hypothesis is the divergence of aggregate 

euroscepticism from the historical mean level of aggregate euroscepticism.  As stated in 

chapter 4, the historical mean level of aggregate euroscepticism in each state is the 

average level of euroscepticism between December 1994 and October 2009.  The level of 

aggregate euroscepticism in each state at each time is then subtracted from the historical 

mean level of aggregate euroscepticism.  Like the tests for previous hypotheses, a Cox 

duration model with time-varying covariates was employed to test this relationship. 
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Analysis of Historical Mean Hypothesis 

 Table 5.4 shows the results of a test for violations of the proportional hazard 

assumption among the variables used to test the historical mean hypothesis.  The variable 

denoting whether a directive is an amendment, the number of days allowed for 

transposition, and whether a state uses a proportional representation system all violate the 

proportional hazard assumption.  In order to correct for this, these variables are all 

interacted with the log of time. 

Table 5.4: Test for violations of proportional hazard assumption in tests of historical 
mean hypothesis. 
Variable Rho Chi-squared p>chi-squared TVC 
Amendment -.05 3.14 .077 N 
Months for 
Transposition 

.21 226.81 .001 N 

Commission Directive -.001 .00 .981 N 
Proportional 
Representation 

-.06 6.09 .014 N 

Region -.03 1.12 .289 N 
Note: TVCs are already interacted with time and thus do not have to be interacted with 
time again. Therefore, TVCs are not included in this table. 
 

Based upon the historical mean hypothesis, one would expect to see the 

divergence from the mean in euroscepticism to present with a hazard ratio below 1.00.  

Column 3 of table 5.2 shows the results of the test of this hypothesis.  As can be seen in 

this column, the variable measuring aggregate euroscepticism divergence from historical 

mean has a hazard ratio of .93, suggesting that when aggregate euroscepticism is greater 

than the historical mean level of aggregate euroscepticism transposition occurs more 

slowly.  Further, this variable is significant at the p<.01 level, meaning the relationship 

between the independent variable and transposition time is statistically significant at 

conventional levels.   
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 As with the results presented in columns 1 and 2 of table 5.2, whether a directive 

is an amendment, the length of the transposition period, whether a directive was issued by 

the EU Commission, lagged GDP/capita, and issue area salience are all statistically 

significant at conventional levels.  Further, the number of competitive parties is 

statistically significant at the p<.05 level, suggesting that the existence of more 

competitive political parties slow transposition.  This serves as still a third robustness test 

of this variable.   

Interestingly, in this model, the length of membership in the EU, the existence of 

at least 1 competitive eurosceptic party in a state, and the existence of a proportional 

representation system are statistically significant at the p<.05 level, and have a hazard 

ratio greater than 1.00.  This suggests that these three factors accelerate transposition.  

The marginal effects of the divergence from the historical mean of aggregate 

euroscepticism can be seen in figure 5.9.  The survival function of this variable was 

graphed using 5 values, -10.99, -2.92, 0.00, 2.45, and 14.51. The value of -10.99 

represents the lowest value of the variable in this study.  The value of -2.92 is the value at 

which 50% of negative observations fall below and 50% of negative observations fall 

above.  The value of 14.51 is the highest value of this variable in this study, and the value 

of 2.45 is the distributive midway point between 0 and the 14.51.   

As can be seen in figure 5.9 the substantive effects of this variable are mixed, but 

ultimately significant.  When euroscepticism’s divergence from its historical mean is 

large and negative, transposition happens far more quickly than when euroscepticism’s 

divergence from its historical mean is large and positive.  At 50 months when the 
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divergence from the historical mean is -10.99 about 90% of directives are predicted to 

have been transposed, whereas at the same time when the divergence from the historical 

mean is 14.51, about 70% of all directives should be transposed.  The middle values are 

discernible from the extreme highs and lows, however, the substantive effects of a value 

of -2.92 is not substantially far removed from the substantive effects of the values of 0.00 

or 2.45. 

FIGURE 5.9: The Marginal Effects of Euroscepticism’s Divergence from Its 
Historical Mean in a Particular State 

 
 
 

Discussion of Findings Concerning the Historical Mean Hypothesis 

 It appears, according to the survival estimates in figure 5.9, that the deviation in 

aggregate euroscepticism from the historical mean level of aggregate euroscepticism is 



	  

 
	  

128 

statistically related to speed of transposition, and does have a substantive effect upon the 

speed of integration.  In interpreting this finding, however, it must be noted that the major 

substantive effects only occur when there are major deviations in euroscepticism from the 

historical mean.  That is to say, slight positive deviations, and slight negative deviations 

cannot be said to differ significantly in substance from 0. 

 Large deviations in euroscepticism from the historical mean, are relatively rare; 

over 98% of observations in this dataset show deviations from the mean level of 

euroscepticism of 10 percentage points or less (see table 5.5).  If one assumes that these 

large deviations are most likely to occur at points of major upheaval than these results 

seem to suggest that these are the situations in which euroscepticism will affect the speed 

of integration.  For example, the Eurozone crisis that began in 2011 and continued 

through 2012 is a time of great upheaval that has seen large increases in euroscepticism.  

If these increases push euroscepticism substantially above its historical mean in countries, 

those countries will be more likely to delay transposition of EU directives. 

Table 5.5: Distribution of Values for Euroscepticism’s Deviation from Its Historical 
Mean 
Deviation from Euroscepticism’s Mean Percentage of Values in this Category 

Less than or Equal to -10.00 .86% 

Greater than -10.00 but Less than -5.00 12.14% 

Greater than -5.00 but Less than 0 52.64% 

Greater than 0 but Less than 5.00 30.35% 

Greater than 5.00 but Less than 10.00 4.61% 

Great than or Equal to 10.00 .40% 
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 It must also be noted that, if large upheavals accompany extreme levels of 

euroscepticism, these findings may in fact be spurious.  That is to say, when a major 

event occurs that causes euroscepticism to become extremely high, this major event may 

also cause the governments of countries to focus on that event, and ignore day-to-day 

transposition processes.  Alternatively, when there a large upheaval has not occurred 

euroscepticism should be lower than normal, and there may be less work for governments 

to do, allowing them to pay greater attention to day-to-day integration.  In order to test for 

the possibility of this effect tests need to be run in which controls for exogenous 

upheavals, or major events are employed.  Unfortunately, these tests are beyond the 

current scope of this dissertation.  

In addition to the findings above the bureaucratic variables, issue salience, 

GDP/capita, and the number of competitive parties continue to show statistical 

significance.  The question now becomes, however, does change in the level of aggregate 

euroscepticism affect the speed at which integration occurs? 

 

Change in Euroscepticism Hypothesis 

 It is proposed in the change in euroscepticism hypothesis that increases in 

aggregate euroscepticism will slow integration.  This hypothesis is based upon the same 

theoretical assertion that political leaders wish to maintain their positions, and therefore 

will acquiesce to public opinion.  However, it works on the assumption that political 

leaders will ignore public opinion if it is stable, but when the status quo changes they will 

respond. 
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 The data used to test previous hypotheses has been slightly modified.  As stated 

above, the first measurement of euroscepticism used in this dissertation dates from 

December 1994.  If the change in aggregate euroscepticism were calculated with existing 

measures of euroscepticism, observations in early 1995 would be lost, as one would be 

unable to measure the difference between euroscepticism in December 1994 and an 

earlier survey.  In order to avoid the loss of data points from early 1995, euroscepticism 

had to be measured prior to December 1994.  Thus, data concerning levels of 

euroscepticism in each EU member state from June-July 1994 were collected.  The 

change between euroscepticism in December 1994 and mid-1994 was calculated in order 

to avoid losing observations in early 1995.   

It must be noted that Sweden and Austria ascended to the EU in 1995, and thus 

were not included in Eurobarometer surveys prior to December 1994.  Further, candidate 

country Eurobarometer surveys did not begin until 2001.  Therefore, those observations 

in these countries that occurred prior to April 1995 were lost.  Luckily, there are no 

observations for Sweden prior to April 1995, and only two observations for Austria prior 

to April 1995.  Thus, only two observations out of 29,301 are lost.  Therefore, this lack of 

data should not bias the results in any noticeable fashion. 

This hypothesis is tested in the same manner as previous hypotheses, using a Cox 

duration model with time-varying covariates.  As stated above, the change in aggregate 

euroscepticism is simply the difference between euroscepticism in month t and month t-1.  

If an increase in euroscepticism results in slower integration, one will see a statistically 

and substantively significant relationship, with a hazard ratio below 1.00.   
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Analysis of the Change in Euroscepticism Hypothesis 

 The test for non-proportionality shows that whether a directive is an amendment, 

the length of the transposition period, and whether a state has a PR system all violate the 

proportional hazard assumption (see table 5.6).  These violations are corrected by 

interacting those variables with the log of time. 

Table 5.6: Test for violations of proportional hazard assumption in tests of the 
change in euroscepticism hypothesis. 
Variable Rho Chi-squared p>chi-squared TVC 
Amendment -.04 3.02 .082 N 
Months for 
Transposition 

.20 220.00 .001 N 

Commission Directive -.005 .03 .866 N 
Proportional 
Representation 

-.04 3.86 .050 N 

Region -.04 2.80 .095 N 
Note: TVCs are already interacted with time and thus do not have to be interacted with 
time again. Therefore, TVCs are not included in this table. 
 

Before discussing the analysis of the change in euroscepticism hypothesis further, 

it is important to note the distribution of the change in euroscepticism variable.  Table 5.7 

shows a synopsis of the distribution.  As can be seen the change in euroscepticism 

variable is heavily skewed toward no change.  The overwhelming majority of 

observations (83.7%) show no change, whereas 8.08% of observations show a drop in 

euroscepticism, and 8.22% of observations show an increase in eurosecpticism. 

Table 5.7: Distribution of Change in Euroscepticism Variable 
Change in Euroscepticism Frequency Percentage 
<0 2,764 8.08% 
0 28,635 83.70% 
>0 2,813 8.22% 
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The results of the test of this hypothesis can be seen in column 4 of table 5.2.  The 

hazard ratio for the independent variable, change in aggregate euroscepticism, is 1.13, 

which suggests that increasing euroscepticism accelerates integration.  The p-value 

associated with the independent variable is .036, which means the relationship between 

change in aggregate euroscepticism and transposition is statistically significant. 

 As with all previous tests, the bureaucratic factors, issue salience, lagged 

GDP/capita and the number of competitive political parties in a state, are statistically 

significant at the p<.05 level.  Further, these variables have the same direction as they 

have in all previous tests.  The length of time a state has been a member of the EU, 

whether a eurosceptic party exists in a state, and whether a state uses a PR system are 

also statistically significant at the p<.05 level.  The hazard ratios for these three variables 

are greater than 1.00 suggesting that these factors increase the speed of transposition. 

 In terms of the second equation change in euroscepticism is significant at the p<.01 

level and has a hazard ratio of .95 suggesting that the effect of the change in 

euroscepticism increases over time.  Issue salience, the number of competitive political 

parties, and the existence of at least one competitive eurosceptic party are also both 

statistically significant.  These variables present with a hazard ratio less than 1.00, 

suggesting that the effect of issue salience increases over time.  

 In order to examine substantive significance, the survival function of the change in 

euroscepticism variable was graphed at 5 values, -12.98, -1.57, 0. 1.75, and 22.71, which 

represent the largest and smallest values of this variable, as well as the 50% mark 

between those values and 0. These estimates, which can be seen in figure 5.10 show 
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slightly differing effects, however, ultimately minimal substantive effects of this variable.  

The three values closest to 0 are not distinguishable from one another.  Moreover, the 

smallest value (-12.98) diverges minimally from the three values closest to 0.  In fact, this 

divergence is so small it is difficult to claim that it is substantively different; at 50 months 

about 85% of observations with a value of -12.98 will remain to be transposed, whereas, 

at the same time about 87% of observations with a value of 1.75 will remain to be 

transposed.  Observations with a value of change in euroscepticism of 22.71 show a 

slightly more notable substantive effect; at 50 months about 75% of observations remain 

to be transposed.  Despite this slightly greater effect it is hard to claim a strong 

substantive relationship.  There is only about a .12 difference in survival at the absolute 

extremes of change in euroscepticism.  This suggests that although statistically 

significant, there is only a minor substantive effect of change in euroscepticism, and that 

is only when change in euroscepticism is historically large. 
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FIGURE 5.10: The Marginal Effects of Change in Euroscepticism on the Speed of 
Transposition 

 
 
 More important than the actual substantive effect of this variable is the fact that the 

substantive effects do not confirm the statistical findings, and actually contradict them.  

The hazard ratio for the change in euroscepticism is 1.13, suggesting that when 

euroscepticism increases, the speed of transposition increases.  However, the findings in 

figure 5.10 seem to suggest the exact opposite of this.  Those observations with the 

largest value of change in euroscepticism (22.71) appear to be transposed slowest.  These 

disparate results above may be a product of the overwhelming percentage of observations 

that show no change in euroscepticism.  In order to address this possibility, the zeros in 

the dataset were removed.  If the measurement of change in euroscepticism is altered to 

measure change in euroscepticism since the last survey rather than since the last month 
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this possible problem may be addressed by this procedure.   

 To elaborate, if euroscepticism in an EU member state is 25% in May 2000, and a 

new survey conducted in June 2000 shows euroscepticism in that state to be 20%, there 

would be a change of -5.  However, a new survey is not taken in July 2000, thus, there is 

no new measure of euroscepticism in July 2000, and it remains 20% leading to a change 

in euroscepticism between June and July 2000 of 0.  If the measure is altered to measure 

the difference in euroscepticism since the last survey, the change in euroscepticism in 

June 2000 would be -5, and the change in euroscepticism in July 2000 would also be -5. 

 The results of a test of the change in euroscepticism hypothesis in which the 

number of zeros was minimized are displayed in column 5 of table 5.2.  When the change 

in euroscepticism is recoded to minimize zeros it becomes statistically insignificant at the 

p<.05 level.  Further, the hazard ratio remains less than 1.00, which suggests when 

euroscepticism in a state increases transposition is delayed. 

 The main independent variable shows a hazard ratio of .98, which is in the expected 

direction-- increases in euroscepticism should lead to slower transposition.  However, this 

measure of change in euroscepticism is statistically insignificant.  The bureaucratic 

variables, the length of time a state has been a member of the EU, issue salience, the 

number of competitive parties, the existence of a eurosceptic party, and the existence of a 

PR electoral system are all statistically significant.  The length of time in the EU, the 

existence of a eurosceptic party, and the existence of a PR electoral system all show 

hazard ratios greater than 1.00 suggesting that high values of these variables result in 

faster transposition.  Additionally, transposition occurs more slowly when a directive has 
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a longer transposition period.  A directive being an amendment to a previous directive, 

and having been issued by the EU Commission, as well as having high issue salience, and 

the existence of a greater number of competitive parties in a state result in slower 

transposition. 

 Turning towards the second equation, issue salience interacted with the log of time, 

and the number of competitive political parties in a state interacted with the log of time 

are statistically significant.  Further, the hazard ratios for these variables are greater than 

1.00, meaning the effect of these variables increases with time. 

 Figure 5.11 presents the survival estimates for the change in euroscepticism after 

the zeros were minimized.   This measure of change in euroscepticism was graphed at the 

values of -12.98, -1.58, 0, 2.12, 22.71, which are the largest and smallest values of this 

variable, as well as the 50% mark between those values and 0.41 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
41 Some zeros remain in the sample because there was no change in the level of euroscepticism in a state. 
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FIGURE 5.11: The Marginal Effects of Change in Euroscepticism with Zeros 
Minimized on Transposition Speed 

 
 
 As can be seen in figure 5.11, those values around 0 show no substantive 

differences from one another; values of -1.58 and 2.12 have the same substantive effect 

as values of 0.  Further, there is minimal substantive effect of major decreases in 

euroscepticism.  There is a larger substantive effect for major increases in euroscepticism.  

At 50 months, observations with the greatest decrease in euroscepticism show a survival 

level of about .18, whereas observations with the greatest increase in euroscepticism 

show a survival level of about .30.  This suggests that large increases in euroscepticism 

tend to retard transposition times. 
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Discussion of Findings Concerning the Change in Euroscepticism Hypothesis 

 When change in euroscepticism is measured as the change in euroscepticism from 

month to month it appears to have a statistical and slightly substantive relationship to an 

EU member’s speed of transposition.  However, the effects seen in the statistical model 

are not in the same direction as the in the substantive model.  This is likely due to the 

inordinate number of zeros in this original statistical test.  The substantive effects seem to 

suggest that increases in euroscepticism lead to moderately slower transposition, 

however, this is only when changes in euroscepticism are extreme, which is a rare 

occurrence. 

 The disparate findings between the statistical and substantive models make it very 

difficult to claim that change in euroscepticism has a real effect on transposition.  And the 

relatively small substantive effects make it difficult to claim that greater changes in 

euroscepticism greatly affect speed of transposition. 

 When change in euroscepticism is measured as the change from survey to survey, 

rather than month to month, it shows a statistically insignificant relationship to 

integration.  The substantive findings, however, looks quite similar to the substantive 

findings of the first test.  The statistically insignificant finding indicates that change in 

euroscepticism, when zeros have been minimized, has no effect upon speed of 

transposition.  These effects suggest that substantively speaking change in euroscepticism 

could effect speed of integration, but only in extreme cases.  Since extreme cases are by 

definition quite rare, it can be said that the change in euroscepticism has little effect on 

the speed at which states transpose EU directives. 
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 The results shown in columns 4 and 5 of table 5.2 continue to suggest that 

bureaucratic variables (i.e. amendment, transposition period, EU Commission), issue 

salience, and the number of competitive political parties in a state are important factors 

influencing the speed of integration in a state, statistically speaking. 

 A final measurement of euroscepticism, however, may yield different results.  It is 

entirely possible that aggregate euroscepticism needs to be at a particular level, and needs 

to be increasing for political leaders to respond and, therefore, slow integration.  The next 

section of this chapter will examine the effect of aggregate euroscepticism while 

euroscepticism changes. 

 

Change in Euroscepticism X Euroscepticism Hypothesis 

 It is proposed in this hypothesis that when euroscepticism is high, and increases 

integration will occur more slowly.  This hypothesis is based upon the idea that political 

leaders respond to changes in public opinion, but works on the assumption that a change 

in euroscepticism of 5% from 1% to 6% is not equal to a change in 5% from 45% to 50%.   

 The main independent variable used in testing this hypothesis is an interaction 

between change in euroscepticism and the aggregate level of euroscepticism.  Simply put, 

the change in euroscepticism is multiplied by the aggregate level of euroscepticism in a 

state in each month.  The change in euroscepticism is measured as the difference in 

euroscepticism in a particular month since the last public opinion survey, thus the zeros 

included will be minimized.  This hypothesis will be supported if the interaction between 

aggregate euroscepticism and change in euroscepticism shows a statistically significant 
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relationship to the dependent variable with a hazard ratio below 1.00, as well as showing 

a substantively significant relationship based upon Kaplan-Meier survival estimates. 

 

Analysis of the Change in Euroscepticism X Euroscepticism Hypothesis 

 The test for violations of the proportional hazard assumption (see table 5.8) shows 

that three variables that are not time-varying covariate violate the proportional hazard 

assumption.  These variables are whether a directive is an amendment, the length of the 

transposition period of a directive, and the region of a state.  In order to correct for this 

non-proportionality these variables are interacted with the log of time. 

Table 5.8: Test for violations of proportional hazard assumption in tests of the 
change in euroscepticism x euroscepticism hypothesis. 
Variable Rho Chi-squared p>chi-squared TVC 
Amendment -.05 3.79 .052 N 
Months for 
Transposition 

.20 217.81 .001 N 

Commission Directive -.003 .02 .902 N 
Proportional 
Representation 

-.01 .34 .558 N 

Region -.05 4.66 .031 N 
Note: TVCs are already interacted with time and thus do not have to be interacted with 
time again. Therefore, TVCs are not included in this table. 
 
 The results of the test of change in euroscepticism X euroscepticism hypothesis 

are presented in column 6 of table 5.2.  The main independent variable, the interaction 

between change in euroscepticism and aggregate level of euroscepticism has a hazard 

ratio of .997, which is expected, however, its p-value is .328, which is not statistically 

significant.   

 The bureaucratic variables, issue salience, the number of competitive political 

parties, and the existence of at least one competitive eurosceptic party are all statistically 
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significant.  As with previous tests, directives that are amendments to previous directives, 

and directives that were issued by the EU Commission, are transposed more quickly.  

Further, if a competitive eurosceptic party exists transposition will occur more quickly.  

A longer transposition period will result in slower transposition, when a directive is 

salient it will be transposed more slowly, and more competitive political parties leads to 

slower transposition. 

 The results from the second equation are similar to the results found in previous 

tests.  Issue salience interacted with the log of time, and the number of competitive 

parties interacted with the log of time are statistically significant.  Both of these variables 

have hazard ratios greater than 1.00, meaning their effect increases with time. 

 The main independent variable in this test is an interaction between two 

continuous variables, which makes it difficult to interpret the substantive effects.  The 

values of this variable are somewhat artificial.  That is to say, the values do not have any 

explicit meaning.  A value of 30 may be the product of a euroscepticism level of 30, but a 

change of 1, but it may also be the product of a euroscepticism level of 15, and a change 

of 2.  A value of 30 would be treated the same even though they represent two very 

different situations.  For this reason, one cannot graph the substantive effects and gain 

any greater insight from them. 

 This problem, however, can be fixed using a trigger variable.  It was hypothesized 

that change in euroscepticism will slow transposition when aggregate euroscepticism is 

high.  If aggregate euroscepticism is dichotomized one can examine change in 

euroscepticism when aggregate euroscepticism is high without conflating observations 
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with high aggregate euroscepticisim and little change and observations with lower 

aggregate euroscepticism but larger changes.   

 Aggregate euroscepticism was dichotomized at 11.92; half of all observations fall 

below this point.  Thus, any observations with a euroscepticism level of 11.92 or less 

were coded as 0, and any observations with a euroscepticism level greater than 11.92 

were coded as 1.  In order to generate the main independent variable this dichotomous 

measure of aggregate euroscepticism was multiplied by an observations change in 

euroscepticism. 

 Table 5.9 shows the results of the test for non-proportionality.  As can be seen the 

variables denoting whether a directive is an amendment, the length of the transposition 

period, and the region of a state are non-proportional.  This is corrected by interacting 

these variables with the log of time. 

Table 5.9: Test for violations of proportional hazard assumption in tests of the 
change in euroscepticism x euroscepticism hypothesis with a Dichotomized measure 
of Aggregate Euroscepticism 
Variable Rho Chi-squared p>chi-squared TVC 
Amendment -.05 3.71 .054 N 
Months for 
Transposition 

.20 219.09 .001 N 

Commission Directive -.01 .07 .793 N 
Proportional 
Representation 

-.02 .81 .367 N 

Region -.05 3.50 .062 N 
Note: TVCs are already interacted with time and thus do not have to be interacted with 
time again. Therefore, TVCs are not included in this table. 
 
 Column 7 of table 5.2 shows the results of the extended Cox model used to test the 

effect of this independent variable upon the speed of transposition.  The interaction 

between change in euroscepticism and the dichotomized measure of aggregate 
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euroscepticism shows a hazard ratio of .94, which is in the expected direction, but a p-

value of .282, meaning this variable is statistically insignificant. 

 The bureaucratic variables all present statistical significance with effects in the 

expected directions.  Further, lagged GDP/capita, issue area salience, and the number of 

competitive parties show statistical significance with effects in the directions seen in 

previous tests.  Moreover, the effect of the length of the transposition period, issue area 

salience, and the number of competitive parties increases over time. 

 Dichotomizing aggregate euroscepticism is designed to examine the substantive 

significance of the change of euroscepticism when aggregate euroscepticism is high.  The 

binary measure of aggregate euroscepticism allows for interpretation of substantive 

effects without conflating observations with the same value, but different measures of 

aggregate euroscepticism and change in euroscepticism. 

 The survival estimates for the main independent variable are seen in figure 5.12.  

The main independent variable is graphed at values of -12.98, -1.8, 0, 2.51, and 22.71, 

which are the largest and smallest values of this variable, as well as the 50% mark 

between those values and 0.  These estimates show little substantive significance, with 

the survival difference between the two extremes being indecipherable.  Simply put, one 

only sees no substantive difference, even at the extremes. 
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FIGURE 5.12: The Marginal Effects of Change in Euroscepticism with Zeros 
Minimized X Aggregate Euroscepticism Dichotomized on Transposition Speed 

 
 
Discussion of Findings Concerning Change in Euroscepticism X Euroscepticisim 
Hypothesis 
 
 Change in euroscepticism appears to have little effect on the speed of integration 

when aggregate euroscepticism is high.  Statistically speaking there is no discernible 

effect of change in euroscepticism on speed of integration when aggregate euroscepticism 

is high.  Both above tests show statistically inisignificant effects for the interactions 

between change in euroscepticism and aggregate euroscepticism.  

It is extremely difficult to interpret substantive effects for the test in which the 

main independent variable is an interactive term comprised of change in euroscepticism 

and aggregate euroscepticism measured as continuous variable.  However, when the main 
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independent variable is an interaction between change in euroscepticism and a 

dichotomized measure of aggregate euroscepticism there appears to be no substantive 

effect of change in euroscepticism. 

 The bureaucratic variables, as well as issue salience, and the number of 

competitive political parties in a state maintain statistical significance.  This serves, 

again, as a robustness test, and seems to suggest that these variables are influencing the 

speed at which states integration. 

 The question now becomes, what do the findings concerning all the above 

hypotheses mean when viewed holistically.  That is to say, the results have been 

examined individually, but do the results in this chapter paint a larger picture?   

 

Disscussion and Conclusion 

 

The Effects of Public Opinion 

 The findings above are mixed in terms of statistical significance.  Divergence 

from the historical mean of euroscepticism, and change in euroscepticism, when 

measured without correcting for a multitude of zeros, is statistically significant at the 

conventional p<.05 level.  Interestingly, no substantive significance was found when 

examining the effect of aggregate euroscepticism on the speed of integration.  In 

subsequent tests using different measures of euroscepticism, substantive significance was 

found, if at all, only at the extremes, indicating no substantive effect of euroscepticism 

except in the rarest of circumstances, and only when certain contextual situations are 
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accounted for.  Simply put, aggregate euroscepticism does not affect the speed of 

transposition, and when any statistical effect is seen, the only substantive effects occur 

when there is an extreme deviation in euroscepticism from its historical mean, or when 

there is an extreme change in the level of euroscepticism (and this is only in one test that 

includes a large number of zeros). 

 The general lack of statistical and substantive significance found in the 

relationship between euroscepticism (measured in numerous different ways), and 

integration suggests that, in general, the assumption that public opinion is a driving force 

behind integration may not be correct.  That is to say, based upon the tests included above 

there is no reason to conclude that euroscepticism leads to major delays in transposition.  

A likely explanation for this lack of a relationship can be found in aggregate 

euroscepticism hypothesis B; day-to-day integration efforts are not salient to the public, 

which means that political leaders do not need to acquiesce to public opinion concerning 

integration, regardless of how euroscepticism is measured. 

 What is most interesting, however, are those variables that do show both 

statistical and substantive significance.  Whether a directive is an amendment, the time a 

state has to transpose a directive, and whether a directive was issued by the EU 

Commission tell us that bureaucratic rules are important factors in the speed of 

integration.  When states have an easier time transposing they do it more quickly, and 

when states have a harder time transposing directives, they do it more slowly.  This 

finding supports the extant work on the effects of bureauractic factors (see Mastenbroek 

2003; Kaeding 2006; Haverland and Romeijn 2007; Konig and Luetgert 2009).   
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 Another interesting finding presented above concerns the number of competitive 

parties.  Consistently, in the tests above, the existence of more competitive parties are 

found to delay integration.  Among political variables this is the only variable that is both 

statistically in all tests, and substantively significant.  If the findings concerning this 

variable are compared to the findings concerning euroscepticism it becomes apparent that 

the number of competitive parties is a more important factor influencing integration.   

 Further, issue salience was consistently found to be statistically significant, 

however, the substantive importance of this variable can be questioned based upon the 

marginal effects displayed in figure 5.7.  The statistical significance of this variable is 

likely due to the large N of this study. 

 Finally, it must be noted that lagged GDP/capita shows substantive significance, 

as well as a degree of statistical significance in the above tests.  Thus, it is possible that 

lagged GDP/capita does effect transposition speed, it cannot be said that the effect of 

lagged GDP/capita is definite or robust. 

 It is important to note that the above findings are not definitive.  There could be 

any number of contextual situations that condition the relationship between two variables, 

in this case public opinion and integration.  Therefore, it is imperative to investigate if in 

particular situations euroscepticism delays integration. 

 The next three chapters of this dissertation therefore will take an in depth look at 

the conditioning effects of differing contexts.  The conditional effect of issue salience on 

the relationship between euroscepticism and integration is examined closely in chapter 6.  

The effects of differing political party system configurations on the relationship between 
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public opinion and integration are tested in chapter 7.  Finally, the conditioning effects of 

elections, and electoral systems are examined in chapter 8.
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CHAPTER 6 
 
 
 

EUROSCEPTICISM, INTEGRATION AND ISSUE SALIENCE 
 

 The results presented in chapter 5 suggest that euroscepticism has little 

relationship with transposition speed.  This is because it is likely the case that day-to-day 

integration efforts are not generally salient to most people in the EU.  That is to say, most 

EU citizens may pay attention to large integration measures (i.e. treaties, referendums, 

etc.), but do not pay much attention to the making of “minor” EU laws that are also 

pushing integration forward on a daily basis.  Since these laws are not salient to the 

majority of people in the EU, political leaders at the domestic level have no reason to 

respond to public opinion. 

 If this is in fact the case, the question becomes, when a particular integration 

effort is salient, do political leaders acquiesce to public opinion (in terms of transposition 

time)?  This chapter focuses on this question by examining the effect issue salience on 

the relationship between euroscepticism on integration efforts (measured as delay in 

transposition of directives).  The remainder of this chapter will be dedicated to testing the 

mitigating effect of euroscepticism on transposition time. 
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Issue Area Salience Hypothesis 

 It was theorized in chapter 3 that issue salience may influence the relationship 

between public opinion and integration.  This theoretical claim was based on many 

studies of democratic responsiveness, much of it from the US experience (see Jones 

1994; Burstein 1998; Lindaman and Haider-Markel 2002; Lax and Phillips 2009; 2012).  

Theoretically, this is due to the propensity of voters to hold political leaders accountable 

when an issue is more salient.  That is to say, if the public places importance upon an 

issue, and a political leader does not respond to public opinion, that leader is more likely 

to be punished by the public, which is antithetical to political leaders’ assumed goal of 

remaining in power.   

 The above would suggest the hypothesis that when the salience of an EU directive 

is high in a state, higher levels of euroscepticism in that same state will lead to slower 

transposition.  Simply put, when euroscepticism is high, and a directive is salient, 

political leaders will delay its transposition, in response.  

 This hypothesis is tested using a Cox duration model modified to accept time-

varying covariates.  The independent variable is an interaction between aggregate 

euroscepticism and a directive’s issue area salience.  The dependent variable is identical 

to the dependent variable used in tests of hypotheses 1a through 3c (see chapter 5).   
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Initial Analysis of the Issue Area Salience Hypothesis 

The results of a test of the proportional hazard assumption are included in table 

6.1.  As with the tests included in chapter 5, whether a directive is an amendment to a 

previous directive, the amount of time states have to transpose directives, and whether a 

directive was issued by the EU Commission all violate the proportional hazard 

assumption.  Therefore, they are interacted with the log of time. 

Table 6.1: Test for violations of proportional hazard assumption in tests of the issue 
area salience hypothesis. 
Variable Rho Chi-squared p>chi-squared TVC 
Amendment -.05 3.30 .070 N 
Months for 
Transposition 

.20 214.75 .001 N 

Commission Directive -.01 .18 .675 N 
Proportional 
Representation 

-.01 .05 .817 N 

Region -.06 5.72 .017 N 
Note: TVCs are already interacted with time and thus do not have to be interacted with 
time again. Therefore, TVCs are not included in this table. 
 
 The results of the extended Cox model used to test the issue area salience 

hypothesis are illustrated in column 1 of table 6.2.  The interaction variable between 

aggregate euroscepticism and issue salience shows a hazard ratio of .99 and a p-value of 

.447.  This is a strong indication that even when the issue area of a directive is salient, 

aggregate euroscepticism has little effect upon the speed of transposition.  
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Table 6.2:  Results of Cox Regression with Time-Varying Covariates for the 
Issue Area Salience Hypothesis42 
 
Variable Issue Area 

Salience 
(p-value) 

Issue Area Salience; 
dichotomized 

First Equation 
Aggregate 
Euroscepticism * 
Salience 

.99 
(.447) 

.99 
(.602) 

Aggregate 
Euroscepticism 

.99 
(.639) 

.98 
(.340) 

Amendment 1.85 
(.002) 

1.87 
(.002) 

Amendment * 
Time 

.88 
(.077) 

.88 
(.074) 

Months for 
Transposition 

.82 
(.001) 

.82 
(.001) 

Transposition * 
Time 

1.05 
(.001) 

1.05 
(.001) 

Commission 
Directive 

1.55 
(.001) 

1.55 
(.001) 

Coalition Partners .74 
(.341) 

.63 
(.152) 

Eurosceptic 
Coalition Partner 

1.42 
(.351) 

1.58 
(.221) 

EU Presidency 1.54 
(.167) 

1.52 
(.181 

Lagged 
GDP/capita  

1.003 
(.053) 

1.003 
(.074) 

Length of EU 
membership 

1.001 
(.152) 

1.001 
(.171) 

Salience .91 
(.499) 

.76 
(.171) 

Number of 
Competitive 
Parties 

.50 
(.004) 

.54 
(.012) 

Vote Difference .97 .98 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
42 Analysis was originally conducted without controlling for support for the European Union.  Secondary 
analysis was undertaken in which support for the European Union was included.  This was measured as the 
percentage of respondents who answered “a good thing” to the question, “Generally speaking, do you think 
that (OUR COUNTRY)'s membership of the European Union is a good thing, a bad thing, neither good nor 
bad, don’t know?”  Inclusion of this variable did not change statistical or substantive effects of any of the 
variables, but are not reported here. 
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between Top 2 
Parties 

(.275) (.500) 

Number of 
Competitive 
Parties in 
Ideological Space 

.87 
(.541) 

.94 
(.775) 

Competitive 
Eurosceptic Party 

1.57 
(.102) 

1.62 
(.086) 

Imminent Election 1.27 
(.554) 

1.27 
(.548) 

Proportional 
Representation 

1.09 
(.501) 

1.06 
(.679) 

Region 1.97 
(.038) 

2.19 
(.021) 

Region * Time .78 
(.031) 

.76 
(.020) 

Second Equation: contains variables that continuously vary with respect to time 
Aggregate 
Euroscepticism * 
Salience 

.999 
(.731) 

.995 
(.626) 

Aggregate 
Euroscepticism 

1.01 
(.173) 

1.01 
(.125) 

Coalition Partners .98 
(.859) 

1.04 
(.746) 

Eurosceptic 
Coalition Partner 

.99 
(.947) 

.96 
(.745) 

EU Presidency .88 
(.290) 

.88 
(.299) 

Lagged 
GDP/Capita 

1.00 
(.793) 

1.00 
(.614) 

Length of EU 
Membership 

1.00 
(.928) 

1.00 
(.957) 

Salience 1.11 
(.054) 

1.27 
(.118) 

Number of 
Competitive 
Parties  

1.28 
(.005) 

1.23 
(.015) 

Vote Difference 
between Top 2 
Parties 

1.00 
(.787) 

1.00 
(.853) 

Number of 
Competitive 
Parties in 
Ideological Space 

.93 
(.386) 

.90 
(.203) 
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Competitive 
Eurosceptic Party 

.91 
(.341) 

.89 
(.261) 

Imminent  Election .98 
(.899) 

.98 
(.892) 

N 29,301 29,301 

Note: All variables interacted with time (including those in the 2nd equation) are 
interacted with the log of time. 
 
 In addition, the components of the interactive variables are statistically 

insignificant.  Aggregate euroscepticism shows a hazard ratio of .99 and a p-value of 

.639, whereas issue salience has a hazard ratio of .91 and a p-value of .499.  The 

bureaucratic variables (amendment, transposition period, commission directive), the 

length of a state’s membership in the EU, the number of competitive parties in a state, 

whether a competitive eurosceptic party exists in the state, the electoral system, and 

region of the state are all statistically significant (as expected). 

 If a directive is an amendment to a previous directive, or was issued by the EU 

Commission it will be transposed more quickly.  These findings are consistent with the 

findings presented in previous tests (see chapter 5).  If a eurosceptic party exists in a 

state, if a state uses a PR electoral system, or if a state does not border the Mediterranean 

Sea, transposition will also be accelerated.  Moreover, longer membership in the EU 

leads to quicker transposition. 

 Longer periods allowed for transposition leads to slower transposition, as has 

been found in previous tests in this dissertation as well as pervious literature.  The 

number of competitive parties in a state slows transposition of directives.  This is an 

interesting finding, due mostly to its consistency.  In all of the empirical results up to this 
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point, the number of competitive political parties in a state has a significant retarding 

effect upon the speed of transposition. 

 Regarding those variables interacted with time, the results in column 1 of table 

6.2 show statistically significant effects for the interaction between transposition period 

and the log of time, the region of a state and the log of time, and the number of 

competitive parties in a state and the log of time.  The hazard ratios for the interaction 

between transposition period and the log of time, and the number of competition parties 

in a state and the log of time are greater than 1.00, suggesting that the effect of the length 

of the transposition period, and the number of competitive parties in a state becomes 

greater over time.  The effect of the interaction between the region of a state and the log 

of time shows a hazard ratio below 1.00, meaning the effect of the region a state is in 

decays over time. 

Substantive examination of the effects of the main independent variable are 

confounded by the same problem as seen in change in euroscepticism X aggregate 

euroscepticism hypothesis.  That is to say, the main independent variable in this test is an 

interaction of two continuous variables, aggregate euroscepticism and issue area salience.  

One cannot differentiate between situations with high salience and low aggregate 

euroscepticism and those with low salience and high aggregate euroscepticism. 

 In order to remedy this problem, I return to the theoretical assertions put forth in 

chapter 3.  It was hypothesized that higher levels of euroscepticism will delay 

transposition when a directive’s issue area is more salient.  If salience is dichotomized, 
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meaning observations in which the directive’s issue area is highly salient will be coded as 

a 1, one can overcome the above-mentioned analytical problem. 

 

Second Test of the Issue Area Salience Hypothesis 

 In order to dichotomize the measure of issue salience the continuous measurement 

of salience is divided in two.  Those observations in which salience is below 1.54, the 

bottom 50% of observations by salience, are coded as 0.  Those observations in which 

salience is greater than or equal to 1.54 are coded as 1. 

Since the measurement of salience has changed, one must again test for violations 

of the proportional hazard assumption.  Table 6.3 shows the results of this test.  As can be 

seen, whether a directive is an amendment, transposition period, and the variable 

denoting the region of a state violate the proportional hazard assumption, therefore, these 

variables are interacted with the log of time. 

Table 6.3: Test for violations of proportional hazard assumption in tests of the issue 
area salience hypothesis with a dichotomized measure of salience. 
Variable Rho Chi-squared p>chi-squared TVC 
Amendment -.04 2.88 .090 N 
Months for 
Transposition 

.20 209.80 .001 N 

Commission Directive -.01 .09 .766 N 
Proportional 
Representation 

-.01 .21 .644 N 

Region -.06 6.06 .014 N 
Note: TVCs are already interacted with time and thus do not have to be interacted with 
time again. Therefore, TVCs are not included in this table. 
 
 The test of the effect of euroscepticism when salience is high, using a 

dichotomized measure of salience, shows no statistical effect upon transposition (see 

column 2 of table 6.2).  The hazard ratio is .99, suggesting that if a statistical effect did 
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exist, euroscepticism would decelerate transposition when salience is high.  Moreover, 

the components of the main independent variable (aggregate euroscepticism and 

dichotomized salience) are statistically insignificant. 

 All the variables that were statistically significant in the previous test of the issue 

area salience hypothesis (when salience was measured continuously) are statistically 

significant in this test as well.  Further, all the relationships are in the same direction.  

Additionally, the effects of transposition period length, region of a state, and the number 

of competitive parties in a state vary with time.  The effects of transposition period 

length, and the number of competitive parties in a state increase with time.  The effect of 

a state’s region on transposition decays over time. 

 The survival function of this variable was plotted using 5 values of the main 

independent variables, 0, 6.67, 9.5, 13.4, and 33.14, which represent the 0%, 25%, 50%, 

75%, and 100% levels of the distribution of this variable. 
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FIGURE 6.1: The Marginal Effect of Aggregate Euroscepticism X Issue Area 
Salience Dichotomized on Transposition Speed 

 
 
 Figure 6.1 displays the substantive effect of the interaction between aggregate 

euroscepticism and dichotomized salience.  As can be seen, the values of 6.67, 9.5 and 

13.4 all appear to have roughly the same substantive effect, showing a difference in 

survival rate of about .05 at 50 months.  A large substantive difference is seen between 

the values of 6.67, 9.5 and 13.4, and 33.14.  When aggregate euroscepticism is extremely 

high, and salience is high, about 40% of directives will have been transposed by the 50 

month mark, as opposed to 55% to 60% of directive when aggregate euroscepticism is 

between 13.4 and 6.67.  In other words, the level of euroscepticism when salience is high 

has a slowing effect at the absolute extreme. 
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 These results, however, may be a product of the measurement of aggregate 

euroscepticism.  As argued in chapter 5, the aggregate level of euroscepticism may not be 

the most effective way to measure euroscepticism.  In the next section, the effect of 

euroscepticism in regard to support for the EU will be examined in the context of high 

issue salience.  Further, the effect of euroscepticism’s divergence from the historical 

mean of euroscepticism, and the effect of change in euroscepticism will be examined in 

the context of higher issue salience. 

 

Different Measures of Euroscepticism 

 It has already been argued that measuring euroscepticism simply as the aggregate 

level of euroscepticism in a state may present difficulties, thus euroscepticism was 

measured as the difference between euroscepticism and support for the EU (see chapter 

5), euroscepticism’s divergence from its historical mean in each state (see chapter 5), and 

the change in euroscepticism in a state (see chapter 5).  The results of tests in chapter 5 

suggested that regardless of its measurement, euroscepticism has little effect upon 

transposition, however, the above-mentioned measures may have an effect when a 

directive’s issue area is salient.  Therefore, it is necessary to parse out the effects of these 

differing measures of euroscepticism on integration when issue salience is high. 

 In order to examine these effects, these measures were interacted with the variable 

measuring salience dichotomously.  In testing the effects of the difference between 

euroscepticism and support for the EU, divergence from the historical mean of 

euroscepticism, and the effect of change in euroscepticism in the context of high issue 
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salience, no statistically significant effects on the speed of transposition were found.43  

Substantively tests of these effects were not conducted as there were no statistically 

significant effects of these measures of euroscepticism interacted with issue area salience 

on transposition speed.44  

 

Discussion and Conclusion 

 The results in this chapter show mixed results concerning the effect of 

euroscepticism on integration when issue area salience is high.  On the one hand, there is 

some substantive support for hypothesis that high euroscepticism slows integration when 

salience is high (see figure 6.1).  However, this substantive effect can only be seen at the 

absolute extreme of euroscepticism, when salience is high.  That is to say, euroscepticism 

only has a substantive effect upon integration when the issue area of a directive is salient 

and euroscepticism is at historical highs, which is, of course, very rare.   

Statistically speaking no relationship between any measure of euroscepticism and 

integration when salience is high was found.  This fits well with the substantive findings 

in this chapter.  Substantive effects only happen at the extremes, the extremes are quite 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
43 A test for the violation of the proportional hazard assumption was conducted for each of these tests.  
Regarding the test using the difference between euroscepticism and support for the EU as a component of 
the main interactive variable, of the time-independent variables, whether a directive was an amendment, the 
length of the transposition period, and the region of a state all violated the proportional hazard assumption 
and thus were interacted with the log of time.  In the test for violations of the proportional hazard 
assumption when euroscepticism’s divergence from its historical mean is a component of the main 
independent variable, the length of the transposition period and the existence of a PR system in that state 
were non-proportional.  These two variables were interacted with the log of time to correct for this non-
proportionality.  Finally, when testing for non-proportionality when the main independent variable contains 
a measure for change in euroscepticism, the length of the transposition period, the existence of a PR system 
in a state, and the region of a state all violated the proportional hazard assumption, and therefore interacted 
with the log of time to correct for this violation.	  
44 All statistical results concerning these tests can be found in Appendices A through C. 
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rare, therefore, statistically speaking, there are very few observations with extreme 

euroscepticism, and thus, these are drowned out by the abundance of observations when 

euroscepticism is not extreme.  Essentially, euroscepticism usually does not affect 

integration when salience is high, but in some rare situations it can. 

This finding, appears to present a problem when taken in tandem with the 

conclusion drawn from the tests presented in chapter 5, that euroscepticism has little 

effect on integration because of a lack of salience.  If public opinion is not driving 

integration, in the case of transposition, because directives are not salient, one should see 

an effect when salience is high, but only a modest effect is found.   

This may not present as much of a problem as it first appears, due, in large part, to 

questions concerning the measurement of salience used in this dissertation.  As stated in 

chapter 4, it is not currently possible to measure the salience of a particular directive, but 

only the relative salience of the issue area of a directive.  That is to say, one cannot 

measure whether a specific directive is salient, but rather salience in this dissertation was 

measured as the amount of time political parties in each EU member state discuss a 

particular policy area; how important an issue area is rather than a particular policy. 

 It is entirely possible, and one might argue probable, that a particular issue area is 

salient, but each individual directive still remains non-salient.  This means that this 

measure of salience is not truly measuring whether individuals are paying attention to the 

transposition of directives, and therefore, the aggregate euroscepticism hypothesis B, that 

the minutiae of integration is not salient to individuals, and therefore political leaders do 
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not respond to public opinion concerning it, can still stand despite the findings in this 

chapter. 

Actual measures of directive salience, rather than directive issue area salience 

need to be derived in order to fully test the relationship of public opinion to integration 

when salience is high.  One possible way of doing this by using content analysis of major 

newspapers in each country and coding directives mentioned in articles, the number of 

times they are mentioned in a given time period (i.e. one month), and the page of the 

newspaper on which the mention of the directive exists.  Until a measure of actual 

directive salience can be interacted with the level of euroscepticism in a state, it is 

difficult to declare that salience does not condition the relationship between 

euroscepticism and speed of integration. 

 It is found, again, that the bureaucratic variables have a large influence on the 

process of integration.  These results taken together with the results from chapter 5 

suggest that directive specific factors are a driving force in integration, that is to say, a 

certain amount of integrative inertia exists. 

Further, the tests in this chapter combined with the tests in chapter 5 allow one to 

state with more confidence, however, that the number of competitive parties that exist in 

a state affects the speed at which states integration, and more specifically, more 

competitive political parties in a state leads to slower integration.  This finding combined 

with the lack of significant results concerning the effect of euroscepticism on integration 

indicates that political party systems have more of an influence on integration than public 

opinion. 
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 The question still remains, however, are there contexts in which public opinion is 

a driving force in integration.  The next chapter of this dissertation will examine the 

conditioning effects of party systems on the relationship between euroscepticism and 

integration.  In particular, the effects of euroscepticism on integration in the contexts of 

the number of competitive parties, the number of parties in the same ideological space as 

the ruling party, and the existence of at least one competitive eurosceptic party will be 

examined.
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CHAPTER 7 

 

EUROSCEPTICISM, INTEGRATION AND PARTY SYSTEMS 

 It was theorized in chapter 3 that certain contexts, particularly the political party 

systems of EU member states, may condition the effect of public opinion on 

transposition.  Specifically, it was hypothesized that the number of competitive political 

parties in a state, the number of political parties inhabiting the same ideological space as 

the ruling party of a state, and the existence of at least one eurosceptic party in a state, 

may affect the effect of euroscepticism on transposition, and in turn integration. 

 The next section of this chapter will focus on the conditioning effects of the 

number of competitive parties in a state on the relationship between euroscepticism in a 

state and transposition.  Simply put the number of competitive parties in a state at each 

time will be interacted with the level of aggregate euroscepticism in that state.45 

 

Competitive Parties Hypothesis 

 The competitive parties hypothesis supposes that the when multiple competitive 

parties exist, and euroscepticism is high, transposition will occur more slowly.  This 

hypothesis hinges on the theoretical assertion that when more competitive political 

parties exist in a state, they must be more responsive to public opinion in order to stay 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
45 The difference between euroscepticism and support for the EU, euroscepticism’s divergence from its 
mean, and the change in euroscepticism will also be interacted with the number of competitive parties, 
however, these results will only be reported in the body of the dissertation if the relationship is statistically 
significant. 
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electorally viable.  This hypothesis is tested through the usage of an interaction variable 

comprised of aggregate euroscepticism and the number of competitive parties in a system 

(the number of parties within 10% points of the largest vote-getting party in the last 

election). 

 The results of a test for non-proportionality show that the variables denoting 

whether a directive is an amendment to a previous directive, the length of the 

transposition period for an amendment, and the region of a state all violate the 

proportional hazard assumption (see table 7.1).  Therefore, these variables are interacted 

with the log of time. 

Table 7.1: Test for violations of proportional hazard assumption in tests of 
competitive parties hypothesis  
Variable Rho Chi-squared p>chi-squared TVC 
Amendment -.05 3.90 .048 N 
Months for 
Transposition 

.20 219.38 .001 N 

Commission Directive -.005 .05 .831 N 
Proportional 
Representation 

-.005 .03 .859 N 

Region -.05 4.48 .034 N 
Note: TVCs are already interacted with time and thus do not have to be interacted with 
time again. Therefore, TVCs are not included in this table. 
 
 The results of the test of the effect of the interaction between aggregate 

euroscepticism and the number of competitive parties in a state shows a hazard ratio of 

.96, however, the p-value fails to reach the conventional .05 level of significance (see 

column 1 of table 7.2).  This variable does reach statistical significance at the p<.10 level-

- however, as noted in chapter 5, this cannot be considered statistically significant 

because of the large N used in  this study.  Thus, although the relationship appears to be 
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in the correct direction, one cannot say with confidence that euroscepticism has a greater 

effect when more competitive parties exist in that state.
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Table 7.2:  Results of Cox Regression with Time-Varying Covariates for the Party Systems Hypotheses46 

Variable/Hypoth. Number 
of Comp. 
Parties 
(p-value) 

Number of 
Comp. 
Parties; 
Dich. 1 for 
2+ parties 

Number of 
Comp. 
Parties; 
Dich. 1 for 
1+ parties 

Parties in 
Ideol. 
Space 

Parties in 
Ideol. 
Space; 
Dich. 1 for 
2+ parties 

Parties in 
Ideol. 
Space; 
Dich. 1 for 
1+ parties 

Existence 
of Comp. 
ES Party 

First Equation 
Main Independent 
Variable 

.96 
(.092) 

.93 
(.593) 

.96 
(.125) 

.98 
(.432) 

.96 
(.354) 

1.00 
(.973) 

.94 
(.052) 

Aggregate ES .99 
(.756) 

.97 
(.031) 

.98 
(.371) 

.99 
(.702) 

.98 
(.296) 

.969 
(.327) 

1.02 
(.490) 

Amendment 1.88 
(.002) 

1.80 
(.003) 

1.85 
(.002) 

1.86 
(.002) 

1.85 
(.002) 

1.90 
(.001) 

1.86 
(.002) 

Amendment*Time .88 
(.065) 

.89 
(.096) 

.88 
(.073) 

.88 
(.065) 

.87 
(.055) 

.88 
(.062) 

.88 
(.067) 

Months for 
Transposition 

.82 
(.001) 

.82 
(.001) 

.82 
(.001) 

.82 
(.001) 

.82 
(.001) 

.82 
(.001) 

.82 
(.001) 

Transposition*Time 1.05 
(.001) 

1.05 
(.001) 

1.05 
(.001) 

1.05 
(.001) 

1.05 
(.001) 

1.05 
(.001) 

1.05 
(.001) 

Commission 
Directive 

1.56 
(.001) 

1.56 
(.001) 

1.56 
(.001) 

1.54 
(.001) 

1.49 
(.001) 

1.54 
(.001) 

1.54 
(.001) 

Coalition Partners .97 
(.920) 

.81 
(.516) 

.64 
(.151) 

.78 
(.443) 

.73 
(.326) 

.76 
(.389) 

.86 
(.651) 

Eurosceptic 
Coalition Partner 

1.04 
(.927) 

1.24 
(.559) 

1.19 
(.652) 

1.30 
(.519) 

1.61 
(.228) 

1.39 
(.421) 

1.06 
(.888) 

EU Presidency 1.45 
(.241) 

1.51 
(.195) 

1.42 
(.272) 

1.48 
(.212) 

1.50 
(.200) 

1.49 
(.203) 

1.48 
(.216) 

Lagged GDP/capita 1.003 
(.030) 

1.003 
(.096) 

1.003 
(.031) 

1.003 
(.035) 

1.005 
(.001) 

1.004 
(.015) 

1.00003 
(.069) 

Length of EU 
membership 

1.0006 
(.465) 

1.001 
(.243) 

1.001 
(.148) 

1.001 
(.214) 

1.001 
(.474) 

1.001 
(.293) 

1.001 
(.238) 

Salience .85 
(.031) 

.85 
(.027) 

.86 
(.049) 

.83 
(.015) 

.84 
(.16) 

.82 
(.010) 

.83 
(.011) 

Number of 
Competitive Parties 

.73 
(.377) 

.34 
(.474) 

1.23 
(.718) 

.49 
(.003) 

.42 
(.001) 

.51 
(.007) 

.50 
(.004) 

Vote Difference 
between Top 2 
Parties 

.97 
(.205) 

1.03 
(.195) 

1.00 
(.893) 

.98 
(.370) 

.98 
(.453) 

.98 
(.368) 

.96 
(.165) 

Number of 
Competitive Parties 
in Ideological Space 

.84 
(.467) 

.89 
(.633) 

.79 
(.313) 

1.09 
(.814) 

2.09 
(.211) 

.66 
(.430) 

.86 
(.535) 

Competitive 
Eurosceptic Party 

1.76 
(.055) 

1.62 
(.082) 

2.17 
(.008) 

1.68 
(.080) 

1.21 
(.445) 

1.57 
(.179) 

4.09 
(.014) 

Imminent Election 1.25 
(.583) 

1.38 
(.425) 

1.33 
(.486) 

1.22 
(.223) 

1.26 
(.445) 

1.25 
(.574) 

1.21 
(.227) 

Proportional 1.05 1.19 1.19 1.21 1.18 1.08 1.20 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
46 Analysis was originally conducted without controlling for support for the European Union.  Secondary analysis was undertaken in which support for the European Union was 
included.  This was measured as the percentage of respondents who answered “a good thing” to the question, “Generally speaking, do you think that (OUR COUNTRY)'s 
membership of the European Union is a good thing, a bad thing, neither good nor bad, don’t know?”  Inclusion of this variable did not change statistical or substantive effects of 
any of the variables, but are not reported here. 
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Representation (.739) (.144) (.159) (.143) (.205) (.560) (.194) 
PR * Time N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 
Region 1.88 

(.50) 
1.98 
(.026) 

2.82 
(.001) 

1.77 
(.079) 

.89 
(.239) 

1.89 
(.057) 

2.16 
(.024) 

Region*Time .79 
(.035) 

.76 
(.012) 

.69 
(.001) 

.81 
(.063) 

N/A .78 
(.035) 

.75 
(.015) 

Second Equation: contains variables that continuously vary with respect to time 
Euroscepticism 1.01 

(.374) 
.99 
(.871) 

1.01 
(.267) 

1.01 
(.294) 

1.01 
(.484) 

1.01 
(.608) 

1.02 
(.038) 

Aggregate ES 1.01 
(.375) 

1.01 
(.006) 

1.01 
(.169) 

1.00 
(.733) 

1.01 
(.160) 

1.01 
(.554) 

.99 
(.482) 

Coalition Partners .92 
(.456) 

.95 
(.654) 

1.05 
(.651) 

.96 
(.710) 

.97 
(.774) 

.96 
(.700) 

.93 
(.495) 

Eurosceptic 
Coalition Partner 

1.07 
(.588) 

1.01 
(.905) 

1.03 
(.831) 

1.01 
(.931) 

.96 
(.752) 

.96 
(.765) 

1.09 
(.513) 

EU Presidency .90 
(.392) 

.89 
(.334) 

.91 
(.445) 

.90 
(.366) 

.90 
(.368) 

.90 
(.385) 

.90 
(.377) 

Lagged GDP/Capita 1.00 
(.923) 

1.00 
(.696) 

1.00 
(.922) 

1.00 
(.985) 

1.00 
(.180) 

1.00 
(.990) 

1.00 
(.770) 

Length of EU 
Membership 

1.00 
(.730) 

1.00 
(.776) 

1.00 
(.948) 

1.00 
(.809) 

1.00 
(.553) 

1.00 
(.998) 

1.00 
(.771) 

Salience 1.08 
(.004) 

1.09 
(.003) 

1.08 
(.009) 

1.09 
(.003) 

1.09 
(.001) 

1.09 
(.002) 

1.09 
(.002) 

Number of 
Competitive Parties  

1.18 
(.200) 

2.16 
(.162) 

.97 
(.899) 

1.30 
(.003) 

1.35 
(.001) 

1.26 
(.008) 

1.28 
(.004) 

Vote Difference 
between Top 2 
Parties 

1.00 
(.666) 

.99 
(.063) 

1.00 
(.741) 

1.004 
(.654) 

1.00 
(.588) 

1.005 
(.577) 

1.01 
(.317) 

Number of 
Competitive Parties 
in Ideological Space 

.94 
(.443) 

.93 
(.434) 

.95 
(.589) 

.83 
(.155) 

.71 
(.103) 

.95 
(.772) 

.92 
(.348) 

Competitive 
Eurosceptic Party 

.88 
(.242) 

.92 
(.407) 

.83 
(.083) 

.89 
(.285) 

.97 
(.712) 

.91 
(.432) 

.63 
(.027) 

Imminent  Election .99 
(.928) 

.96 
(.757) 

.97 
(.824) 

.98 
(.872) 

.99 
(.925) 

.97 
(.825) 

.99 
(.944) 

N 29,301 29,301 29,301 29,301 
 

29,301 29,301 29.301 

 
Note: All variables interacted with time (including those in the 2nd equation) are interacted with the log of time. 
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Further, the measure of aggregate euroscepticism is statistically insignificant, and 

the number of competitive parties in a state is also statistically insignificant.  This is the 

first test in which the number of competitive parties in a state is not statistically 

significant.  However, this is likely to due to the inclusion of the interaction between 

aggregate euroscepticism and the number of competitive parties in a state, the correlation 

between the number of competitive parties in a state and the interaction term is .86, 

which is exceptionally high.  In essence, a degree of multicollinearity may be 

confounding the results concerning this variable. 

 The bureaucratic variables are, not surprisingly, statistically significant and in the 

same directions as in previous tests, suggesting, still, that certain factors intrinsic to 

directives have a major influence on the speed of transposition. Interestingly, lagged 

GDP/capita, issue area salience, and the region of a state are all statistically significant as 

well.  The hazard ratio of lagged GDP/capita is slightly above one, suggesting that higher 

GDP/capita leads to speedier transposition.  Salience shows a hazard ratio of .85, 

meaning that when a directive is in a particularly salient issue area transposition occurs 

more slowly.  Further, those states not bordering the Mediterranean Sea transpose 

directives more quickly.  Finally, the interactions with time show that the effect of the 

length of the transposition period, and the effect of the salience of a directive’s issue area 

grows with time, and the effect of a state’s region decays over time. 

 Simply interacting the number of competitive parties in a state and aggregate 

euroscepticism poses a significant substantive interpretation problem in that those 

observations with high euroscepticism and fewer competitive political parties can be 
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conflated with those observations with low euroscepticism and more competitive parties.  

This problem can be solved by dichotomizing the number of competitive parties. 

The hypothesis presented in chapter 3 argues that euroscepticism will affect 

transposition when there are more competitive political parties.  By dichotomizing this 

variable one can parse out those instances in which there are multiple competitive parties 

from those in which there are few competitive political parties.  As can be seen in table 

7.3 an even distribution of competitive parties does not exist.  Therefore, are an 

overwhelming number of observations in which only one competitive party exists in a 

state (67.21% of observations).  Therefore, one cannot simply dichotomize this variable 

by splicing the observations by frequency.  Moreover, there are very few observations in 

which two competitive political parties exist, but not three.  This distribution leaves only 

two choices when dichotomizing this variable. 

Table 7.3: Distribution of Competitive Parties Variables 
Number of Competitive 
Parties 

Frequency Percent 

0 6,911 23.47 
1 19,788 67.21 
2 110 0.37 
3 2,632 8.94 

 
The first choice is to differentiate the observations with 0 or 1 competitive party 

(1 party and 2 competitive party systems) from the multi-party systems.  That is to say, 

those observations with 0 or 1 competitive party are coded as a 0, and the multi-party 

systems are coded as a 1.  This variable can then be interacted with aggregate 

euroscepticism.   
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Similar to previous tests, the variables denoting if a directive is an amendment, 

the length of the transposition period, and the region of a state show signs of non-

proportionality (see table 7.4).  Therefore, these variables are interacted with the log of 

time to correct for the non-proportionality. 

Table 7.4: Test for violations of proportional hazard assumption in tests of 
competitive parties hypothesis with a Dichotomized Measure of Multiple 
Competitive Parties 
Variable Rho Chi-squared p>chi-squared TVC 
Amendment -.05 3.14 .076 N 
Months for 
Transposition 

.20 223.69 .001 N 

Commission Directive -.0004 .001 .985 N 
Proportional 
Representation 

-.03 1.23 .267 N 

Region -.07 6.77 .009 N 
Note: TVCs are already interacted with time and thus do not have to be interacted with 
time again. Therefore, TVCs are not included in this table. 
 

Column 2 of table 7.2 shows the results of the test for the effect of euroscepticism 

on transposition when 2 or 3 competitive parties exist in a state.  The hazard ratio of the 

main independent variable is .93, which is in the expected direction.  However, this 

variable, similar to the results shown in column 1 of table 7.2, is statistically insignificant.   

 The marginal effects for this variable were plotted at values of 0, 3.24, 11.92, 

13.11, and 18.26, which represent its 0%, 25%, 50%, 75% and 100% frequency levels.  

As can be seen in figure 7.1 there are some major differences in substantive effects for 

the different values.  Relatively low levels of euroscepticism when more than one 

competitive party exists in a state is fairly similar to observations of 0, whereas moderate 

levels of euroscepticism when more than one competitive party exists in a state show a 

much different substantive effect.  Essentially, when euroscepticism is 3.24 and at least 2 
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competitive parties exist in a state, about 90% of directives will be transposed by month 

50, but when euroscepticism is 11.92 and at least 2 competitive parties exist in a state, 

about 65% of directives will be transposed by month 50.  The substantive effects of 

extreme levels euroscepticism are even more noticeable.  At 50 months, about 45% of 

directives will be transposed when euroscepticism is 18.26, and at least 2 competitive 

parties exist in a state.  These findings seem to suggest that when 2 or more competitive 

parties exist in a state, higher levels of euroscepticism appear to slow transposition. 

FIGURE 7.1: The Marginal Effects of Aggregate Euroscepticism X Competitive 
Political Parties Dichotomized (0=0 or 1 Competitive Parties) on Transposition 
Speed 

 
 
 The second choice in dichotomizing the number of competitive parties consists of 

denoting the existence of at least 1 competitive party in a state.  The results reported in 
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column 3 of table 7.2 use a dichotomized variable in which states with multiple 

competitive parties are coded as 1.  However, there may be a difference between states 

that have 1 or more competitive parties in addition to the ruling party, and states that have 

no competitive parties in addition to the ruling party.  Therefore, it may be useful to code 

observations with at least 1 competitive party as a 1, and those with no competitive 

parties as a 0. 

 When this dummy variable is utilized, the variables denoting whether a directive is 

an amendment, the length of the transposition period, and the region of a state violate the 

proportional hazard assumption (see table 7.5).  To correct for this problem they are 

interacted with the log of time. 

Table 7.5: Test for violations of proportional hazard assumption in tests of the 
competitive parties hypothesis with a Dichotomized Measure of at least One 
Competitive Party 
Variable Rho Chi-squared p>chi-squared TVC 
Amendment -.05 3.46 .063 N 
Months for 
Transposition 

.20 221.81 .001 N 

Commission Directive -.01 .09 .765 N 
Proportional 
Representation 

-.03 1.70 .193 N 

Region -.07 8.69 .003 N 
Note: TVCs are already interacted with time and thus do not have to be interacted with 
time again. Therefore, TVCs are not included in this table. 
 
 The test of the effect of euroscepticism on transposition when at least 1 competitive 

political party exists in a state shows very little relationship between the public opinion 

and speed of transposition (see column 3 of table 7.2).  In fact, the main independent 

variable (the interaction between the level of euroscepticism and a dummy variable 

denoting if a state at a particular time has at least 1 competitive political party), 
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demonstrates a hazard ratio of .96, suggesting a retarding effect on transposition time-- 

however, the relationship is not statistically significant. 

 The substantive effects of this interactive term are much different than those seen in 

figure 7.1.  There is little difference between the substantive effects of this variable when 

it is valued at 0, and when it is valued at 3.24.  The difference between its substantive 

effects at a value of 12.25 and 15.72 is minimal as well.  It is important to note that there 

is a slight difference between the substantive effects of this variable when it has a value 

of 3.24 and 12.25, but it is in fact very slight; at 50 months the difference between the 

survival function when the main independent variable is valued at 12.25 and when it is 

valued at 3.24 is roughly .05.  The major substantive difference appears when the main 

independent variable is valued at 33.14, although this difference is still small.  At 50 

months about 65% of directives will have been transposed when euroscepticism is 33.14 

and at least 1 competitive party exists in a state.  In comparison, at the same time, 

between 75% and 80% of directives will have been transposed when euroscepticism is 

12.25 or less. 
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FIGURE 7.2: The Marginal Effects of Aggregate Euroscepticism X Competitive 
Political Parties Dichotomized (0=0 Competitive Parties) on Transposition Speed 

 
 
 In test with either dichotomous variable concerning competitive parties, the 

bureaucratic variables show statistically significant effects upon the speed of 

transposition.  Further, the directions of these effects are in the same direction as in 

previous tests.  Additionally, the salience of the issue area of a directive, and the region 

of a state show statistically significant relationships with the speed of transposition.  

Salience shows a delaying effect upon transposition, whereas states not on the 

Mediterranean Sea tranpose directives more quickly.   

 

Further Interactions with Dummy Variables of Competitive Parties 

 It is entirely possible that the difference between euroscepticism and support for the 
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EU, euroscepticism’s divergence from its historical mean, and/or change in 

euroscepticism, may influence the speed of transposition when interacted with a 

dichotomized measure of competitive parties in a state.  Therefore, these three 

euroscepticism measures were interacted with the two dummy variables concerning 

competitive political parties used above.  These results can be found in Appendices D 

through I.  None of these interactions showed a statistically significant relationship 

between the main independent variables and the speed of transposition. 

 

Discussion of Findings Concerning the Competitive Parties Hypothesis 

 Statistically speaking, the above results suggest that there is little relationship 

between public opinion and the process of integration, regardless of how many 

competitive parties exist in the system.  In fact, the relationship between euroscepticism 

and speed of integration conditioned by the number of competitive parties in a state 

shows no statistical significance in any tests. 

 Substantively speaking, there appears to be some evidence that higher 

euroscepticism in states with two or more competitive parties does in fact delay 

integration (see figure 7.1), however, this is not particularly robust.  When the measure of 

competitive parties is changed to include those observations in which 1 or more 

competitive parties exists the substantively significant findings in figure 7.1 become 

insignificant (see figure 7.2).  This difference may be the result of an overwhelming 

number of 0’s in the data when competitive parties is dichotomized to divide the variable 

by 2 or more competitive parties and 0 or 1 competitive parties (see table 7.8).  This lack 
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of robustness makes it difficult to say with confidence that higher euroscepticism has a 

different substantive effect than lower euroscepticism on integration when there are two 

or more competitive parties in a state. 

Table 7.6: Distribution of Dichotomous Measure of 2 or more Competitive Political 
Parties in a State. 
Value Number of Observations Percentage of Observations 
0 26,699 90.69 
1 2,742 9.31 
Total 29,441 100.00 
 

 Moreover, the survival functions graphed in figure 7.2 seem to indicate little 

substantive effect of high euroscepticism on integration when one or more competitive 

parties exist in a state.  There is no substantive difference between the effect of 

euroscepticism at a value of 0 when 1 or more competitive parties exist in a state, and the 

effect of euroscepticism at a value of 12.25 when one or more competitive parties exist in 

a state.  A slight divergence in substantive effects is seen at the extremes (when 

euroscepticism equal 33.14), however, the effect is relatively small, and a situation in 

which euroscepticism is that high and one or more competitive parties exists in a state is 

extremely rare (in fact it only occurs 94 times out of 22,440 observations).  Moreover, all 

of these 94 observations occur in one country, Austria.  In essence, it appears that when 

accounting for the number of competitive parties in a state, euroscepticism only 

influences the speed of integration at the absolute extreme.  

 As with all previous tests to this point, the bureaucratic variables, whether a 

directive is an amendment, the length of time a state has to transpose a directive, and 

whether a directive was issued by the EU Commission, are statistically significant.  These 
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findings are robust, unlike those of any other variables included in this study.  This 

robustness suggests that these bureaucratic variables are quite important in affecting 

transposition speed. 

 Beyond the bureaucratic variables, the other variable that has shown a rather strong 

robustness throughout this dissertation has been the measure of the number of 

competitive parties in a state.  The tests presented in this chapter, however, due not 

bolster these findings.  The variable denoting the number of competitive parties in each 

state is not statistically significant in any of the tests above.  This is unusual, because in 

all previous tests this variable has shown a significant relationship to speed of integration.  

The tests in this chapter seem to suggest that the relationship may not be as robust as 

previous findings suggested-- however, the lack of relationship seen in the tests of this 

chapter may be a product of model specification. 

 A high level of correlation exists between the main interaction term, and the 

number of competitive parties in a state, which may cause the insignificant findings 

above.  Moreover, in the majority of tests the measure of competitive parties in a state is 

dichotomized, and therefore does not have the same amount of variance as a continuous 

measure of the number of competitive parties in a state.  This loss of variance may be the 

cause of the lack of significant findings for this variable. 

 More holistically speaking, the findings above start to clarify the relationship 

between euroscpeticism and the process of integration in the context of party system.  

Based upon these findings, it is difficult to say that the party system of a state greatly 

affects the relationship between euroscepticism and integration.  However, the number of 
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competitive parties in a state is only one aspect of a state’s party system.  It is entirely 

possible that other aspects of a state’s party system condition the relationship between 

euroscepticism and integration.  In the next section of this chapter this possibility is 

explored; specifically the relationship between euroscepticism and the speed of 

integration in the context of the number of political parties in the same ideological space 

as the ruling party will be examined. 

 

Crowded Ideological Space Hypothesis 

 It was theorized in chapter 3 that the number of parties in the same ideological 

space as the ruling party may affect the relationship between euroscepticism and 

integration because when more parties exist on the same side of the ideological spectrum 

as the ruling party, the ruling party will be more worried about voter usurption, and will 

thus become more responsive to the public.  Therefore, when euroscepticism is higher, 

and there are more parties on the same side of the ideological spectrum as the ruling 

party, the ruling party will become more responsive to public opinion, and will slow 

integration, thus slowing tranposition.  The parties in the same ideological space as the 

ruling party were identified through the usage of expert surveys.  If the ruling party is 

considered to be a right-wing party, this variable is simply the number of other right-wing 

parties in that state.   Further, a party is considered to be competitive if it received at least 

5% of the vote in the last legislative election. 

 In results of the test for violations of the proportional hazard assumption are 

included in table 7.7.  The variables measuring whether a directive is an amendment to a 
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previous directive, the length of the transposition period, and the region of the state all 

violate the proportional hazard assumption.  In order to correct this problem, they are 

interacted with the log of time. 

Table 7.7: Test for violations of proportional hazard assumption in tests of the 
crowded ideological space hypothesis 
Variable Rho Chi-squared p>chi-squared TVC 
Amendment -.05 3.53 .060 N 
Months for 
Transposition 

.20 221.26 .001 N 

Commission Directive -.002 .01 .923 N 
Proportional 
Representation 

-.008 .10 .755 N 

Region -.05 3.71 .054 N 
Note: TVCs are already interacted with time and thus do not have to be interacted with 
time again. Therefore, TVCs are not included in this table. 
 
 The test of the relationship between the speed of transposition and the interactive 

term comprised of aggregate euroscepticism and the number of parties in the same 

ideological space as the ruling party of a state shows a hazard ratio of .98, but this finding 

is statistically insignificant (see column 4 of table 7.2).  Additionally, the components of 

this interaction term are statistically insignificant. 

 The bureaucratic variables are again statistically significant and retain the directions 

they have shown in each test in this dissertation to this point.  Lagged GDP/capita also 

shows statistical significance with a hazard ratio slightly above 1.00.  Salience is also 

statistically significant, with a hazard ratio of .83, suggesting that high issue area salience 

for a directive leads to slowed transposition.  Finally, the measure of the number of 

competitive parties is statistically significant.  In the tests of the competitive parties 

hypothesis, the measure of the number of competitive parties had become statistically 

insignificant.  That statistical insignificance was attributed to high levels of collinearity 
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between the measure of the number of competitive parties and the main interactive 

variable, as well as the dichotomization of the measure of competitive parties.  The return 

to statistical significance in the test of the crowded ideological space hypothesis bolsters 

this argument, and further bolsters the argument that the variable denoting the number of 

competitive parties in a state has a robust effect upon speed of transposition.   

 Examining the results of the second equation, salience and the number of 

competitive parties in a state are statistically significant.  Moreover, these variables have 

hazard ratios above 1.00.  This means that over time, the effect of salience and the effect 

of the number of competitive parties increases. 

 These findings appear to suggest that aggregate euroscepticism has little effect 

regardless of the number of competitive parties in the same ideological space as the 

ruling party.  However, the interactive term used above presents the same problem as the 

interactive term used in the testing of issue area salience hypothesis and the competitive 

parties hypothesis; because they are both continuous it is difficult to differentiate between 

instances with high euroscepticism and relatively few competitive parties in the same 

ideological space as ruling parties and instances when euroscepticism is relatively low 

but the number of competitive parties in the same ideological space as the ruling party is 

high, thus it is difficult to interpret substantive effects.  This is remedied by 

dichotomizing the measure of the number of competitive parties in the same ideological 

space as the ruling party. 

 The distribution of the non-dichotomized measure of the number of competitive 

parties in the same ideological space as the ruling party can be seen in table 7.8.  As can 
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be seen over 50% of observations take a value of 1, and almost none of the observations 

take a value of 3 (.14% of observations).  As with the dichotomization of the competitive 

parties variable used to test the competitive parties hypothesis, this variable can be sliced 

in more than one way.  The first possibility is to distinguish between situations in which 

multiple competitive political parties inhabit the same ideological space as the ruling 

party.  This means that a value of 1 will be assigned to those observations in which two 

or three competitive parties inhabit the same ideological space as the ruling party, and a 

value of 0 will be given to all other observations. 

Table 7.8: Distribution of the Number of Competitive Parties in the Same 
Ideological Space as the Ruling Party 
Number of Competitive 
Parties in the Same 
Ideological Space as the 
Ruling Party 

Frequency Percent 

0 7,537 22.03 
1 17,823 52.10 
2 8,804 25.73 
3 48 0.14 
Total 34,212 100.00 
 
 Table 7.9 shows the results of the test for non-proportionality.  As can be seen, the 

variables denoting whether a directive is an amendment, and the length of the 

transposition period, appear to violate the proportional hazard assumption, and are thus 

interacted with the log of time. 
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Table 7.9: Test for violations of proportional hazard assumption in tests of the 
crowded ideological space hypothesis with a Dichotomized Measure of Multiple 
Parties in the Same Ideological Space as the Ruling Party 
Variable Rho Chi-squared p>chi-squared TVC 
Amendment -.05 3.85 .050 N 
Months for 
Transposition 

.20 223.91 .001 N 

Commission Directive .002 .01 .938 N 
Proportional 
Representation 

-.01 .07 .788 N 

Region -.03 1.65 .199 N 
Note: TVCs are already interacted with time and thus do not have to be interacted with 
time again. Therefore, TVCs are not included in this table. 
 
 The results of the test of the crowded ideological space hypothesis using an 

interaction term comprised of aggregate euroscepticism and a dummy variable denoting 

the existence of two or more competitive parties in the same ideological space as the 

ruling party shows that the main independent variable (the before mentioned interactive 

term) has a hazard ratio of .96, which is in the direction one would expect-- however, the 

relationship between this variable and the speed of transposition is statistically 

insignificant (see column 5 of table 7.2).  Additionally, none of this interaction term’s 

component variables are statistically significant. 

 The bureaucratic variables again show a high level of statistical significance 

(p<.001 level), with the same directions that they have shown in previous tests.  Further, 

the lagged GDP/capita variable is statistically significant with a hazard ratio of barely 

more than 1.00.  A directive’s issue area salience is significant with a hazard ratio of .84, 

suggesting that higher salience leads to slower transposition.  Again the number of 

competitive parties in a political system is statistically significant.  The hazard ratio of 

this variable is .42.  This is congruent with most previous findings that more competitive 
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political parties leads to slower transposition. 

 As with the previous test of the crowded ideological space hypothesis the 

interactions between the log of time and salience and the number of competitive parties in 

a state are statistically significant.  The hazard ratios of these two interaction terms are 

greater than 1.00, meaning that the effects of salience and the number of competitive 

parties in a state grows with time.  

 The survival estimates for the main independent variable were graphed at values of 

0, 8.03, 11.67, 13.39, and 44.90, which mark the values of this variable at which 0%, 

25%, 50%, 75% and 100% of observations fall below.  As can be seen in figure 7.3, the 

major substantive effect occurs at the extreme.  The difference in substantive effects 

between values of 0 and 13.39 is minimal; the difference in the survival function is about 

.05.  However, one sees a much different substantive effect when the value of the main 

independent variable is equal to 44.9.  When euroscepticism is 44.9 and there are at least 

2 competitive parties in the same ideological space as the ruling party transposition 

occurs more slowly.  For example, at 50 months when euroscepticism is 44.9 about 45% 

of directives will have been transposed.  In comparison, when euroscepticism is 13.39 

about 62% of directives will have been transposed at 50 months. 
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FIGURE 7.3: The Marginal Effects of Aggregate Euroscepticism X the Number of 
Parties in the Same Ideological Space as the Ruling Party Dichotomized (0=0 or 1 
parties in the same ideological space as the ruling party) on Transposition Speed 

 
 
 When the number of competitive parties in the same ideological space as the ruling 

party is dichotomized as to code the existence of at least one competitive party in the 

same ideological space as the ruling party, the variables denoting whether a directive is 

an amendment to a previous directive, the length of the transposition period, and the 

region of the state violate the proportional hazard assumption (see table 7.10).  Thus these 

variables are interacted with the log of time. 

 

 

 



	  

 
	  

186 

Table 7.10: Test for violations of proportional hazard assumption in tests of the 
crowded ideological space hypothesis with a Dichotomized Measure of at least One 
Party in the Same Ideological Space as the Ruling Party 
Variable Rho Chi-squared p>chi-squared TVC 
Amendment -.05 3.56 .059 N 
Months for 
Transposition 

.20 222.15 .001 N 

Commission Directive -.005 .05 .831 N 
Proportional 
Representation 

.001 .01 .963 N 

Region -.05 4.76 .029 N 
Note: TVCs are already interacted with time and thus do not have to be interacted with 
time again. Therefore, TVCs are not included in this table. 
 
 The hazard ratio of the interaction between aggregate euroscepticism and a dummy 

variable denoting the existence of at least one competitive party in the same ideological 

space as the ruling party is 1.00 (see column 6 of table 7.2).  The p-value of this 

interaction term is .973, meaning the relationship between this variable and the speed of 

transposition in a state is statistically insignificant.   

 As with all previous tests in this dissertation, the bureaucratic variables are 

statistically significant.  If a directive is an amendment, or was issued by the EU 

Commission, it will be transposed more quickly.  A longer transposition period for a 

directive slows transposition.  Lagged GDP/capita is statistically significant with a hazard 

ratio of slightly more than 1.00.  The salience of a directive’s issue area is statistically 

significant with a hazard ratio of .82, suggesting that when a directive’s issue area is 

salient transposition of that directive will progress more slowly.  The variable measuring 

the number of competitive parties in a state is statistically significant with a hazard ratio 

of .51.  This indicates that more competitive parties in a state is associated with slower 

transposition. 
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 The survival estimates for the interaction between aggregate euroscepticism and the 

existence of at least one competitive party in the same ideological space as the ruling 

party were graphed at the values of 0, 7.56, 11.93, 16.57, and 44.90, which mark the 

values of this variable at which 0%, 25%, 50%, 75% and 100% of observations fall 

below.  As can be seen in figure 7.4 there is little difference in the substantive effects of 

the values 0 through 16.57.  The substantive effect for the value of 44.9 is far different 

from that of the other values.  Oddly, however, the substantive effects are the opposite of 

what is expected theoretically.  When there is at least 1 competitive party in the same 

ideological space as the ruling party, and euroscepticism is 7.56, approximately 62% of 

directives will have been transposed by month 50, whereas, when euroscepticism is 44.9, 

about 80% of directives will have been transposed at the same time.   
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FIGURE 7.4: The Marginal Effects of Aggregate Euroscepticism X the Number of 
Political Parties in the Same Ideological Space as the Ruling Party Dichotomized 
(0=parties in the same ideological space as the ruling party) on Transposition Speed 

 
 
 

Other Measures of Euroscepticism 

 In order to fully understand the effect of public opinion on integration in the context 

of the number of competitive political parties in the same ideological space as the ruling 

party, it is necessary to interact the multiple measures of euroscepticism with the 

dichotomized measures of the number of competitive political parties in the same 

ideological space as the ruling party, and examine that interactive terms effect on the 

speed of transposition.  Thus, measures of the difference in euroscepticism and support 

for the EU, euroscepticism’s divergence from its mean, and change in euroscepticism are 
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each interacted with the dummy variables concerning the number of political parties in 

the same ideological space as the ruling party (that is the dummy variable denoting if 

multiple competitive parties exist in the same ideological space as the ruling party, and 

the dummy variable denoting if at least one competitive party exists in the same 

ideological space as the ruling party. 

 Interestingly, there are no statistically significant relationships between the 

interaction terms (the dummy variables denoting the number of competitive parties in the 

same ideological space as the ruling party and the various measures of euroscepticism) 

and the speed of transposition (see appendices J through O).  This indicates that the 

number of competitive political parties in the same ideological space as the ruling party 

does not condition the effect of public opinion on the speed of transposition, regardless of 

the measurement of euroscepticism. 

 

Discussion of Findings Concerning the Crowded Ideological Space Hypothesis 

 In total nine tests were conducted in which the main independent variable was an 

interactive term between a measure of the number of competitive parties in the same 

ideological space as the ruling party, and a measure of euroscepticism.  Of these nine 

tests, the interactive term was statistically insignificant in all of them.  This suggests that 

the existence of one or more, or two or more competitive parties in the same ideological 

space as the ruling party does not change the effect of euroscpeticism on transposition. 

 Two substantive tests of the relationship between the interaction terms used above, 

and speed of integration were conducted.  It was found in both tests that euroscepticism 
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affects transposition (when accounting for the conditioning effect of party competition in 

the same ideological space as the ruling party) only at the extremes of euroscepticism.  

That is to say, one does not see any substantive effect until euroscepticism is extremely 

high.  Even more interestingly, however, is the finding concerning the effect of 

eursocepticism when 1 or more competitive parties inhabit the same ideological space as 

the ruling party; high levels of euroscepticism were found to have the reverse substantive 

effect than expected.  Simply put, this substantive test suggests that higher levels of 

euroscepticism speed integration when 1 or more competitive parties inhabit the same 

ideological space as the ruling party.   

 The substantive findings suggesting that high levels of euroscepticism speed 

transposition at first glance appear very strange.  However, when taken in the context of 

the statistical findings appear to make sense.  The hazard ratio found for the interaction 

between aggregate euroscepticism and the existence of at least one competitive party in 

the same ideological space as the ruling party is 1.00, however, the statistical significance 

is .973, and the 95% confidence interval ranges from .94 to 1.06.  This lack of statistical 

significance and large 95% confidence interval means that there is little systematic 

relationship here, thus, it is not unusual to see substantive findings such as those above. 

 As with previous tests, these substantive findings must be understood within a 

particular context.  The major substantive effects are occurring at the high extremes of 

euroscepticism, which are extremely rare events.  About 89.39% of observations have a 

value of 20 or less for the interaction between the existence of at least one competitive 

party in the same ideological space as the ruling party and euroscepticism. Over 99% of 
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observations fall below 20 for the interaction between the existence of at least two 

competitive parties in the same ideological space as the ruling party and euroscepticism.  

Therefore, these extreme levels of euroscepticism appear to have a major effect when 

graphing substantive effects-- however, they are not driving the statistical findings.   

 With this in mind, the effects in figure 7.4 make slightly more sense.  The finding 

in the statistical test is statistically insignificant, with a hazard ratio of 1.00.  There is no 

difference in the substantive effects of different values of the interaction between the 

existence of at least 1 competitive party in the same ideological space as the ruling party 

and aggregate euroscepticism, which is exactly what would be expected from a hazard 

ratio of 1.00 with a p-value of .973. 

 These findings, or rather lack thereof, suggest quite strongly that in the context of 

party competition in the same ideological space as the ruling party, euroscepticism has 

little effect upon transposition.  That is to say, the number of political parties in the same 

ideological space as the ruling parties has no effect upon the relationship between 

euroscepticism and transposition.   

 The interesting story is the robustness of the findings concerning bureaucratic 

variables and the number of competitive parties in a state.  In every test up to this point in 

this dissertation the bureaucratic variables have exhibited a strong statistical relationship 

to the speed of integration.  With each additional test it becomes more and more apparent 

that these variables are the quite important in explaining the speed of transposition—not 

euroscepticism. 

 Additionally, with the exception of the tests of the competitive parties hypothesis, 
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the variable measuring the number of competitive parties in a state has shown remarkable 

robustness.  That is to say, in all tests, except for those concerning the competitive parties 

hypothesis, this variable has shown a statistically significant relationship to the speed of 

transposition. 

 Despite, the findings above, it is still difficult to conclude with certainty that 

euroscepticism has no effect upon integration.  There are still many contexts that may 

condition the relationship between euroscepticism and the process of integration.  In 

regard to party systems, it was hypothesized that the existence of at least one competitive 

eurosceptic party in a state may affect the relationship between euroscepticism and speed 

of transposition.  The next section of this chapter will focus on the possibility of the 

existence of a competitive eurosceptic party in a state on the relationship between 

euroscepticism and transposition. 

 

Eurosceptic Party Hypothesis 

 It was hypothesized in chapter 3 that the existence of at least one competitive 

eurosceptic party in a state will lead to slower transposition when euroscepticism is high.  

This hypothesis was based upon the notion that a competitive eurosceptic party has an 

effect upon the public political discourse, focusing attention on the issue of integration.  

This causes a spike in the salience of the integration issue in a state.  This higher salience 

causes political leaders to respond to public opinion, particularly eurosceptic opinion. 

 Competitive parties were identified using the same criteria as utilized in previous 

tests; a party that received at least 5% of the vote in the last legislative election.   These 
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competitive parties were then identified as eurosceptic or not eurosceptic based upon the 

Chapel Hill expert surveys.  This measure was then interacted with aggregate 

euroscepticism to create an interactive term, which serves as the main independent 

variable in the first test of the eurosceptic party hypothesis. 

 The results of a test for non-proportionality in the first test of the eurosceptic party 

hypothesisis presented in table 7.11.  The variables denoting whether a directive is an 

amendment to a previous directive, the length of the transposition period of a directive, 

and the region of a state violate the proportional hazard assumption.  To correct for this 

non-proportionality, these variables were interacted with the log of time. 

Table 7.11: Test for violations of proportional hazard assumption in tests of the 
eurosceptic party hypothesis 
Variable Rho Chi-squared p>chi-squared TVC 
Amendment -.05 3.48 .062 N 
Months for 
Transposition 

.20 223.49 .001 N 

Commission Directive -.004 .03 .857 N 
Proportional 
Representation 

.01 .11 .740 N 

Region -.06 6.97 .008 N 
Note: TVCs are already interacted with time and thus do not have to be interacted with 
time again. Therefore, TVCs are not included in this table. 
 
 The hazard ratio for the interaction term between aggregate euroscepticism and the 

existence of at least one competitive eurosceptic party is .94, which is in the expected 

direction (see column 7 of table 7.2).  Further, the p-value for this variable is .052.  This 

is exceptionally close to being statistically significant.  This finding can be interpreted in 

two ways.  One interpretation would argue that this finding fails to reach statistical 

significance, however, the second interpretation would say that the findings are too close 

to the p<.05 level to say outright that this is statistically insignificant.  In order to err on 
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the side of caution, this dissertation takes the second view.  Therefore, based upon these 

findings, euroscepticism slows transposition when a least one eurosceptic party exists in a 

state.  

 Additionally, the bureaucratic variables are statistically significant, and show 

results in the same direction as above findings, adding greater credence to previous 

results.  The issue area salience of a directive is statistically significant, and the hazard 

ratio of this variable is .83, suggesting that higher issue area salience slows transposition.  

The number of competitive political parties in a state is also statistically significant and 

has a hazard ratio of .50, indicating slower transposition in states with more competitive 

parties.  This finding is consistent with most previous findings in this dissertation.  The 

region of a state is statistically significant and presents with a hazard ratio well above 

1.00, meaning that directives are transposed more quickly in states that do not border the 

Mediterranean Sea.  Finally, the existence of at least one eurosceptic party in a state show 

a statistically significant effect, with a hazard ratio of 4.09.  This is an exceptionally high 

hazard ratio.  This taken in tandem with the fact that there has been mixed results in the 

previous tests concerning the existence of at least one eurosceptic party in a state seems 

to suggest that this finding may be an artifact of collinearity between this variable and the 

main independent variable, as these two variables have a relatively high correlation of 

.61.    

 In terms of interactions between variables and the log of time, one sees statistical 

significance in the interaction between the main independent variable and the log of time, 

the length of the transposition period and the log of time, the region of a state and the log 
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of time, issue area salience and the log of time, the number of competitive parties in a 

state and the log of time, and the existence of at least one eurosceptic political party and 

the log of time.  The hazard ratio of the interaction between the main independent 

variable and the log of time is 1.02, which suggests the effect of the main independent 

variable grows with time.  Interpreting what this actually means is quite difficult, as the 

main independent variable is an interaction term.  To put it simply, the effect of 

euroscepticism on the speed of transposition in the context of at least one eurosceptic 

party in a state grows over time. 

 The hazard ratios for the interactions between the log of time and the length of the 

transposition period for a directive, issue area salience, and the number of competitive 

parties in a state are all greater than 1.00.  This means that the effect of these variables 

grows with time.  The hazard ratios for the interactions between the log of time and the 

region of a state, and the existence of at least one eurosceptic party in a state are less than 

1.00.  This suggests that the effect of these variables decays with time. 

 However, are these relationships substantively significant?   The survival estimate 

for the main independent variable was graphed at values of 0, 6.9, 11.92, 15.56, and 

38.05, which mark the values of this variable at which 0%, 25%, 50%, 75% and 100% of 

observations fall below.  As can be seem in figure 7.5, there is no substantive difference 

between any value of euroscepticism when a competitive eurosceptic party exists within a 

state.  That is to say, when a competitive eurosceptic party exists , high levels of 

euroscepticism do not have a different  effect on the speed of transposition than when  

euroscepticism is low.  This would suggest that the statistical significance one sees in 
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table 7.17 appears to be an artifact of a large N. 

FIGURE 7.5: The Marginal Effects of Aggregate Euroscepticism X the Existence of 
at least 1 Eurosceptic Party in a State on Transposition Speed 

 
 
 As with previous tests, it is entirely possible that the results presented above will 

change with different measures of euroscepticism.  Therefore, tests will be conducted in 

which the independent variable above changed.  Three different independent variables are 

be used.  These are interactive terms between the difference between euroscepticism and 

support for the EU in a state and the dummy variable denoting the existence of at least 

one competitive eurosceptic party in a state, euroscepticism’s divergence from its 

historical mean and the dummy variable denoting the existence of at least one 

competitive eurosceptic party in a state, and the change in euroscepticism and the dummy 

variable denoting the existence of at least one competitive eurosceptic party in a state. 
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Other Measures of Euroscepticism 

 Three separate tests were conducted, utilizing a different above-mentioned 

interactive term in each test.  No statistical significance was found for the main 

independent variable in any of these tests (see appendices P through R).  These findings 

are in line with the previous findings concerning the eurosceptic party hypothesis.   

 In all three tests, the bureaucratic variables, the length of a state’s membership in 

the EU, the issue area salience of a directive, and the number of competitive political 

parties in a state show statistically significant relationships to the speed of transposition.  

These findings suggest even greater robustness for the bureaucratic variables and the 

number of competitive political parties in a state.  Moreover, it is becoming fairly clear 

that issue area salience of a directive may have some effect upon transposition speed. 

 

Discussion of Findings Concerning the Eurosceptic Party Hypothesis 

 Four separate tests in which the main independent variable was an interactive term 

comprised of some measure of euroscepticism and the existence of at least one 

competitive eurosceptic party in a state were conducted.  One of the four tests showed 

moderate statistical significance, however, the other three showed no statistical 

significance at all. 

 Substantive significance was examined for one of these four tests (aggregate 

euroscepticism interacted with the existence of at least 1 competitive eurosceptic party in 

a state).  There was no discernible substantive difference between the different levels of 

this interactive term on the speed of integration.  In all, the findings in this section 
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indicate that the effect of euroscepticism on the speed of integration is not conditioned by 

the existence of at least one eurosceptic party.  Simply put, it appears that euroscepticism 

does not have any effect upon the speed of transposition when a eurosceptic party exists 

in a state. 

 As with previous findings, it appears that the majority of the story here lies with the 

bureaucratic variables, the number of competitive parties in a state, issue area salience, 

and to a lesser extent, the existence of a PR system in a state.  In all the tests, the 

bureaucratic variables are statistically significant.  This indicates a robust finding, and 

further suggests that directive-centric factors are important in dictating how quickly 

integration occurs.   

 The variable measuring the number of competitive parties in a state has shown 

remarkably consistent effects on the speed of integration.  The continued significance of 

this variable bolsters the argument that this is the most important political variable 

influencing the speed of integration.  Moreover, issue area salience of a directive has 

shown a high level of robustness, presenting with statistical significance in all four tests 

of the eurosceptic party hypothesis.  Finally, the existence of a proportional 

representation system in a state showed some statistical significance, however, this 

finding only appeared in two of the four tests, and thus its importance should not be 

overstated. 

 It must be noted, as well, that the tests concerning the eurosceptic party hypothesis 

contain one problem, which although not large, cannot be ignored.  The measure of at 

least one competitive eurosceptic party is not a very precise measure.  This variable was 
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measured dichotomously because it is difficult to identify every eurosceptic party in a 

state.  As stated in chapter 3, this dissertation focuses on competitive eurosceptic parties 

because a eurosceptic party that is competitive is more likely to influence political 

discourse.  However, there should be a strong negative correlation between the existence 

of at least one competitive eurosceptic party, and the existence of many non-competitive 

eurosceptic parties.  That is to say, the existence of many eurosceptic parties may in fact 

spread the eurosceptic vote among those parties, resulting in no competitive eurosceptic 

parties in a state.  It is also possible that numerous non-competitive eurosceptic parties 

might condition the effect eurosceptic attitudes on the speed of integration. 

 In essence, it may be more useful to measure the number of eurosceptic parties in a 

state rather than simply whether one competitive eurosceptic party exists.  Although this 

may be a topic for future investigation, currently there are no data which identify all of 

the eurosceptic parties by country. Thus, this will have to wait for a future iteration of this 

project. 

 

Discussion and Conclusion 

 The tests in this chapter sought to address the conditioning role of the party system 

on the relationship between euroscepticism and speed of integration.  The question thus 

becomes, when taken together, what do the findings presented in this chapter suggest?  

Multiple tests concerning the conditioning effect of party systems on the relationship 

between euroscepticism and the speed of integration were conducted.  Of these tests none 

showed statistical significance at the p<.05 level, although one was near statistical 
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significance at this level.   

 Substantively speaking, it appeared that in the context of party systems, 

euroscepticism only affects integration at the absolute extremes.  Save for these rare 

instances, there is little difference in the effect of different values of euroscepticism when 

accounting for different contexts concerning party systems.  Simply put, based upon the 

above tests, one can conclude that party systems do not condition the effect of 

euroscepticism on the speed of transposition. 

 In the tests conducted in this chapter, what appears most important is the 

bureaucratic variables.  A directive that is an amendment, the length of a directive’s 

transposition period, and if a directive was issued by the EU Commission show a 

robustness throughout all 31 tests in this chapter (as well as all tests in previous chapters) 

that suggests that the characteristics of each directive matter more for their transposition 

than euroscepticism, regardless of the characteristic of the party system. 

 Further, the effects of the number of competitive political parties and a directive’s 

issue area salience are consistent throughout this chapter.  Having more competitive 

parties in a state and higher issue area salience for a directive leads to slower integration.  

This is found in almost all tests despite changing measures of euroscepticism, and the 

usage of different measures of the party systems.   

 Despite these extremely robust findings, it must be noted that the tests above 

concerning the conditioning effect of party systems on the relationship between 

euroscepticism and the speed of integration are not exhaustive.  There are other aspects of 

party systems that may influence this relationship.  For example, if the ruling party of a 
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state plays a prominent role in EU governance may be an important party systems context 

that affects the relationship between public opinion and integration.  Although it appears 

that party systems have little conditioning effect upon the relationship between 

euroscepticism and integration, further testing may be necessary to confirm these 

findings.  

 Beyond party systems, political institutional factors, such as the electoral systems 

and governments of states, may be important in conditioning the relationship between 

euroscepticism and speed of transposition. The next chapter of this dissertation explores 

this possibility.  Specifically, the next chapter examines the roles of elections, governing 

coalitions, and proportional representation systems with regard to transposition. 
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THE CONTEXTUAL EFFECTS OF ELECTORAL SYSTEMS AND GOVERNMENT 

CONSTITUTION 

 In chapter 3 it was suggested that elections, and electoral systems in states may 

influence the effect of euroscepticism on the speed of integration.  In particular, it was 

hypothesized that the proximity of elections, the number of coalition partners in a 

government, and whether a state uses a PR system will result in a higher degree of 

democratic responsiveness.  Thus, when euroscepticism is high, directive transposition 

will be delayed. 

 This chapter focuses on the role of electoral politics on the relationship between 

public opinion and the process of integration.  The next section of this chapter focuses on 

the conditioning effect of imminent elections on the relationship between aggregate 

euroscepticism and the speed of tranposition. 

 

Temporal Proximity of Elections Hypothesis 

 In chapter 3 it was theorized that when an election is temporally proximate 

political leaders are particularly concerned with winning re-election.  This leads to 

greater democratic responsiveness among political leaders-- that is they respond more 

quickly and thoroughly to public opinion when elections are imminent.  Thus, when an 

election is nearing and euroscepticism is high political leaders will respond and slow 
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integration.  More specifically, it was hypothesized that when an election is nearing and 

euroscepticism is high transposition will occur more slowly.

 A proximate election was coded as a dummy variable; an observation was coded 

as a 1 if a legislative election was to occur within the next 2 months.  That is to say, if an 

election is to occur in June 2005, observations in May and June 2005 were coded as 1.  

All other observations were coded as 0.  To create the main independent variable (an 

interactive term between imminent elections and aggregate euroscepticism), the measure 

of an imminent election was multiplied by aggregate euroscepticism in a state. 

 As can be seen in table 8.1, three time-independent covariates violate the 

proportional hazard assumption.  These variables are whether a directive is an 

amendment, the length of a directive’s transposition period, and the region of a state.  

These variables are interacted with the log of time to correct for the non-proportionality. 

Table 8.1: Test for violations of proportional hazard assumption in tests of the 
temporal proximity of elections hypothesis  
Variable Rho Chi-squared p>chi-squared TVC 
Amendment -.05 3.53 .060 N 
Months for 
Transposition 

.20 223.03 .001 N 

Commission Directive -.003 .02 .886 N 
Proportional 
Representation 

-.02 .46 .498 N 

Region -.05 4.57 .033 N 
Note: TVCs are already interacted with time and thus do not have to be interacted with 
time again. 
 
 The test of the effect of euroscepticism on speed of transposition in the context of 

imminent elections shows a hazard ratio of 1.02 (see column 1 of table 8.2).  This 
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indicates that when an election is nearing and euroscepticism is high, transposition 

actually occurs more quickly.  However, the p-value of the main independent variable is 

.758, which is not statistically significant at any conventional level.  Moreover, the two 

component variables of this interactive term are statistically insignificant as well.  It must 

be noted that these results are based upon data that have an overwhelming number of 0’s 

(see table 8.3). 
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Table 8.2:  Results of Cox Regression with Time-Varying Covariates for Elections and 
Electoral Systems Hypotheses47 

Variable/Hypothesis Imminent 
Election 
(p-value) 

Number of 
Coalition 
Partners 

Number of 
Coalition 
Partners; 
Dichotomized 
1 for 2+ 
parties 

Parties in 
Ideological 
Space 

First Equation 
Main Independent 
Variable 

1.02 
(.758) 

.97 
(.209) 

.97 
(.498) 

1.08 
(.008) 

Aggregate ES .97 
(.080) 

1.02 
(.529) 

.99 
(.646) 

.92 
(.001) 

Amendment 1.88 
(.002) 

1.85 
(.002) 

1.78 
(.004) 

1.86 
(.002) 

Amendment*Time .88 
(.060) 

.88 
(.067) 

.90 
(.116) 

.88 
(.059) 

Months for 
Transposition 

.82 
(.001) 

.82 
(.001) 

.82 
(.001) 

.82 
(.001) 

Transposition*Time 1.05 
(.001) 

1.05 
(.001) 

1.05 
(.001) 

1.05 
(.001) 

Commission 
Directive 

1.54 
(.001) 

1.53 
(.001) 

1.56 
(.001) 

1.54 
(.001) 

Coalition Partners .77 
(.399) 

1.23 
(.664) 

1.25 
(.753) 

.56 
(.108) 

Eurosceptic Coalition 
Partner 

1.32 
(.465) 

1.43 
(.352) 

1.25 
(.382) 

1.45 
(.323) 

EU Presidency 1.48 
(.211) 

1.48 
(.210) 

1.49 
(.204) 

1.43 
(.257) 

Lagged GDP/capita 1.003 
(.033) 

1.004 
(.001) 

1.005 
(.002) 

1.003 
(.078) 

Length of EU 
membership 

1.001 
(.033) 

1.001 
(.532) 

1.0002 
(.761) 

1.002 
(.028) 

Salience .82 
(.009) 

.84 
(.019) 

.84 
(.021) 

.83 
(.014) 

Number of 
Competitive Parties 

.49 
(.003) 

.42 
(.001) 

.45 
(.001) 

.59 
(.048) 

Vote Difference 
between Top 2 
Parties 

.98 
(.423) 

.97 
(.180) 

.96 
(.108) 

1.00 
(.959) 

Number of 
Competitive Parties 
in Ideological Space 

.87 
(.560) 

.96 
(.843) 

.92 
(.702) 

.79 
(.332) 

Competitive 
Eurosceptic Party 

1.54 
(.118) 

1.27 
(.324) 

1.28 
(.325) 

2.26 
(.018) 

Imminent Election 1.002 
(.998) 

1.27 
(.55) 

1.30 
(.516) 

1.33 
(.484) 

Proportional 
Representation 

1.18 
(.184) 

1.16 
(.234) 

1.09 
(.502) 

.59 
(.117) 

PR * Time N/A N/A N/A N/A 
Region 1.81 1.02 1.14 2.24 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
47 Analysis was originally conducted without controlling for support for the European Union.  Secondary analysis 
was undertaken in which support for the European Union was included.  This was measured as the percentage of 
respondents who answered “a good thing” to the question, “Generally speaking, do you think that (OUR 
COUNTRY)'s membership of the European Union is a good thing, a bad thing, neither good nor bad, don’t 
know?”  Inclusion of this variable did not change statistical or substantive effects of any of the variables, but are 
not reported here. 
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(.066) (.833) (.239) (.015) 
Region*Time .79 

(.044) 
N/A N/A .76 

(.018) 
Second Equation: contains variables that continuously vary with respect to time 
Euroscepticism .99 

(.668) 
1.01 
(.091) 

1.02 
(.107) 

.99 
(.080) 

Aggregate ES 1.01 
(.040) 

.99 
(.341) 

1.00 
(.857) 

1.02 
(.006) 

Coalition Partners .97 
(.752) 

.78 
(.115) 

.65 
(.095) 

1.05 
(.706) 

Eurosceptic Coalition 
Partner 

1.01 
(.911) 

.98 
(.863) 

.96 
(.613) 

.99 
(.927) 

EU Presidency .90 
(.362) 

.90 
(.365) 

.89 
(.305) 

.91 
(.442) 

Lagged GDP/Capita 1.00 
(.981) 

1.00 
(.381) 

1.00 
(.512) 

1.00 
(.656) 

Length of EU 
Membership 

1.00 
(.871) 

1.00 
(.381) 

1.00 
(.213) 

1.00 
(.248) 

Salience 1.09 
(.001) 

1.08 
(.004) 

1.08 
(.008) 

1.09 
(.002) 

Number of 
Competitive Parties  

1.29 
(.003) 

1.37 
(.001) 

1.28 
(.001) 

1.20 
(.054) 

Vote Difference 
between Top 2 
Parties 

1.00 
(.805) 

1.01 
(.319) 

1.01 
(.346) 

.99 
(.537) 

Number of 
Competitive Parties 
in Ideological Space 

.93 
(.370) 

.89 
(.177) 

.91 
(.247) 

.95 
(.592) 

Competitive 
Eurosceptic Party 

.92 
(.419) 

.99 
(.925) 

.97 
(.905) 

.81 
(.083) 

Imminent  Election 1.10 
(.744) 

.98 
(.897) 

.98 
(.696) 

.97 
(.816) 

N 29,301 29,301 29,301 29,301 
 

Note: All variables interacted with time (including those in the 2nd equation) are interacted with 
the log of time. 
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 The bureaucratic variables, lagged GDP/capita, issue area salience, and the number 

of competitive parties in a state are all statistically significant.  Whether a directive was 

an amendment, if it was issued by the EU Commission, and lagged GDP/capita all show 

a hazard ratio greater than 1.00.  This suggests that these variables accelerate 

transposition.  If a directive has a longer transposition period, or greater issue area 

salience, its transposition will be delayed.  The more competitive parties there are in a 

state the slower transposition will occur. 

Table 8.3: Dichotomized Distribution of Aggregate Euroscepticism X Imminent 
Election 
Value of Interactive Term Percentage 
0 95.91 
>0 4.09 
 

 Turning to the interactions with the log of time, the results in table 8.2 indicate that 

the effect of the length of the transposition period grows with time.  The interactions with 

the log of time for issue area salience, and the number of competitive parties are 

statistically significant as well, and have hazard ratios greater than 1.00.  This suggests 

that the effect of these variables grows with time as well. 

 Figure 8.1 shows the survival estimates for the main independent variable.  The 

interaction term of the existence of an imminent election and aggregate euroscepticism 

was graphed at the values of 0, 7.3, 12.0, 14.16, and 38.05, which mark the values of this 

variable at which 0%, 25%, 50%, 75% and 100% of observations fall below.  It is clear 

from these estimates that there is little substantive difference in the effects of different 

levels of euroscepticism when elections are imminent.  Even at the extreme of 38.05, one 

cannot say with any amount of confidence that transposition is slowed. 
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FIGURE 8.1: The Marginal Effects of Aggregate Euroscepticism X an Imminent 
Election on Transposition Speed 

 
 

Other Measures of Euroscepticism 

 Does the temporal proximity of elections affect the relationship between 

euroscepticism and the speed of transposition when euroscepticism is measured as the 

difference between euroscepticism and EU support, euroscepticism’s divergence from its 

historical mean, or change in euroscepticism?  As can be seen in appendices S through U, 

there is no statistically significant relationship between the speed of transposition and any 

of the aforementioned interactive terms.  The “bureaucratic” variables denoting whether a 

directive is an amendment to a previous directive, the length of the transposition period, 

whether a directive was issued by the EU Commission, issue area salience of a directive, 
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and the number of competitive parties in a state, were statistically significant in all three 

of these tests.  Lagged GDP/capita showed statistical significance in two of the tests. 

 

Discussion of Findings Concerning Temporal Proximity of Elections Hypothesis 

 There is no statistical significance between the main independent variable and 

dependent variable in any of the four separate tests of the temporal proximity of elections 

hypothesis.48  The substantive effect of the main independent variable was only examined 

in the case of aggregate euroscepticism interacted with the dummy variable whether an 

election is imminent. No substantive differences between the different values of this 

variable were found.  These findings suggest that when an election is imminent, 

euroscepticism does not affect the speed of transposition.  The bureaucratic variables, 

issue area salience, and the number of competitive parties continue to show statistical 

significance, suggesting further that these variables are driving forces in transposition 

time. 

 It was theorized that political leaders will acquiesce to public opinion when 

elections are imminent because the political leaders will be more aware of the electoral 

consequences on ignoring the public.  In parliamentary systems, however, elections can 

be called at almost any time, and can be scheduled any time from a few weeks to a 

number of months after the call for elections.  This means that in some cases it may be 

known that elections will occur up to as much as five or six months before the elections, 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
48 Although these findings suggest that the existence of a temporally proximate election does not condition 
the relationship between euroscepticism and transposition in any significant way, these should not be taken 
as definitive.  The “imminent election” variable was measured as a dummy variable in this dissertation, in 
which an observation was coded as 1 if an election was to be held within 2 months.  This measure, 
however, is not perfect. 
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in other cases it may only be known that elections will occur four weeks before the 

election.  Further, in France, elections are regularized-- elections are held every five 

years, with dates for elections known years in advance.  Simply put, the two-month mark 

used in this paper is somewhat arbitrary.  A better, but not ideal, measure of an imminent 

election would be measured whether an election has been announced.49 

 Beyond the role of electoral timing, the role of government constitution as a 

conditioning force also needs to be focused upon.  In the next section of this chapter the 

role of the number of coalition partners on the relationship between integration and 

euroscepticism will be explored.  Subsequent to this exploration, the role of the electoral 

system used by a country will also be examined. 

 

Coalition Partners Hypothesis 

 It is put forth in the coalition partners hypothesis that when there are many coalition 

partners in a state, high levels of euroscepticism will cause a delay in integration.  This 

hypothesis is based upon the notion that legislative leaders believe themselves to be in a 

more precarious electoral situation when there are  more coalition members in a 

government.  That is to say, leaders believe a government is more likely to collapse when 

the coalition is larger, and therefore elections are more likely to be called at any time.  If 

elections are more likely to be called political leaders will be more likely to respond to 

public opinion.  Therefore, when a coalition government is in existence, high 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
49 A variable measured in this manner, however, would be difficult due to the difficulty in coding France.  
If this measure were to be used in a dataset including France all observations for France would be coded as 
a 1, as elections are regularly scheduled. 
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euroscepticism will lead to delays in transposition. 

 The main independent variable used in testing the coalition partners hypothesis is 

an interaction term between aggregate euroscepticism and the number of coalition 

partners in a government.  The number of coalition partners in a government is measured 

simply as the number of parties that hold a seat in the cabinet of the government.  This 

was then multiplied by the aggregate level of euroscepticism in a state to derive the 

interaction term. 

 As can be seen in table 8.4, the variables denoting if a directive is an amendment, 

and the length of the transposition period violate the proportional hazard assumption.  In 

order to correct for this problem these variables were interacted with the log of time. 

Table 8.4: Test for violations of proportional hazard assumption in tests of the 
coalition partners hypothesis  
Variable Rho Chi-squared p>chi-squared TVC 
Amendment -.05 4.41 .036 N 
Months for 
Transposition 

.20 221.47 .001 N 

Commission Directive -.01 .06 .814 N 
Proportional 
Representation 

-.01 .09 .760 N 

Region -.02 .81 .367 N 
Note: TVCs are already interacted with time and thus do not have to be interacted with 
time again. 
 
 Column 2 of table 8.2 shows the results of the extended Cox model used to test the 

coalition partners hypothesis.  The hazard ratio for the main independent variable (the 

interaction term comprised of aggregate euroscepticism and the number of parties in a 

government coalition) is .97.  This indicates that when there are more parties in a 

government coalition, euroscepticism will delay transposition.  However, the p-value of 

this variable is .209, meaning that this variable is not statistically significant. 
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 As with previous tests, the bureaucratic variables are statistically significant, and 

the hazard ratios are in the same direction as in previous tests.  Lagged GDP/capita is 

statistically significant with a hazard ratio slightly above 1.00, indicating that higher 

GDP/capita leads to faster transposition.  The issue area salience of a directive, and the 

number of competitive parties in a state are statistically significant, and high levels of 

both appear to delay transposition. 

 The interactions of the length of the transposition period, issue area salience, and 

competitive parties with the log of time are all statistically significant.  The hazard ratios 

for all of these variables are above 1.00 meaning that the effect of these variables 

increases with time. 

 The number of coalition parties in a government is an additive variable, which 

makes it difficult to differentiate between instances in which euroscepticism is high and 

the number of coalition partners is low, and those instances in which euroscepticis is low 

and the number of coalition partners is high.  Therefore, the number of coalition partners 

needs to be dichotomized to create a trigger variable.   

The distribution of the variable measuring the number of coalition partners in a 

state can be seen in table 8.5.  The overwhelming majority of observations have either 

one or two coalition partners (72.12%).  In dichotomizing this variable it seems 

theoretically relevant to code observations with 0 parties or one party in government as 0 

and any observations with two or more parties in government as 1.50  After dichotomizing 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
50 There are 131 instances in which there were no parties in a coalition.  All of these instances happen in 
1995 and 1996 in Italy when a caretaker government controlled the Parliament. 
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this variable it was multiplied by aggregate euroscepticism to produce an interactive 

term.   

Table 8.5: Distribution of Number of Coalition Partners in a State 
Coalition Partners Frequency Percentage 
0 131 .38 
1 13,011 38.03 
2 11,660 34.08 
3 3,021 8.83 
4 4,672 13.66 
5 0 0.00 
6 534 1.56 
7 1,183 3.46 
Total 34,212 100.00 
 

Table 8.6 shows the test for non-proportionality when the main independent 

variable is an interactive term between aggregate euroscepticism and a dummy variable 

denoting the existence of multiple parties in a government coalition.  The variables 

measuring whether a directive is an amendment, and the length of the transposition 

period for a directive both appear to violate the proportional hazard assumption.   These 

variables are interacted with the log of time to correct for this non-proportionality. 

Table 8.6: Test for violations of proportional hazard assumption in tests of the 
coalition partner hypothesis with dichotomized measure of the number of parties in 
a coalition  
Variable Rho Chi-squared p>chi-squared TVC 
Amendment -.05 4.41 .036 N 
Months for 
Transposition 

.20 221.47 .001 N 

Commission Directive -.01 .06 .814 N 
Proportional 
Representation 

-.01 .09 .760 N 

Region -.02 .81 .367 N 
Note: TVCs are already interacted with time and thus do not have to be interacted with 
time again. 
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The test of the coalition partners hypothesis (see column 3 of table 8.2) using a 

dichotomized measure of the number of parties in a government coalition shows a hazard 

ratio of .98 for the main independent variable (the interaction term).  This variable, 

however, is statistically insignificant, showing a p-value of .498.  This suggests that, 

statistically speaking, aggregate euroscepticism does not affect transposition when there 

are multiple coalition partners in a government.  

 The bureaucratic variables are all statistically significant showing hazard ratios in 

the same direction as in other tests.  Lagged GDP/capita shows a statistically significant 

relationship to speed of transposition, and a hazard ratio slightly above 1.00.  A 

directive’s issue area salience, and the number of competitive parties in a state are also 

statistically significant, both with hazard ratios considerably less than 1.00.  This suggests 

that these variables slow transposition.  The interactions with time show that the effects 

of the length of the transposition period, issue area salience, and the number of 

competitive parties in a state increase over time. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

FIGURE 8.2: The Marginal Effects of Aggregate Euroscepticism X a Dichotomized 
Measure of the Existence of 2 or More Parties in a Government Coalition 
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 The substantive effects of different levels of the above main independent variable 

are displayed in figure 8.2.  The interaction between aggregate euroscepticism and the 

dichotomized measure of at least 2 parties in a coalition was graphed at 5 values, 0, 6.71, 

12.26, 14.8, and 33.14, which mark the values of this variable at which 0%, 25%, 50%, 

75% and 100% of observations fall below.  There is a substantive difference between 0 

and the values of 6.71, 12.26, and 14.8.  At 50 months, when this variable maintains a 

value of 0, about 45% of directives remain to be transposed.  When it maintains a value 

of 6.71 about 50% of directives will have been transposed by 50 months.  When it is 

graphed at the values of 12.26, or 14.8, roughly 50% of directives will remain to be 

transposed.  When the interaction between aggregate euroscepticism and a dummy 

variable denoting the existence of at least two coalition partners is at its highest extreme, 
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about 30% of directives will remain to be transposed.  This finding suggests a substantive 

relationship between the level of euroscepticism and the speed of transposition when 

more parties exist in a coalition.  However, the relationship seen in these findings 

suggests the relationship is in the exact opposite direction than expected.  Moreover, it 

again appears that the major effect occurs at the extreme of euroscepticism.  Although the 

values of this variable at 6.71, 12.26, and 14.8 show a difference from 0, they do not 

show a different substantive effects from each other, suggesting that when euroscepticism 

is at more normal levels it does not drive slower transposition.  However, at the extreme, 

which are very rare occurrences, one sees the largest effect of euroscepticism on 

transposition when two or more parties belong to a coalition. 

 Do the effects change when aggregate euroscepticism is replaced with other 

measures of euroscepticism?  The effects on the speed of transposition of the difference 

between euroscepticism and EU support, euroscepticism’s divergence from its historical 

mean, and the change in euroscepticim in the context of multiple government coalition 

partners is examined below. 

 

Other Measures of Euroscepticism 

 The tests conducted where different measures of euroscepticism were interacted 

with a dichotomized measure of the number of governing coalition partners are presented 

in appendices V through X.  There is no statistical significance seen between the main 

independent variables and the speed of transposition.   

 In all three tests the bureaucratic variables showed the statistical significance and 
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the same effectual direction as in previous tests.  Further, lagged GDP/capita is 

statistically significant in all three tests, and has a hazard ratio slightly about 1.00 in all 

tests as well.  Both directive issue area salience and the number of competitive political 

parties in a state are statistically significant, and both have hazard ratios of less than 1.00.  

In one test, when the dichotomized measure of the number of coalition partners is 

interacted with euroscepticism’s divergence from its historical mean, the existence of a 

proportional representation system shows statistical significance, with a hazard ratio 

substantially greater than 1.00. 

 

Discussion of Findings Concerning the Coalition Partners Hypothesis 

 Five separate tests of the relationship between euroscepticism and speed of 

integration in the context of multiple coalition partners were conducted above.  The main 

independent variable (the interactive term) was statistically insignificant in all of these 

tests.  Substantive significance was examined in two of these tests, and the main 

independent variable shows no substantive effect in either test. 

 Essentially, the number of coalition partners in government does not have any 

conditioning effect upon the relationship between euroscepticism and speed of 

integration.  Regardless of the number of parties are in a government euroscepticism has 

little influence on the speed at which states integrate. 

 As with all previous tests the bureaucratic variables appear to have a large effect on 

the speed at which EU member state integration.  Further, it appears that issue area 

salience, and the number of competitive parties in a state are important driving factors in 
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integration.  These results comport with previous findings, showing a particular 

robustness. Lagged GDP/capita also appears to affect the speed of integration-- however, 

its effect is smaller than other variables. 

 Based upon the findings concerning temporal proximity of elections hypothesis and 

the coalition partners hypothesis, one might conclude that electoral politics do not change 

the relationship between speed of integration and public opinion to any significant 

degree.  However, it is possible that the electoral system is more important than political 

leaders’ electoral concerns.  The next section of this chapter explores this possibility, 

examining the conditioning effect of the existence of a proportional representation system 

on the effects of euroscepticism on integration. 

 

The PR System Hypothesis 

 It was hypothesized in chapter 3 that the political leaders may be more responsive 

to eurosceptic attitudes in states using proportional representation systems.  This 

hypothesis was derived from literature that suggests that minority opinions are more 

represented in PR systems.  Since euroscepticism tends to be a minority view political 

leaders should be more responsive to this opinion in PR systems.   

 A country was considered to have a PR system if it uses any aspect of proportional 

representation in its electoral system.  This means that Germany and Italy, although not 

purely proportional were considered to be PR systems.  This variable was coded as a 

dummy variable, with PR systems being coded as 1. 

 To create the main independent variable for the PR system hypothesis, the dummy 
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variable for PR systems was interacted with the level of aggregate euroscepticism in a 

stated.  The variables measuring whether a directive is an amendment, the length of the 

transposition period, and the region of a state appear to violate the proportional hazard 

assumption (see table 8.7).  Therefore, these variables are interacted with the log of time. 

Table 8.7: Test for violations of proportional hazard assumption in tests of PR 
system hypothesis 
Variable Rho Chi-squared p>chi-squared TVC 
Amendment -.05 3.44 .064 N 
Months for 
Transposition 

.20 221.63 .001 N 

Commission Directive -.004 .03 .861 N 
Proportional 
Representation 

.02 .94 .331 N 

Region -.06 6.29 .012 N 
Note: TVCs are already interacted with time and thus do not have to be interacted with 
time again. 
 
 Column 4 of table 8.2 shows the findings of the extended Cox model using the 

interaction of aggregate euroscepticism and the existence of a PR system in a state as the 

main independent variable.  The hazard ratio of the main independent variable is 1.08, 

and it is statistically significant at the p<.01 level.  This means that when a country uses a 

proportional representation system, and euroscepticism is high, transposition occurs more 

quickly.  In terms of the component variables in this study, the existence of a PR system 

is statistically insignificant, although it shows a hazard ratio less than 1.00.  The level of 

aggregate euroscepticism shows a statistically significant effect and a hazard ratio below 

1.00. 

 The bureaucratic variables are statistically significant and in the expected 

directions.  The length of a country’s membership in the EU shows a statistically 

significant effect with a hazard ratio of slightly more than 1.00 (1.002) suggesting a mild 
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accelerating effect of longer membership in the EU.  As with other tests, issue area 

salience and the number of competitive parties in a state show a statistically significant 

relationship to the speed of transposition.  The hazard ratios for these variables are below 

1.00, indicating that they delay transposition.  The existence of a eurosceptic party in a 

state shows a statistically significant effect with a hazard ratio well over 1.00, meaning 

that the existence of at least one competitive eurosceptic party accelerates transposition.  

Finally, the region a state is in appears to effect transposition.  States in the north tend to 

transpose more quickly. 

 In terms of the effects of the interactions with time, it appears that the effect of the 

length of the transposition, and the effect of aggregate euroscepticism becomes greater 

with time.  Further, the effect of salience and the number of competitive parties grows 

with time.  The effect of the region of a state decays over time. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

FIGURE 8.3: The Marginal Effects of Aggregate Euroscepticism X the Existence of 
a PR Electoral System on Transposition Speed 
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 The substantive effects of the main independent variable are displayed graphically 

in figure 8.3.  This variable was graphed at values of 0, 6.79, 9.65, 13.96, and 44.90, 

which mark the values of this variable at which 0%, 25%, 50%, 75% and 100% of 

observations fall below.  As can be seen in figure 8.3, there is a major substantive 

difference between the survival estimates of the main independent variable when values 

are greater than 0 from when they are 0.  That is to say, the existence of a PR system in a 

country conditions the effect of euroscepticism on transposition.  At 50 months 60% of 

directives will have been transposed when the value of the interaction between a PR 

system and aggregate euroscepticisim is 0; at the same time, when the value of this 

interaction term is 6.79 roughly 70% of directives will have been transposed, and when 

the value of this variable is 13.96 about 80% of directives will have been transposed 
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(there appears to be little substantive difference between values of 6.79 and 9.65).   This 

suggests that when a country is a PR system the level of euroscepticism certainly has an 

effect upon the speed of transposition, and not only at the extreme, however, as with 

other studies there is a greater effect at the extreme.  The most important thing to note, 

however, is that the relationship is in the opposite directive of what is expected in the PR 

system hypothesis.  That is to say, in a PR system, higher levels of euroscepticism speed 

transposition. 

 

Other Measures of Euroscepticism 

 It may further be useful to interact the existence of a PR system with the difference 

in euroscepticism and EU support, euroscepticism’s divergence from its historical mean, 

and the change in euroscepticism.  When this is done, all three tests show a lack of 

statistical significance (see appendicies Y through AA).  That is to say, the existence of a 

PR system does not condition the effect of these measures of euroscepticism on the speed 

of transposition. 

 It must be noted that the bureaucratic variables, issue area salience, and the number 

of competitive parties in a state show statistical significant in all of these tests.  

Moreover, the effect of these variables is in the same direction as in previous tests.  This 

serves as a further robustness check on these findings. 
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Discussion of Findings Concerning the PR System Hypothesis 

 This test is the first test that shows a definitive statistical relationship between the 

main independent variable and the speed of integration.  Moreover, it shows a significant 

substantive relationship as well.  Most interestingly, based upon the hazard ratio and the 

survival estimates reported above, higher levels of euroscepticism speed integration. 

 This finding is in the exact opposite direction of what is expected.  A possible 

explanation for this lies in the level of bureaucratic oversight by the legislature.  It is 

fairly obvious that transposition is a relatively bureaucratic process.  In PR systems in 

which coalition governments tend to have more parties, political leaders may be more 

concerned with keeping the government together rather than overseeing the bureaucracy.  

If this is the case, the bureaucracy may be fairly independent of the government, and 

therefore they may transpose more quickly.   

 Moreover, the reason the level of euroscepticism may have a differing effect at 

higher levels lies in the possibility of crises.  Euroscepticism is likely to jump in moments 

of crisis.  Essentially, euroscepticism will not reach higher levels unless there is some 

exogenous crisis.  This exogenous crisis leads to political leaders focusing on the crisis, 

and not focusing on bureaucratic oversight.  Simply put, the relationship seen between 

euroscepticism and integration may be a spurious relationship. 

 It is interesting to note that the bureaucratic variables, issue area salience, and the 

number of competitive parties in a state are again statistically significant.  This serves as 

another robustness test for these variables, and indicates the importance of these five 

factors in speeding or delaying integration.   
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Discussion and Conclusion 

 After the tests of all hypotheses in this chapter, the question becomes, do electoral 

concerns affect the speed of transposition?  Based upon the above findings, it can be said 

that some electoral concerns do in fact affect the speed at which EU member states 

transpose directives. 

 Due to problems discussed above, most notably, the measurement of the temporal 

proximity of an election, it is hard to say definitively that the existence of an imminent 

election does not condition the relationship between euroscepticism and the speed of 

integration.  That being said, these findings strongly suggest that political leaders do not 

become more responsive to euroscepticism when elections are near.   

 The question of whether the number of coalition partners conditions the 

relationship between euroscepticism and integration is a slightly trickier question.  The 

results of the statistical test of the coalition partners hypothesis suggest that the number of 

coalition partners in a government does not affect the relationship between 

euroscepticism and speed of transposition. 

 It was hypothesized that euroscepticism will lead to delayed transposition when 

there are many members of a coalition, and also when a country uses a PR system.  The 

test of the effect of euroscepticism on the speed of transposition showed a statistically 

significant relationship, but the substantive findings suggested that higher euroscepticism 

when a coalition is larger actually leads to faster transposition.  Further, it was found both 

statistically and substantively that euroscepticism speeds transposition when a country 

uses a PR system. 
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 In the last section of this chapter, an explanation was put forth for these unexpected 

results hinging upon the assumption that in PR systems there are more members of 

government coalitions, and political leaders do not pay attention to the bureaucracy, who 

is then able to tranpose directives more quickly.  These findings fit well with the 

substantive findings concerning the effect of euroscepticism when a coalition maintains 

many members. 

 It must be noted, that this is only a provisional theory, and there may be a different 

explanation as to why euroscepticism appears to accelerate transposition in a PR system.  

The development of this theory, however, is outside the scope of this dissertation, but 

does present an interesting question for future research. 

 Finally, it is important to discuss the findings concerning the bureaucratic variables, 

issue area salience, and the number of competitive parties in a state.  They were found to 

be statistically significant in every test conducted in this chapter.  These tests serve as 

robustness checks for these variables.  It can be said with a high degree of confidence that 

these variables do in fact affect integration, at least as it is measured by directive 

transposition speed.  

 The next chapter of this dissertation will seek to tie together the findings from all 

the tests conducted.  It will begin with a discussion of the findings concerning the main 

independent variables.  The control variables that show the greatest effect will then be 

discussed in greater detail.  Finally, it will conclude with some possibilities for future 

research.
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CHAPTER 9 

 

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 

 This dissertation has sought to address the question, does euroscepticism impede 

the transposition of EU directives at the member state level?  Above, a total of 14 

hypotheses were tested.  These hypotheses concerned not just the effect of euroscepticism 

generally on the speed of transposition within EU member states, but rather, delved into 

the different contexts in which euroscepticism may influence the speed of integration. 

 In all, a multitude of statistical tests and substantive examinations were conducted 

in the preceding chapters.  In all but one of these statistical tests, there appeared to be no 

statistical and substantive effect of euroscepticism upon speed of transposition in EU 

member states.  In the single test that showed a statistical and substantive relationship, the 

effect of euroscepticism on transposition in the context of a PR electoral system, the 

effect was contrary to what was expected, euroscepticism appeared to accelerate 

transposition, and this effect may in fact be spurious. 

 Based upon the above findings, the factors that appear most important in 

influencing the speed of transposition are bureaucratic variables (whether a directive is an 

amendment, the length of the transposition period for a directive, and whether a directive 

was issued by the EU Commission), the level of issue area salience for a directive, and 

the number of competitive political parties within a state.  Simply put, the findings of this 

dissertation suggest that there is very little relationship between euroscepticism and 
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transposition speed.  If a relationship does exist it appears that it is in the opposite 

direction to what researchers have been assuming.  More important to transposition, and 

in turn integration, however, are the bureaucratic factors, issue salience, and party 

systems.  The question now becomes, what are the implications of these findings? 

 

Transposition as Integration 

 As stated in the introduction, this dissertation was broadly concerned with the 

question of the effect of public opinion on the process of European integration, and speed 

of transposition was used simply as a proxy for European integration.   

 Although transposition of EU directives is only a portion of the process of 

European integration, it is one of the largest portions.  For the time period this 

dissertation is concerned with, thousands of directives had been issued, and the 

transposition of these directives brings EU member states closer together in terms of 

policy integration (meaning policy convergence and harominization).   

 With this understanding of transposition as part of integration, the above findings 

are quite telling.  Researchers have been assuming for decades that public opinion 

influence European integration (see Gabel 1998a), and in particular that negative public 

opinion concerning the EU impedes integration, while positive public opinion will lead to 

easier integration.  The above results suggest that this assumption cannot be maintained 

without any verification.   
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 The consistent findings in this dissertation suggest that euroscepticism does not 

impede integration.  That is to say, negative public opinion concerning the EU in member 

states does not have adverse effects on all aspects of the forward movement of European 

integration.  

 This appears to present a major problem for studies concerned with examining the 

determinants of public opinion concerning the EU in member states.  If euroscepticism 

does not lead to slowed integration, what are the benefits in understanding the 

determinants of public opinion regarding the European Union and European integration? 

 There are four reasons, that the study of the determinants of public opinion may 

be important.  The first of these reasons is derived directly from the above findings, in 

particular, the PR system hypothesis.  As stated above, it was found that within the 

context of a PR electoral system, higher levels of euroscepticism lead to faster 

transposition.  Since transposition speed is understood in this dissertation as a proxy for 

integration, this finding means that higher levels of euroscepticism in an EU member 

state accelerate integration.  Therefore, euroscepticism may influence the speed of 

integration, and thus understanding the determinants of euroscepticism may in fact be an 

important endeavor, albeit only in states with PR electoral systems. 

 Second, the study of the determinants of public opinion concerning the EU may 

be important because public opinion may have an indirect influence upon integration.  

That is to say, the above findings suggest that euroscepticism does not impede integration 

understood as the speed of integration.  However, public opinion may affect other 

political factors that do influence integration. 
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 For example, it was found consistently above that the number of competitive 

parties in a state influences the speed at which states transpose directives, and therefore, 

the speed at which they integrate.  If euroscepticism affects the number of competitive 

parties exist in a state, than logically euroscepticism will have an effect upon the speed at 

which states integrate.  In essence, it is possible that euroscepticism affects integration 

indirectly by affecting those factors that do have a large influence on integration.  This 

possibility, however, is beyond the scope of this dissertation and must be examined 

closely in future research. 

 Third, this study focuses predominantly upon negative public opinion, or 

euroscepticism.  As stated in previous chapters, positive public opinion and negative 

public opinion are not opposite sides of the same coin.  Positive public opinion may have 

wholly different effects upon integration than negative public opinion. It is possible that 

positive public opinion may speed integration.  Since this study was concerned primarily 

with euroscepticism, it is impossible to say with certainty what the effects of positive 

public opinion on integration are.  Therefore, this relationship needs to be studied in 

greater depth.51 

 Fourth, studying the determinants of public opinion may be important because 

transposition is not the only form of integration.  One important area of study may be to 

look at the effects of public opinion upon large integrative measures.  The transposition 

of a directive is a rather small undertaking, what is important is the scale at which this is 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
51 It is important to note that all the tests in this dissertation were conducted with support for the European 
Union as a control variable in addition to those results reported above in which support for the European 
Union was not included as a control variable.  In no test did support for the EU have a statistically 
significant effect upon speed of transposition.  This suggests that support for the European Union may not 
have any effect upon transposition. 
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done.  The transposition of one directive will actually do very little to integrate EU 

member states, however, the transposition of 5,000 directives does far more.  There are 

some singular integrative measures that are far-reaching and thus affect integration on a 

grand scale.  An example of one of these measures is the Maastricht Treaty signed in 

1992, which changed the governing system of the European Community and formed the 

European Union.  Numerous large treaties and agreements have been signed over decades 

beginning with the Treaty of Paris in 1951, which formed the European Coal and Steel 

Community (ECSC).   

These treaties and agreements moved integration forward very rapidly.  Public 

opinion may influence these treaties and agreements.  That is to say high levels of 

euroscepticism in an EU member state may make it difficult for the government of that 

state to sign a treaty or make an agreement without electoral repercussions.  This 

possibility needs to be studied in greater detail, however, since these events are rather 

rare, it is impossible to study the possibility of public opinion affecting these integrative 

measures quantitatively.  Examining this relationship, however, qualitatively appears to 

be a viable option. 

In sum, greater research needs to be conducted in which indirect effects of public 

opinion on integration, the effects of positive public opinion on integration, and the effect 

of public opinion on different measures of integration need to be examined.  That being 

said, the above research suggests that high levels of euroscepticism in states does not 

impede transposition, and thus, calls into question the assumption that euroscepticism 
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impedes integration.  The question now becomes, if euroscepticism is having little effect 

upon integration, what factors are influencing integration? 

 

Other Factors Affecting Integration 

Among political variables (i.e. not bureaucratic) the number of competitive 

political parties in a state had the most consistent influence on the speed of transposition.  

In nearly all tests in the preceding chapters, a greater number of competitive political 

parties in a state led to slower transposition.  Since transposition was used as a proxy for 

integration, it can be said that the more competitive political parties exist in a state, the 

slower integration will be.  Essentially, it appears that the number of competitive political 

parties in a state is a more important factor affecting the speed of integration than public 

opinion.   

 It must be noted that a theory as to why political party system, and the number of 

competitive political parties in a state particularly, have such a significant effect upon 

transposition, and in turn integration, has not been forwarded in this dissertation.  Greater 

research concerning this relationship must be conducted and a theory based in the 

existing literature needs to be constructed.  However, as a preliminary finding, it can be 

stated with confidence that political party systems do influence integration, and appear to 

do so more than public opinion. 

 In addition to the number of political parties in a state, the salience of the issue 

area of a directive has consistently shown a statistical relationship to the speed of 

transposition, and thus for the purposes of this dissertation, to the speed of integration in 
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a state.  In nearly all tests in the preceding chapters the salience of the issue area of a 

directive slowed transposition of that directive, statistically speaking.  In essence, when a 

directive concerns an issue area that is more salient, the transposition of that directive 

will occur more slowly, and thus integration will be delayed.  The substantive effects of 

salience, however, are questionable. 

 As with the number of competitive political parties, the study of issue area 

salience was not tantamount to this study, and therefore, no theory as to why issue area 

salience may affect the speed of integration was posited.  As a preliminary theory, issue 

area salience of a directive may slow transposition because greater salience of an issue 

area may inspire greater debate about all legislation in that issue area, and therefore, lead 

to delays in passage of measures designed to transpose directives.  This is of course a 

very simplistic theory and must be expanded in future research. 

 Finally, the bureaucratic variables (whether a directive is an amendment to a 

previous directive, the length of the transposition period of a directive, and whether a 

directive was issue by the EU Commission) showed the most stable statistical 

relationships to the speed of transposition, and the greatest substantive effects.  In all of 

the tests above, directives that were amendments were transposed more quickly, 

directives with longer transposition periods were transposed more slowly, and directives 

that were issued by the EU Commission were transposed more quickly. 

 These findings were not unexpected – much of the previous research has found 

these factors to be important in explaining the speed of transposition (see Mastenbroek 

2003; Kaeding 2006; Haverland and Romeijn 2007; Konig and Luetgert 2009).  Theories 
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of transposition delay argue that these factors have the effects that they do because they 

make it either easier, or more difficult for the bureaucracies of each state to transpose 

directives.  That is to say, amendments and directives issued by the EU Commission are 

less complex and therefore, the bureaucracies of states can transpose the directives more 

easily.  Further, directives with longer transposition periods tend to be more complex, and 

thus more difficult for the bureaucracies of states to transpose.  Although these findings 

were expected, they become more interesting when taken in tandem with the findings 

concerning the effects of public opinion, and party systems.   

Although, previous research has shown that bureaucratic factors have a large 

influence on the speed of transposition, very few of these studies examined these factors 

alongside political factors, such as public opinion, party systems, and issue area salience.  

The fact that these bureaucratic variables maintain such a strong influence when tested 

alongside political variable, and the fact that so few political variables show a statistical 

relationship to transposition suggests that not only do the bureaucratic factors have a 

large effect upon transposition, and in turn integration, they are far more important than 

political factors.  Essentially, the findings concerning the bureaucratic variables show that 

the process of transposition, and thus, a large portion of the integration process is more 

affected by bureaucracy than by politics. 

 In sum, integration is a mainly bureaucratic process with politics playing a 

minimal role.  However, when politics does play a role, public opinion is not a driving 

force in integration, but rather political party systems plays the greatest role, and to a 



	  

 
	  

234 

lesser extent issue salience is important.  The next important question to be asked, 

however, is what do these findings mean for the broad theories of European integration? 

 

Implication for Theories of Integration 

 There are essentially two competing theories of European integration, 

intergovernmentalism and neofunctionalism.  Neofunctionalism supposes that integration 

gains its own momentum and a centralized government will eventually grow out of 

European integration (Rosamond 2000).  Simply put, the neofunctionalist perspective 

posits that European integration has an inertia, and takes on a life of its own.  

Intergovernmentalism is a rival theory of neofunctionalism and argues that the 

governments of EU member states control integration.  That is to say they can slow 

integration, they can accelerate integration, and they can dictate what areas are and are 

not integrated (Moravcsik 1991).  In essence, integration does not have inertia, but rather, 

the European Union is simply an international organization that is controlled by the 

leaders of the EU member states. 

Although this dissertation is not directly concerned with settling the debate 

between adherents to the neofunctionalist paradigm and adherents to the 

intergovernmentalist paradigm, the findings presented above may be useful in settling 

this debate.  If the intergovernmentalist understanding of integration is true, one would 

expect to see the political variables having a great effect upon integration, in particular, 

one would expect to see high negative public opinion concerning the EU slow 

integration.  However, if the intergovernmentalist understanding is not correct, one would 
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not see delays in integration caused by political variables, because the leaders of EU 

member states would have little ability to stop integration. 

If the neofunctionalist paradigm is correct, one would expect to see little effect of 

political factors on integration.  Further, the bureaucratic factors would be far more 

important in dictating the speed of integration as bureaucracies are simply mechanized 

organizations that, at least theoretically, should be unaffected by political concerns.  That 

is to say, bureaucracies produce inertia. 

As stated above, this dissertation has found that bureaucracies are the single 

largest driving force in integration.  This supports the neofunctionalist paradigm.  

However, it appears that neofunctionalism and intergovernmentalism are not mutually 

exclusive.  Some political factors do accelerate or decelerate integration, such as the 

number of competitive political parties in a state.  This suggests that a modicum of 

intergovernmentalism does in fact exist in the process of integration.  In sum, the above 

findings appear to show that European integration is both neofunctional and 

intergovernmental, however, it is slightly more neofunctional.  Although these findings 

do help to settle the debate between these two paradigms, it cannot be overstated that this 

dissertation is not intended to address this debate, and therefore cannot be understood as 

definitive. 

 

Future Research 

  There remain, however, a number of avenues for future research in this field.  

One of these avenues includes changes to the dependent variable.  The dependent 
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variable of this study is speed of transposition.  This variable was used as a proxy for 

speed of integration, but it must be noted that integration may take other forms, and 

research concerning the public opinion on these different forms of integration should take 

place.  For example, the transposition of directives is only part of the process of 

integration.  Once a state transposes a directive that state must then enforce that directive 

to be fully integrated.  If an EU member state transposes a directive but does not actually 

enforce the law passed for transposition, it would be in de jure compliance, but in de 

facto non-compliance.    

 It is entirely possible, and some might argue likely, that directives will be 

transposed regardless of public opinion, but if euroscepticism is high, states may resist 

actual implementation of laws aimed at compliance with a directive.  Thus, it is important 

that research concerning public opinion and implementation of directives in individual 

EU member states take place.  This research, due to questions of data and the difficulty of 

data collection cannot as of yet address the issue of compliance, however, this certainly 

would be an important contribution to the field. 

 An equally important avenue of research concerns the effect of actual anti-EU 

behavior on integration.  Public opinion does not tell the entire story; it is very easy for a 

person or persons to profess an opinion, either positive or negative, about the EU.  That is 

to say, there is very little cost for an individual to answer a survey question.  It is far more 

costly for an individual to act upon those opinions (i.e. protesting, striking, etc).  Future 

research should move beyond examining only public opinion and focus also upon the 

effect of anti-EU political actions on the process of integration. 
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 A possible course of future inquiry may involve the collection of data concerning 

anti-EU political actions from newspaper reports over a period of time in each EU 

member state.  This data could then be used to measure the degree of anti-EU action in a 

number of manners beginning with a simple additive measure of the number of actions in 

a country in a given time period (i.e. a week or month) to the number of people involved 

in the actions, to the demands of the activists (whether they be generally anti-EU, or 

opposed to particular EU measures).  Further, increases and decreases of anti-EU action 

could be measured quite easily as well.  These measures could then be used as an 

independent variable in examinations of the speed of integration in the different EU 

member states. 

 

Conclusion 

 In sum, the research in the preceding chapters points to a number of conclusions.  

First, and foremost, the proposition that public opinion is a driving force in integration 

cannot be accepted as wholly accurate.  In the case of transposition of directives, it 

appears that negative public opinion (euroscepticism) does not have a large direct effect.  

Thus, in terms of this aspect of integration and negative public opinion, the assumption 

that public opinion drives integration is likely false. 

 More important for integration, the findings suggest, are party systems, issue 

salience and bureaucratic concerns.  In terms of political variables, the number of 

competitive political parties in a state is the most important factor dictating integration.  

A greater number of competitive political parties in a state leads to slower integration.  
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Further, at least in the case of transposition, more salient directives and directives that 

have longer transposition periods are transposed more slowly, whereas directives that are 

amendments to previous directives, or were issue by the EU Commission are transposed 

more quickly. 

 These findings although seemingly robust, are clearly not the end of the story.  

Additional work needs to be conducted to further elucidate the relationship between 

public attitudes and behaviors concerning the EU and the process of integration.  This 

undoubtedly will become an even more important question, particularly in the coming 

years as Europe struggles with its current crisis of integration. 
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APPENDIX A 
 

RESULTS OF COX REGRESSION WITH TIME-VARYING COVARIATES FOR 
THE INTERACTION BETWEEN THE DIFFERENCE BETWEEN 

EUROSCEPTICISM AND SUPPORT FOR THE EU X ISSUE SALIENCE 
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Variable Hazard 

Ratio 
Standard 
Error 

P-
Value 

First Equation 
Euroscepticism 
Difference* Issue 
Salience 

1.01 .01 .185 

Euroscepticism 
Difference 

1.00 .01 .877 

Amendment 1.85 .37 .002 
Amendment * 
Time 

.88 .06 .084 

Months for 
Transposition 

.82 .01 .001 

Transposition * 
Time 

1.05 .003 .001 

Commission 
Directive 

1.56 .10 .001 

Coalition 
Partners 

.63 .20 .146 

Eurosceptic 
Coalition 
Partner 

1.52 .55 .246 

EU Presidency 1.49 .47 .209 
Lagged 
GDP/Capita 

1.002 .002 .169 

Length of EU 
membership 

1.001 .001 .125 

Salience 
Dummy 

.39 .16 .024 

Number of 
Competitive 
Parties 

.57 .14 .021 

Vote Difference 
between Top 2 
Parties 

.98 .02 .399 

Competitive 
Parties in 
Ideological 
Space 

.88 .21 .585 

Competitive 
Eurosceptic 
Party 

1.70 .48 .060 

Imminent 1.28 .52 .543 
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Election 
Proportional 
Representation 

1.05 .15 .712 

Region 2.40 .84 .012 
Region * Time .74 .09 .012 
Second Equation: contains variables that continuously vary with respect to time 
Euroscepticism 
Difference* Issue 
Salience 

1.00 .003 .747 

Euroscepticism 
Difference 

1.00 .003 .441 

Coalition 
Partners 

1.03 .11 .754 

Eurosceptic 
Coalition 
Partner 

.98 .12 .836 

EU Presidency .89 .11 .341 
Lagged 
GDP/Capita 

1.00 .001 .404 

Length of EU 
Membership 

1.00 .0003 .827 

Salience 
Dummy 

1.23 .18 .158 

Competitive 
Parties 

1.21 .11 .027 

Vote Difference 
between Top 2 
Parties 

1.00 .01 .982 

Number of 
Competitive 
Parties in 
Ideological 
Space 

.91 .08 .294 

Competitive 
Eurosceptic 
Party 

.88 .14 .191 

Imminent  
Election 

.98 .09 .883 

N=29,301  
Note: All variables interacted with time (including those in the 2nd equation) are 
interacted with the log of time.
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APPENDIX B 
 

RESULTS OF COX REGRESSION WITH TIME-VARYING COVARIATES FOR 
THE INTERACTION BETWEEN THE DIVERGENCE FROM THE HISTORICAL 

MEAN OF EUROSCEPTICISM X ISSUE SALIENCE 
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Variable Hazard 

Ratio 
Standard 
Error 

P-
Value 

First Equation 
Divergence from 
Historical Mean of 
Euroscepticism* Issue 
Salience 

1.07 .05 .196 

Divergence 
from Historical 
Mean of 
Euroscepticism 

.90 .04 .009 

Amendment 1.76 .35 .004 
Amendment * 
Time 

.90 .06 .141 

Months for 
Transposition 

.82 .01 .001 

Transposition * 
Time 

1.05 .003 .001 

Commission 
Directive 

1.53 .10 .001 

Coalition 
Partners 

.63 .21 .170 

Eurosceptic 
Coalition 
Partner 

1.51 .57 .268 

EU Presidency 1.55 .49 .166 
Lagged 
GDP/Capita 

1.005 .001 .001 

Length of EU 
membership 

1.002 .001 .028 

Salience 
Dummy 

.67 .14 .053 

Number of 
Competitive 
Parties 

.52 .13 .010 

Vote Difference 
between Top 2 
Parties 

.99 .03 .773 

Competitive 
Parties in 
Ideological 
Space 

1.02 .23 .931 

Competitive 
Eurosceptic 

1.82 .52 .038 
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Party 
Imminent 
Election 

1.26 .52 .566 

Proportional 
Representation 

2.68 1.04 .011 

PR * Time .75 .10 .032 
Region .95 .09 .599 
Second Equation: contains variables that continuously vary with respect to time 
Divergence from 
Historical Mean of 
Euroscepticism * Issue 
Salience 

.97 .02 .062 

Divergence 
from Historical 
Mean of 
Euroscepticism 

1.04 .01 .010 

Coalition 
Partners 

1.04 .12 .728 

Eurosceptic 
Coalition 
Partner 

.97 .12 .777 

EU Presidency .88 .10 .284 
Lagged 
GDP/Capita 

1.00 .0004 .252 

Length of EU 
Membership 

1.00 .0004 .252 

Salience 
Dummy 

1.15 .08 .059 

Competitive 
Parties 

1.26 .11 .010 

Vote Difference 
between Top 2 
Parties 

1.00 .01 .706 

Number of 
Competitive 
Parties in 
Ideological 
Space 

.87 .07 .101 

Competitive 
Eurosceptic 
Party 

.87 .14 .164 

Imminent  
Election 

.98 .09 .897 

N=29,301  
Note: All variables interacted with time (including those in the 2nd equation) are 
interacted with the log of time. 
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APPENDIX C 

 
RESULTS OF COX REGRESSION WITH TIME-VARYING COVARIATES FOR 

THE INTERACTION BETWEEN THE CHANGE IN EUROSCEPTICISM X ISSUE 
SALIENCE 
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Variable Hazard 

Ratio 
Standard 
Error 

P-
Value 

First Equation 
Euroscepticism 
Change* Issue Salience 

.94 .04 .152 

Euroscepticism 
Change 
Euroscepticism 

1.01 .03 .818 

Amendment 1.84 .37 .002 
Amendment * 
Time 

.89 .06 .090 

Months for 
Transposition 

.82 .01 .001 

Transposition * 
Time 

1.05 .003 .001 

Commission 
Directive 

1.55 .10 .001 

Coalition 
Partners 

.62 .21 .149 

Eurosceptic 
Coalition 
Partner 

1.32 .48 .440 

EU Presidency 1.34 .43 .364 
Lagged 
GDP/Capita 

1.002 .002 .117 

Length of EU 
membership 

1.002 .001 .022 

Salience 
Dummy 

.65 .13 .028 

Number of 
Competitive 
Parties 

.63 .17 .096 

Vote Difference 
between Top 2 
Parties 

1.01 .03 .826 

Competitive 
Parties in 
Ideological 
Space 

.88 .20 .582 

Competitive 
Eurosceptic 
Party 

2.32 .77 .012 

Imminent 
Election 

1.34 .55 .473 

Proportional 2.31 .86 .025 
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Representation 
PR * Time .78 .10 .047 
Region 1.98 .64 .034 
Region * Time .78 .09 .028 
Second Equation: contains variables that continuously vary with respect to time 
Euroscepticism Change 
* Issue Salience 

1.03 .02 .120 

Euroscepticism 
Change 

.99 .01 .512 

Coalition 
Partners 

1.05 .12 .659 

Eurosceptic 
Coalition 
Partner 

1.01 .12 .951 

EU Presidency .92 .11 .511 
Lagged 
GDP/Capita 

1.00 .0005 .554 

Length of EU 
Membership 

1.00 .0004 .198 

Salience 
Dummy 

1.17 .08 .021 

Competitive 
Parties 

1.17 .11 .106 

Vote Difference 
between Top 2 
Parties 

1.99 .01 .384 

Number of 
Competitive 
Parties in 
Ideological 
Space 

.91 .08 .288 

Competitive 
Eurosceptic 
Party 

.80 .14 .057 

Imminent  
Election 

.96 .09 .796 

N=29,409  
Note: All variables interacted with time (including those in the 2nd equation) are 
interacted with the log of time.
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APPENDIX D 
 

RESULTS OF COX REGRESSION WITH TIME-VARYING COVARIATES FOR 
THE INTERACTION BETWEEN THE DIFFERENCE BETWEEN 

EUROSCEPTICISM AND SUPPORT FOR THE EU X A DICHOTOMIZED 
MEASURE OF MULTIPLE COMPETITIVE PARTIES (0=0 OR 1 COMPETITIVE 

PARTIES) 
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Variable Hazard 

Ratio 
Standard 
Error 

P-
Value 

First Equation 
Euroscepticism 
Difference * 
Competitive 
Parties Dummy 

1.00 .03 .942 

Euroscepticism 
Difference 

1.01 .01 .010 

Amendment 1.84 .37 .002 
Amendment * 
Time 

.88 .06 .075 

Months for 
Transposition 

.82 .01 .001 

Transposition * 
Time 

1.05 .003 .001 

Commission 
Directive 

1.55 .10 .001 

Coalition 
Partners 

.78 .25 .438 

Eurosceptic 
Coalition 
Partner 

1.24 .46 .560 

EU Presidency 1.48 .47 .215 
Lagged 
GDP/Capita 

1.002 .002 .143 

Length of EU 
membership 

1.001 .001 .205 

Salience .84 .06 .018 
Competitive 
Parties Dummy 

.20 .34 .344 

Vote Difference 
between Top 2 
Parties 

1.02 .02 .374 

Number of 
Competitive 
Parties in 
Ideological 
Space 

.83 .20 .443 

Competitive 
Eurosceptic 

1.66 .46 .063 
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Party 
Imminent 
Election 

1.39 .56 .410 

Proportional 
Representation 

1.17 .16 .240 

Region 2.22 .71 .012 
Region * Time .73 .08 .005 
Second Equation: contains variables that continuously vary with respect to time 
Euroscepticism 
Difference * 
Competitive 
Parties Dummy 

1.01 .01 .465 

Euroscepticism 
Difference 

.99 .002 .001 

Coalition 
Partners 

.98 .11 .842 

Eurosceptic 
Coalition 
Partner 

1.01 .13 .931 

EU Presidency .90 .11 .373 
Lagged 
GDP/Capita 

1.00 .001 .492 

Length of EU 
Membership 

1.00 .0003 .978 

Salience 1.09 .03 .002 
Competitive 
Parties Dummy 

1.25 .75 .709 

Vote Difference 
between Top 2 
Parties 

.99 .01 .729 

Number of 
Competitive 
Parties in 
Ideological 
Space 

.96 .09 .639 

Competitive 
Eurosceptic 
Party 

.91 .09 .313 

Imminent  
Election 

.95 .14 .721 

N=29,301  
Note: All variables interacted with time (including those in the 2nd equation) are 
interacted with the log of time. 
 



	  

 
	  

251 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

APPENDIX E 
 

RESULTS OF COX REGRESSION WITH TIME-VARYING COVARIATES FOR 
THE INTERACTION BETWEEN THE DIFFERENCE BETWEEN 

EUROSCEPTICISM AND SUPPORT FOR THE EU X A DICHOTOMIZED 
MEASURE OF MULTIPLE COMPETITIVE PARTIES (0=0 COMPETITIVE 

PARTIES) 
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Variable Hazard 

Ratio 
Standard 
Error 

P-
Value 

First Equation 
Euroscepticism 
Difference * 
Competitive 
Parties Dummy 

1.01 .01 .205 

Euroscepticism 
Difference 

1.01 .01 .394 

Amendment 1.84 .37 .002 
Amendment * 
Time 

.88 .06 .077 

Months for 
Transposition 

.82 .01 .001 

Transposition * 
Time 

1.05 .003 .001 

Commission 
Directive 

1.56 .10 .001 

Coalition 
Partners 

.69 .22 .239 

Eurosceptic 
Coalition 
Partner 

1.02 .40 .957 

EU Presidency 1.41 .45 .281 
Lagged 
GDP/Capita 

1.003 .002 .107 

Length of EU 
membership 

1.001 .001 .169 

Salience .86 .07 .052 
Competitive 
Parties Dummy 

.51 .27 .197 

Vote Difference 
between Top 2 
Parties 

1.001 .03 .987 

Number of 
Competitive 
Parties in 
Ideological 
Space 

.76 .18 .242 

Competitive 
Eurosceptic 
Party 

2.25 .65 .005 

Imminent 1.36 .55 .451 
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Election 
Proportional 
Representation 

1.20 .16 .156 

Region 3.07 .99 .001 
Region * Time .67 .07 .001 
Second Equation: contains variables that continuously vary with respect to time 
Euroscepticism 
Difference * 
Competitive 
Parties Dummy 

1.00 .003 .541 

Euroscepticism 
Difference 

1.00 .003 .126 

Coalition 
Partners 

1.03 .11 .785 

Eurosceptic 
Coalition 
Partner 

1.07 .14 .588 

EU Presidency .91 .11 .450 
Lagged 
GDP/Capita 

1.00 .001 .607 

Length of EU 
Membership 

1.00 .0003 .963 

Salience 1.08 .03 .009 
Competitive 
Parties Dummy 

1.16 .23 .447 

Vote Difference 
between Top 2 
Parties 

1.00 .01 .639 

Number of 
Competitive 
Parties in 
Ideological 
Space 

.97 .08 .688 

Competitive 
Eurosceptic 
Party 

.83 .09 .069 

Imminent  
Election 

.96 .14 .785 

N=29,301  
Note: All variables interacted with time (including those in the 2nd equation) are 
interacted with the log of time. 
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APPENDIX F 
 

RESULTS OF COX REGRESSION WITH TIME-VARYING COVARIATES FOR 
THE INTERACTION BETWEEN THE DIVERGENCE FROM THE MEAN OF 

EUROSCEPTICISM X A DICHOTOMIZED MEASURE OF MULTIPLE 
COMPETITIVE PARTIES (0=0 OR 1 COMPETITIVE PARTIES) 
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Variable Hazard 

Ratio 
Standard 
Error 

P-
Value 

First Equation 
Divergence 
from Historical 
Mean of 
Euroscepticism 
* Competitive 
Parties Dummy 

.75 .17 .195 

Divergence 
from Historical 
Mean of 
Euroscepticism 

.96 .02 .154 

Amendment 1.70 .34 .008 
Amendment * 
Time 

.91 .06 .186 

Months for 
Transposition 

.82 .01 .001 

Transposition * 
Time 

1.05 .003 .001 

Commission 
Directive 

1.53 .10 .001 

Coalition 
Partners 

.92 .28 .798 

Eurosceptic 
Coalition 
Partner 

1.13 .42 .749 

EU Presidency 1.65 .52 .115 
Lagged 
GDP/Capita 

1.003 .002 .052 

Length of EU 
membership 

1.001 .001 .133 

Salience .91 .06 .170 
Competitive 
Parties Dummy 

.08 .05 .001 

Vote Difference 
between Top 2 
Parties 

1.02 .02 .323 

Number of 
Competitive 
Parties in 
Ideological 
Space 

.90 .22 .665 

Competitive 
Eurosceptic 

1.58 .42 .089 
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Party 
Imminent 
Election 

1.39 .56 .416 

Proportional 
Representation 

1.21 .12 .056 

Region 1.62 .49 .112 
Region * Time .82 .09 .065 
Second Equation: contains variables that continuously vary with respect to time 
Divergence 
from Historical 
Mean of 
Euroscepticism 
* Competitive 
Parties Dummy 

1.10 .08 .179 

Divergence 
from Historical 
Mean of 
Euroscepticism 

1.01 .01 .524 

Coalition 
Partners 

.91 .10 .388 

Eurosceptic 
Coalition 
Partner 

1.06 .13 .640 

EU Presidency .87 .10 .240 
Lagged 
GDP/Capita 

1.00 .001 .716 

Length of EU 
Membership 

1.00 .0003 .944 

Salience 1.05 .03 .045 
Competitive 
Parties Dummy 

2.43 .55 .001 

Vote Difference 
between Top 2 
Parties 

.99 .01 .077 

Number of 
Competitive 
Parties in 
Ideological 
Space 

.91 .08 .303 

Competitive 
Eurosceptic 
Party 

.91 .09 .325 

Imminent  
Election 

.95 .14 .706 

N=29,301 Note: All variables interacted with time (including those in the 2nd equation) 
are interacted with the log of time. 
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APPENDIX G 
 

RESULTS OF COX REGRESSION WITH TIME-VARYING COVARIATES FOR 
THE INTERACTION BETWEEN THE DIVERGENCE FROM THE MEAN OF 

EUROSCEPTICISM X A DICHOTOMIZED MEASURE OF MULTIPLE 
COMPETITIVE PARTIES (0=0 COMPETITIVE PARTIES) 
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Variable Hazard 

Ratio 
Standard 
Error 

P-
Value 

First Equation 
Divergence 
from Historical 
Mean of 
Euroscepticism 
* Competitive 
Parties Dummy 

.95 .05 .371 

Divergence 
from Historical 
Mean of 
Euroscepticism 

1.00 .05 .928 

Amendment 1.82 .36 .003 
Amendment * 
Time 

.89 .06 .089 

Months for 
Transposition 

.82 .01 .001 

Transposition * 
Time 

1.05 .003 .001 

Commission 
Directive 

1.54 .10 .001 

Coalition 
Partners 

.63 .18 .114 

Eurosceptic 
Coalition 
Partner 

1.27 .48 .525 

EU Presidency 1.42 .45 .272 
Lagged 
GDP/Capita 

1.004 .002 .016 

Length of EU 
membership 

1.002 .001 .043 

Salience .88 .06 .064 
Competitive 
Parties Dummy 

.39 .15 .013 

Vote Difference 
between Top 2 
Parties 

.96 .03 .227 

Number of 
Competitive 
Parties in 
Ideological 
Space 

.86 .20 .512 

Competitive 
Eurosceptic 

1.75 .46 .033 
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Party 
Imminent 
Election 

1.25 .50 .585 

Proportional 
Representation 

1.27 .13 .020 

Region 1.86 .55 .037 
Region * Time .78 .08 .017 
Second Equation: contains variables that continuously vary with respect to time 
Divergence 
from Historical 
Mean of 
Euroscepticism 
* Competitive 
Parties Dummy 

1.02 .02 .280 

Divergence 
from Historical 
Mean of 
Euroscepticism 

.99 .02 .503 

Coalition 
Partners 

1.05 .10 .627 

Eurosceptic 
Coalition 
Partner 

1.01 .13 .965 

EU Presidency .92 .11 .474 
Lagged 
GDP/Capita 

1.00 .001 .893 

Length of EU 
Membership 

1.00 .0003 .536 

Salience 1.07 .03 .016 
Competitive 
Parties Dummy 

1.45 .20 .007 

Vote Difference 
between Top 2 
Parties 

1.01 .01 .359 

Number of 
Competitive 
Parties in 
Ideological 
Space 

.93 .08 .401 

Competitive 
Eurosceptic 
Party 

.89 .09 .224 

Imminent  
Election 

.99 .14 .948 

N=29,301 Note: All variables interacted with time (including those in the 2nd equation) 
are interacted with the log of time. 
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APPENDIX H 
 

RESULTS OF COX REGRESSION WITH TIME-VARYING COVARIATES FOR 
THE INTERACTION BETWEEN THE CHANGE EUROSCEPTICISM X A 

DICHOTOMIZED MEASURE OF MULTIPLE COMPETITIVE PARTIES (0=0 OR 1 
COMPETITIVE PARTIES) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



	  

 
	  

261 

 
Variable Hazard 

Ratio 
Standard 
Error 

P-
Value 

First Equation 
Change in 
Euroscepticism 
* Competitive 
Parties Dummy 

.72 .16 .129 

Change in 
Euroscepticism 

.98 .02 .304 

Amendment 1.69 .33 .008 
Amendment * 
Time 

.91 .06 .188 

Months for 
Transposition 

.83 .01 .001 

Transposition * 
Time 

1.05 .003 .001 

Commission 
Directive 

1.55 .10 .001 

Coalition 
Partners 

.94 .28 .834 

Eurosceptic 
Coalition 
Partner 

1.09 .39 .816 

EU Presidency 1.50 .48 .204 
Lagged 
GDP/Capita 

1.002 .002 .163 

Length of EU 
membership 

1.001 .001 .156 

Salience .92 .06 .188 
Competitive 
Parties Dummy 

.16 .09 .001 

Vote Difference 
between Top 2 
Parties 

1.02 .02 .244 

Number of 
Competitive 
Parties in 
Ideological 
Space 

.89 .21 .621 

Competitive 
Eurosceptic 
Party 

1.64 .43 .063 

Imminent 
Election 

1.40 .56 .406 

Proportional 1.14 .11 .177 
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Representation 
Region 1.85 .55 .035 
Region * Time .80 .08 .031 
Second Equation: contains variables that continuously vary with respect to time 
Change in 
Euroscepticism 
* Competitive 
Parties Dummy 

1.12 .08 .122 

Change in 
Euroscepticism 

1.00 .01 .649 

Coalition 
Partners 

.90 .09 .325 

Eurosceptic 
Coalition 
Partner 

1.08 .13 .520 

EU Presidency .89 .11 .334 
Lagged 
GDP/Capita 

1.00 .001 .449 

Length of EU 
Membership 

1.00 .0003 .985 

Salience 1.05 .03 .044 
Competitive 
Parties Dummy 

1.95 .38 .001 

Vote Difference 
between Top 2 
Parties 

.99 .01 .057 

Number of 
Competitive 
Parties in 
Ideological 
Space 

.92 .08 .300 

Competitive 
Eurosceptic 
Party 

.90 .09 .258 

Imminent  
Election 

.95 .14 .699 

N=29,409  
Note: All variables interacted with time (including those in the 2nd equation) are 
interacted with the log of time. 
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APPENDIX I 
 

RESULTS OF COX REGRESSION WITH TIME-VARYING COVARIATES FOR 
THE INTERACTION BETWEEN THE CHANGE EUROSCEPTICISM X A 

DICHOTOMIZED MEASURE OF MULTIPLE COMPETITIVE PARTIES (0=0 
COMPETITIVE PARTIES) 
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Variable Hazard 

Ratio 
Standard 
Error 

P-
Value 

First Equation 
Change in 
Euroscepticism 
* Competitive 
Parties Dummy 

.96 .05 .382 

Change in 
Euroscepticism 

1.01 .04 .903 

Amendment 1.80 .36 .003 
Amendment * 
Time 

.89 .06 .099 

Months for 
Transposition 

.83 .01 .001 

Transposition * 
Time 

1.05 .003 .001 

Commission 
Directive 

1.55 .10 .001 

Coalition 
Partners 

.66 .19 .145 

Eurosceptic 
Coalition 
Partner 

1.19 .43 .640 

EU Presidency 1.29 .42 .429 
Lagged 
GDP/Capita 

1.003 .002 .042 

Length of EU 
membership 

1.001 .001 .072 

Salience .89 .06 .085 
Competitive 
Parties Dummy 

.45 .16 .028 

Vote Difference 
between Top 2 
Parties 

.97 .03 .367 

Number of 
Competitive 
Parties in 
Ideological 
Space 

.88 .20 .577 

Competitive 
Eurosceptic 
Party 

1.81 .47 .023 

Imminent 
Election 

1.29 .52 .528 
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Proportional 
Representation 

1.17 .11 .108 

Region 2.10 .61 .011 
Region * Time .76 .08 .008 
Second Equation: contains variables that continuously vary with respect to time 
Change in 
Euroscepticism 
* Competitive 
Parties Dummy 

1.02 .02 .372 

Change in 
Euroscepticism 

.99 .02 .647 

Coalition 
Partners 

1.03 .10 .734 

Eurosceptic 
Coalition 
Partner 

1.04 .13 .757 

EU Presidency .94 .11 .606 
Lagged 
GDP/Capita 

1.00 .001 .944 

Length of EU 
Membership 

1.00 .0003 .654 

Salience 1.06 .03 .019 
Competitive 
Parties Dummy 

1.35 .18 .021 

Vote Difference 
between Top 2 
Parties 

1.01 .01 .580 

Number of 
Competitive 
Parties in 
Ideological 
Space 

.92 .08 .301 

Competitive 
Eurosceptic 
Party 

.98 .08 .151 

Imminent  
Election 

.87 .14 .882 

N=29,409  
Note: All variables interacted with time (including those in the 2nd equation) are 
interacted with the log of time. 
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APPENDIX J 
 

RESULTS OF COX REGRESSION WITH TIME-VARYING COVARIATES FOR 
THE INTERACTION BETWEEN THE DIFFERENCE BETWEEN 

EUROSCEPTICISM AND SUPPORT FOR THE EU X DICHOTOMIZED MEASURE 
OF THE NUMBER OF COMPETITIVE POLITICAL PARTIES EXIST IN THE SAME 

IDEOLOGICAL SPACE AS THE RULING PARTY (0=0 OR 1 PARTIES IN 
IDEOLOGICAL SPACE) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



	  

 
	  

267 

 
Variable Hazard 

Ratio 
Standard 
Error 

P-
Value 

First Equation 
Euroscepticism 
Difference * 
Competitive 
Parties in 
Ideological 
Space Dummy 

1.01 .02 .675 

Euroscepticism 
Difference 

1.01 .01 .165 

Amendment 1.91 .38 .001 
Amendment * 
Time 

.86 .06 .040 

Months for 
Transposition 

.82 .01 .001 

Transposition * 
Time 

1.05 .003 .001 

Commission 
Directive 

1.51 .10 .001 

Coalition 
Partners 

.69 .22 .245 

Eurosceptic 
Coalition 
Partner 

1.30 .53 .517 

EU Presidency 1.46 .46 .233 
Lagged 
GDP/Capita 

1.003 .002 .047 

Length of EU 
membership 

1.001 .001 .343 

Salience .84 .06 .017 
Competitive 
Parties  

.52 .13 .010 

Vote Difference 
between Top 2 
Parties 

.99 .02 .713 

Number of 
Competitive 
Parties in 
Ideological 
Space Dummy 

.89 .69 .880 

Competitive 
Eurosceptic 
Party 

1.56 .44 .113 

Imminent 1.26 .51 .568 
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Election 
Proportional 
Representation 

1.19 .17 .221 

Region 1.62 .52 .127 
Region * Time .79 .09 .040 
Second Equation: contains variables that continuously vary with respect to time 
Euroscepticism 
Difference * 
Competitive 
Parties in 
Ideological 
Space Dummy 

1.00 .01 .815 

Euroscepticism 
Difference 

1.00 .002 .053 

Coalition 
Partners 

1.00 .11 .998 

Eurosceptic 
Coalition 
Partner 

1.02 .14 .902 

EU Presidency .91 .11 .443 
Lagged 
GDP/Capita 

1.00 .001 .886 

Length of EU 
Membership 

1.00 .0003 .829 

Salience 1.09 .03 .001 
Competitive 
Parties 

1.26 .11 .010 

Vote Difference 
between Top 2 
Parties 

1.00 .01 .813 

Number of 
Competitive 
Parties in 
Ideological 
Space Dummy 

.78 .22 .387 

Competitive 
Eurosceptic 
Party 

.87 .09 .176 

Imminent  
Election 

.99 .14 .944 

N=29,301  
Note: All variables interacted with time (including those in the 2nd equation) are 
interacted with the log of time. 
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APPENDIX K 

RESULTS OF COX REGRESSION WITH TIME-VARYING COVARIATES FOR 
THE INTERACTION BETWEEN THE DIFFERENCE BETWEEN 

EUROSCEPTICISM AND SUPPORT FOR THE EU X DICHOTOMIZED MEASURE 
OF THE NUMBER OF COMPETITIVE POLITICAL PARTIES EXIST IN THE SAME 

IDEOLOGICAL SPACE AS THE RULING PARTY (0=0 PARTIES IN 
IDEOLOGICAL SPACE) 
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Variable Hazard 

Ratio 
Standard 
Error 

P-
Value 

First Equation 
Euroscepticism 
Difference * 
Number of 
Competitive 
Parties in 
Ideological 
Space Dummy 

.99 .01 .595 

Euroscepticism 
Difference 

1.02 .02 .217 

Amendment 1.90 .38 .001 
Amendment * 
Time 

.87 .06 .059 

Months for 
Transposition 

.82 .01 .001 

Transposition * 
Time 

1.05 .003 .001 

Commission 
Directive 

1.54 .10 .001 

Coalition 
Partners 

.73 .24 .332 

Eurosceptic 
Coalition 
Partner 

1.37 .55 .431 

EU Presidency 1.47 .46 .223 
Lagged 
GDP/Capita 

1.003 .002 .024 

Length of EU 
membership 

1.001 .001 .265 

Salience .82 .06 .008 
Competitive 
Parties  

.55 .14 .017 

Vote Difference 
between Top 2 
Parties 

.98 .02 .437 

Number of 
Competitive 
Parties in 
Ideological 
Space Dummy 

.90 .63 .881 

Competitive 
Eurosceptic 
Party 

1.55 .51 .178 
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Imminent 
Election 

1.26 .50 .567 

Proportional 
Representation 

1.09 .15 .178 

Region 1.99 .68 .042 
Region * Time .76 .09 .025 
Second Equation: contains variables that continuously vary with respect to time 
Euroscepticism 
Difference * 
Number of 
Competitive 
Parties in 
Ideological 
Space 

1.00 .01 .987 

Euroscepticism 
Difference 

1.00 .01 .419 

Coalition 
Partners 

.97 .11 .776 

Eurosceptic 
Coalition 
Partner 

.97 .13 .802 

EU Presidency .91 .11 .414 
Lagged 
GDP/Capita 

1.00 .001 .786 

Length of EU 
Membership 

1.00 .0003 .878 

Salience 1.09 .03 .002 
Competitive 
Parties Dummy 

1.23 .11 .021 

Vote Difference 
between Top 2 
Parties 

1.00 .01 .690 

Number of 
Competitive 
Parties in 
Ideological 
Space Dummy 

1.02 .27 .951 

Competitive 
Eurosceptic 
Party 

.92 .11 .473 

Imminent  
Election 

.97 .14 .815 

N=29,301  
Note: All variables interacted with time (including those in the 2nd equation) are 
interacted with the log of time. 
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APPENDIX L 
 

RESULTS OF COX REGRESSION WITH TIME-VARYING COVARIATES FOR 
THE INTERACTION BETWEEN THE DIVERGENCE FROM THE HISTORICAL 

MEAN OF EUROSCEPTICISM X DICHOTOMIZED MEASURE OF THE NUMBER 
OF COMPETITIVE POLITICAL PARTIES EXIST IN THE SAME IDEOLOGICAL 

SPACE AS THE RULING PARTY (0=0 OR 1 PARTIES IN IDEOLOGICAL SPACE) 
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Variable Hazard 
Ratio 

Standard 
Error 

P-
Value 

First Equation 
Divergence 
from Historical 
Mean of 
Euroscepticism 
* Number of 
Competitive 
Parties in 
Ideological 
Space Dummy 

.98 .06 .740 

Divergence 
from Historical 
Mean of 
Euroscepticism 

.94 .03 .028 

Amendment 1.85 .37 .002 
Amendment * 
Time 

.88 .06 .058 

Months for 
Transposition 

.82 .01 .001 

Transposition * 
Time 

1.05 .003 .001 

Commission 
Directive 

1.49 .10 .001 

Coalition 
Partners 

.67 .23 .241 

Eurosceptic 
Coalition 
Partner 

1.59 .62 .237 

EU Presidency 1.51 .48 .197 
Lagged 
GDP/Capita 

1.005 .001 .001 

Length of EU 
membership 

1.002 .001 .057 

Salience .83 .06 .006 
Competitive 
Parties 

.45 .12 .002 

Vote Difference 
between Top 2 
Parties 

.99 .03 .702 

Number of 
Competitive 
Parties in 
Ideological 
Space Dummy 

1.16 .36 .628 
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Competitive 
Eurosceptic 
Party 

1.70 .49 .063 

Imminent 
Election 

1.23 .50 .610 

Proportional 
Representation 

2.42 .93 .021 

PR * Time .77 .10 .050 
Region .85 .08 .088 
Second Equation: contains variables that continuously vary with respect to time 
Divergence 
from Historical 
Mean of 
Euroscepticism 
* Number of 
Competitive 
Parties in 
Ideological 
Space Dummy 

1.02 .02 .460 

Divergence 
from Historical 
Mean of 
Euroscepticism 

1.01 .01 .169 

Coalition 
Partners 

1.00 .12 .974 

Eurosceptic 
Coalition 
Partner 

.96 .12 .759 

EU Presidency .89 .11 .347 
Lagged 
GDP/Capita 

1.00 .0005 .219 

Length of EU 
Membership 

1.00 .0004 .308 

Salience 1.09 .03 .001 
Competitive 
Parties Dummy 

1.32 .12 .002 

Vote Difference 
between Top 2 
Parties 

1.00 .01 .973 

Number of 
Competitive 
Parties in 
Ideological 
Space Dummy 

.84 .10 .143 

Competitive 
Eurosceptic 

.84 .09 .100 
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Party 

Imminent  
Election 

.99 .14 .938 

N=29,301  
Note: All variables interacted with time (including those in the 2nd equation) are 
interacted with the log of time. 
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APPENDIX M 
 

RESULTS OF COX REGRESSION WITH TIME-VARYING COVARIATES FOR 
THE INTERACTION BETWEEN THE DIVERGENCE FROM THE HISTORICAL 

MEAN OF EUROSCEPTICISM X DICHOTOMIZED MEASURE OF THE NUMBER 
OF COMPETITIVE POLITICAL PARTIES EXIST IN THE SAME IDEOLOGICAL 

SPACE AS THE RULING PARTY (0=0 PARTIES IN IDEOLOGICAL SPACE) 
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Variable Hazard 
Ratio 

Standard 
Error 

P-
Value 

First Equation 
Divergence 
from Historical 
Mean of 
Euroscepticism 
* Number of 
Competitive 
Parties in 
Ideological 
Space Dummy 

1.07 .08 .338 

Divergence 
from Historical 
Mean of 
Euroscepticism 

.88 .06 .062 

Amendment 1.81 .36 .003 
Amendment * 
Time 

.89 .06 .103 

Months for 
Transposition 

.82 .01 .001 

Transposition * 
Time 

1.05 .003 .001 

Commission 
Directive 

1.52 .10 .001 

Coalition 
Partners 

.81 .27 .539 

Eurosceptic 
Coalition 
Partner 

1.34 .52 .443 

EU Presidency 1.54 .49 .174 
Lagged 
GDP/Capita 

1.01 .001 .001 

Length of EU 
membership 

1.002 .001 .075 

Salience .84 .06 .013 
Competitive 
Parties 

.47 .12 .003 

Vote Difference 
between Top 2 
Parties 

.98 .03 .227 

Number of 
Competitive 
Parties in 
Ideological 
Space Dummy 

.95 .36 .896 
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Competitive 
Eurosceptic 
Party 

1.62 .48 .106 

Imminent 
Election 

1.26 .51 .567 

Proportional 
Representation 

2.19 .83 .038 

PR * Time .77 .10 .041 
Region .94 .09 .531 
Second Equation: contains variables that continuously vary with respect to time 
Divergence 
from Historical 
Mean of 
Euroscepticism 
* Number of 
Competitive 
Parties in 
Ideological 
Space Dummy 

.99 .03 .669 

Divergence 
from Historical 
Mean of 
Euroscepticism 

1.03 .03 .313 

Coalition 
Partners 

.95 .11 .642 

Eurosceptic 
Coalition 
Partner 

.96 .12 .751 

EU Presidency .89 .10 .329 
Lagged 
GDP/Capita 

1.00 .0005 .349 

Length of EU 
Membership 

1.00 .0003 .241 

Salience 1.08 .03 .003 
Competitive 
Parties Dummy 

1.29 .12 .005 

Vote Difference 
between Top 2 
Parties 

1.00 .01 .879 

Number of 
Competitive 
Parties in 
Ideological 
Space Dummy 

.91 .13 .514 

Competitive 
Eurosceptic 

.91 .09 .395 
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Party 

Imminent  
Election 

.97 .14 .812 

N=29,301  
Note: All variables interacted with time (including those in the 2nd equation) are 
interacted with the log of time. 
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APPENDIX N 
 

RESULTS OF COX REGRESSION WITH TIME-VARYING COVARIATES FOR 
THE INTERACTION BETWEEN THE CHANGE IN EUROSCEPTICISM X 

DICHOTOMIZED MEASURE OF THE NUMBER OF COMPETITIVE POLITICAL 
PARTIES EXIST IN THE SAME IDEOLOGICAL SPACE AS THE RULING PARTY 

(0=0 OR 1 PARTIES IN IDEOLOGICAL SPACE) 
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Variable Hazard 

Ratio 
Standard 
Error 

P-
Value 

First Equation 
Change in 
Euroscepticism 
* Number of 
Competitive 
Parties in 
Ideological 
Space Dummy 

1.05 .06 .386 

Change in 
Euroscepticism 

.97 .02 .189 

Amendment 1.84 .36 .002 
Amendment * 
Time 

.88 .06 .059 

Months for 
Transposition 

.82 .01 .001 

Transposition * 
Time 

1.05 .003 .001 

Commission 
Directive 

1.50 .10 .001 

Coalition 
Partners 

.70 .23 .284 

Eurosceptic 
Coalition 
Partner 

1.70 .64 .159 

EU Presidency 1.35 .43 .354 
Lagged 
GDP/Capita 

1.004 .001 .002 

Length of EU 
membership 

1.002 .001 .098 

Salience .84 .06 .012 
Competitive 
Parties  

.45 .11 .002 

Vote Difference 
between Top 2 
Parties 

.99 .03 .829 

Number of 
Competitive 
Parties in 
Ideological 
Space Dummy 

1.08 .33 .795 

Competitive 
Eurosceptic 
Party 

1.53 .53 .520 



	  

 
	  

282 

Imminent 
Election 

1.30 .43 .126 

Proportional 
Representation 

1.91 .71 .085 

PR * Time .83 .11 .140 
Region .92 .08 .348 
Second Equation: contains variables that continuously vary with respect to time 
Change in 
Euroscepticism 
* Number of 
Competitive 
Parties in 
Ideological 
Space Dummy 

.99 .02 .646 

Change in 
Euroscepticism 

1.01 .01 .569 

Coalition 
Partners 

.98 .11 .876 

Eurosceptic 
Coalition 
Partner 

.95 .12 .678 

EU Presidency .92 .11 .502 
Lagged 
GDP/Capita 

1.00 .0004 .505 

Length of EU 
Membership 

1.00 .0004 .475 

Salience 1.09 .03 .001 
Competitive 
Parties Dummy 

1.32 .12 .002 

Vote Difference 
between Top 2 
Parties 

1.00 .01 .949 

Number of 
Competitive 
Parties in 
Ideological 
Space Dummy 

.85 .10 .170 

Competitive 
Eurosceptic 
Party 

.88 .09 .220 

Imminent  
Election 

.97 .14 .842 

N=29,409  
Note: All variables interacted with time (including those in the 2nd equation) are 
interacted with the log of time. 
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APPENDIX O 
 

RESULTS OF COX REGRESSION WITH TIME-VARYING COVARIATES FOR 
THE INTERACTION BETWEEN THE CHANGE IN EUROSCEPTICISM X 

DICHOTOMIZED MEASURE OF THE NUMBER OF COMPETITIVE POLITICAL 
PARTIES EXIST IN THE SAME IDEOLOGICAL SPACE AS THE RULING PARTY 

(0=0 PARTIES IN IDEOLOGICAL SPACE) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



	  

 
	  

284 

 
Variable Hazard 

Ratio 
Standard 
Error 

P-
Value 

First Equation 
Change in 
Euroscepticism 
* Competitive 
Parties Dummy 

.99 .05 .799 

Change in 
Euroscepticism 

.99 .05 .813 

Amendment 1.77 .35 .004 
Amendment * 
Time 

.90 .06 .126 

Months for 
Transposition 

.82 .01 .001 

Transposition * 
Time 

1.05 .003 .001 

Commission 
Directive 

1.52 .10 .001 

Coalition 
Partners 

.83 .28 .583 

Eurosceptic 
Coalition 
Partner 

1.41 .53 .359 

EU Presidency 1.41 .45 .277 
Lagged 
GDP/Capita 

1.004 .001 .001 

Length of EU 
membership 

1.001 .001 .138 

Salience .86 .06 .023 
Competitive 
Parties 

.46 .12 .003 

Vote Difference 
between Top 2 
Parties 

.98 .03 .549 

Number of 
Competitive 
Parties in 
Ideological 
Space Dummy 

.86 .27 .633 

Competitive 
Eurosceptic 
Party 

1.46 .42 .194 

Imminent 
Election 

1.29 .53 .533 

Proportional 1.77 .64 .117 
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Representation 
PR * Time .81 .10 .098 
Region .97 .09 .766 
Second Equation: contains variables that continuously vary with respect to time 
Change in 
Euroscepticism 
* Competitive 
Parties Dummy 

1.00 .02 .955 

Change in 
Euroscepticism 

1.00 .02 .845 

Coalition 
Partners 

.94 .11 .588 

Eurosceptic 
Coalition 
Partner 

.95 .12 .671 

EU Presidency .91 .11 .429 
Lagged 
GDP/Capita 

1.00 .0004 .632 

Length of EU 
Membership 

1.00 .0003 .364 

Salience 1.08 .03 .004 
Competitive 
Parties 

1.30 .12 .004 

Vote Difference 
between Top 2 
Parties 

1.00 .01 .996 

Number of 
Competitive 
Parties in 
Ideological 
Space Dummy 

.92 .11 .476 

Competitive 
Eurosceptic 
Party 

.95 .10 .584 

Imminent  
Election 

.96 .14 .777 

N=29,409  
Note: All variables interacted with time (including those in the 2nd equation) are 
interacted with the log of time. 
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APPENDIX P 
 

RESULTS OF COX REGRESSION WITH TIME-VARYING COVARIATES 
FOR THE INTERACTION BETWEEN THE DIFFERENCE BETWEEN 

EUROSCEPTICISM AND SUPPORT FOR THE EU X THE EXISTENCE OF 
AT LEAST 1 COMPETITIVE EUROSCEPTIC PARTY IN A STATE 
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Variable Hazard 
Ratio 

Standard 
Error 

P-
Value 

First Equation 
Euroscepticism 
Difference * 
Competitive 
Eurosceptic 
Party 

1.02 .01 .131 

Euroscepticism 
Difference 

.99 .01 .586 

Amendment 1.86 .37 .002 
Amendment * 
Time 

.88 .06 .064 

Months for 
Transposition 

.82 .01 .001 

Transposition * 
Time 

1.05 .003 .001 

Commission 
Directive 

1.55 .10 .001 

Coalition 
Partners 

.85 .28 .619 

Eurosceptic 
Coalition 
Partner 

1.09 .42 .832 

EU Presidency 1.45 .46 .243 
Lagged 
GDP/Capita 

1.003 .002 .100 

Length of EU 
membership 

1.001 .001 .225 

Salience .82 .06 .008 
Competitive 
Parties  

.52 .13 .009 

Vote Difference 
between Top 2 
Parties 

.97 .02 .222 

Number of 
Competitive 
Parties in 
Ideological 
Space  

.82 .19 .391 

Competitive 
Eurosceptic 
Party 

.86 .44 .762 

Imminent 
Election 

1.31 .53 .506 

Proportional 1.23 .20 .201 
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Representation 
Region 2.13 .74 .028 
Region * Time .75 .09 .016 
Second Equation: contains variables that continuously vary with respect to time 
Euroscepticism 
Difference * 
Competitive 
Eurosceptic 
Party 

.99 .005 .080 

Euroscepticism 
Difference 

1.00 .004 .523 

Coalition 
Partners 

.93 .10 .491 

Eurosceptic 
Coalition 
Partner 

1.09 .14 .521 

EU Presidency .91 .11 .418 
Lagged 
GDP/Capita 

1.00 .001 .563 

Length of EU 
Membership 

1.00 .0003 .780 

Salience 1.09 .03 .001 
Competitive 
Parties 

1.26 .11 .008 

Vote Difference 
between Top 2 
Parties 

1.01 .01 .375 

Number of 
Competitive 
Parties in 
Ideological 
Space  

.95 .08 .525 

Competitive 
Eurosceptic 
Party 

1.21 .23 .320 

Imminent  
Election 

.97 .14 .832 

N=29,301  
Note: All variables interacted with time (including those in the 2nd equation) are 
interacted with the log of time. 
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APPENDIX Q 
 

RESULTS OF COX REGRESSION WITH TIME-VARYING COVARIATES FOR 
THE INTERACTION BETWEEN THE DIVERGENCE FROM THE HISTORICAL 

MEAN OF EUROSCEPTICISM X THE EXISTENCE OF AT LEAST 1 
COMPETITIVE EUROSCEPTIC PARTY IN A STATE 
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Variable Hazard 
Ratio 

Standard 
Error 

P-
Value 

First Equation 
Divergence 
from Historical 
Mean of 
Euroscepticism 
* Competitive 
Eurosceptic 
Party 

1.01 .06 .860 

Divergence 
from Historical 
Mean of 
Euroscepticism 

.95 .05 .365 

Amendment 1.82 .36 .003 
Amendment * 
Time 

.89 .06 .094 

Months for 
Transposition 

.82 .01 .001 

Transposition * 
Time 

1.05 .003 .001 

Commission 
Directive 

1.53 .10 .001 

Coalition 
Partners 

.97 .29 .927 

Eurosceptic 
Coalition 
Partner 

1.10 .41 .803 

EU Presidency 1.54 .49 .169 
Lagged 
GDP/Capita 

1.004 .002 .018 

Length of EU 
membership 

1.001 .001 .224 

Salience .86 .06 .028 
Competitive 
Parties  

.38 .09 .001 

Vote Difference 
between Top 2 
Parties 

.96 .02 .116 

Number of 
Competitive 
Parties in 
Ideological 
Space  

.92 .22 .719 

Competitive 
Eurosceptic 

1.47 .43 .187 
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Party 
Imminent 
Election 

1.22 .49 .621 

Proportional 
Representation 

1.17 .13 .151 

Region 1.36 .44 .332 
Region * Time .88 .10 .238 
Second Equation: contains variables that continuously vary with respect to time 
Divergence from 
Historical Mean of 
Euroscepticism * 
Competitive 
Eurosceptic Party 

1.01 .02 .985 

Divergence from 
Historical Mean of 
Euroscepticism 

1.00 .02 .268 

Coalition Partners .89 .09 .556 
Eurosceptic 
Coalition Partner 

1.08 .13 .317 

EU Presidency .89 .10 .928 
Lagged 
GDP/Capita 

1.00 .001 .845 

Length of EU 
Membership 

1.00 .0003 .006 

Salience 1.07 .03 .001 
Competitive 
Parties 

1.41 .11 .001 

Vote Difference 
between Top 2 
Parties 

1.01 .01 .358 

Number of 
Competitive 
Parties in 
Ideological Space  

.90 .08 .249 

Competitive 
Eurosceptic Party 

.95 .10 .603 

Imminent  
Election 

.99 .14 .961 

N=29,301 Note: All variables interacted with time (including those in the 2nd equation) 
are interacted with the log of time.
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APPENDIX R 
 

RESULTS OF COX REGRESSION WITH TIME-VARYING COVARIATES FOR 
THE INTERACTION BETWEEN THE CHANGE IN EUROSCEPTICISM X THE 

EXISTENCE OF AT LEAST 1 COMPETITIVE EUROSCEPTIC PARTY IN A STATE 
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Variable Hazard 
Ratio 

Standard 
Error 

P-
Value 

First Equation 
Change in 
Euroscepticism 
* Competitive 
Eurosceptic 
Party 

.97 .05 .510 

Change in 
Euroscepticism 

1.00 .05 .946 

Amendment 1.81 .36 .003 
Amendment * 
Time 

.89 .06 .092 

Months for 
Transposition 

.82 .01 .001 

Transposition * 
Time 

1.05 .003 .001 

Commission 
Directive 

1.54 .10 .001 

Coalition 
Partners 

.96 .28 .897 

Eurosceptic 
Coalition 
Partner 

1.10 .40 .786 

EU Presidency 1.40 .45 .291 
Lagged 
GDP/Capita 

1.003 .002 .064 

Length of EU 
membership 

1.001 .001 .234 

Salience .87 .06 .035 
Competitive 
Parties  

.42 .09 .001 

Vote Difference 
between Top 2 
Parties 

.97 .02 .221 

Number of 
Competitive 
Parties in 
Ideological 
Space  

.90 .21 .637 

Competitive 
Eurosceptic 
Party 

1.50 .41 .132 

Imminent 
Election 

1.27 .51 .557 

Proportional 1.11 .12 .328 



	  

 
	  

294 

Representation 
Region 1.58 .49 .140 
Region * Time .84 .09 .114 
Second Equation: contains variables that continuously vary with respect to time 
Change in 
Euroscepticism 
* Competitive 
Eurosceptic 
Party 

1.02 .02 .273 

Change in 
Euroscepticism 

.99 .02 .445 

Coalition 
Partners 

.90 .09 .302 

Eurosceptic 
Coalition 
Partner 

1.07 .13 .568 

EU Presidency .91 .11 .446 
Lagged 
GDP/Capita 

1.00 .001 .695 

Length of EU 
Membership 

1.00 .0003 .894 

Salience 1.07 .03 .006 
Competitive 
Parties 

1.36 .11 .001 

Vote Difference 
between Top 2 
Parties 

1.00 .01 .581 

Number of 
Competitive 
Parties in 
Ideological 
Space  

.91 .08 .288 

Competitive 
Eurosceptic 
Party 

.92 .09 .414 

Imminent  
Election 

.98 .14 .884 

N=29,409  
Note: All variables interacted with time (including those in the 2nd equation) are 
interacted with the log of time. 
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APPENDIX S 

 
RESULTS OF COX REGRESSION WITH TIME-VARYING COVARIATES FOR 

THE INTERACTION BETWEEN THE DIFFERENCE BETWEEN 
EUROSCEPTICISM AND SUPPORT FOR THE EU X AN IMMINENT ELECTION 
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Variable Hazard 

Ratio 
Standard 
Error 

P-
Value 

First Equation 
Euroscepticism 
Difference * 
Imminent 
Election 

.98 .02 .232 

Euroscepticism 
Difference 

1.01 .01 .051 

Amendment 1.89 .38 .001 
Amendment * 
Time 

.87 .06 .055 

Months for 
Transposition 

.82 .01 .001 

Transposition * 
Time 

1.05 .003 .001 

Commission 
Directive 

1.55 .10 .001 

Coalition 
Partners 

.79 .25 .442 

Eurosceptic 
Coalition 
Partner 

1.26 .46 .534 

EU Presidency 1.48 .46 .217 
Lagged 
GDP/Capita 

1.003 .002 .052 

Length of EU 
membership 

1.001 .001 .195 

Salience .82 .06 .008 
Competitive 
Parties  

.50 .12 .005 

Vote Difference 
between Top 2 
Parties 

.98 .02 .348 

Number of 
Competitive 
Parties in 
Ideological 
Space  

.84 .12 .456 

Competitive 
Eurosceptic 
Party 

1.58 .44 .099 

Imminent 
Election 

3.35 2.92 .164 

Proportional 1.19 .16 .212 
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Representation 
Region 1.87 .62 .059 
Region * Time .78 .09 .038 
Second Equation: contains variables that continuously vary with respect to time 
Euroscepticism 
Difference * 
Imminent 
Election 

1.01 .01 .253 

Euroscepticism 
Difference 

1.00 .002 .026 

Coalition 
Partners 

.96 .10 .680 

Eurosceptic 
Coalition 
Partner 

1.03 .13 .802 

EU Presidency .90 .11 .379 
Lagged 
GDP/Capita 

1.00 .001 .757 

Length of EU 
Membership 

1.00 .0003 .877 

Salience 1.09 .03 .001 
Competitive 
Parties 

1.27 .11 .006 

Vote Difference 
between Top 2 
Parties 

1.01 .01 .689 

Number of 
Competitive 
Parties in 
Ideological 
Space  

.94 .08 .470 

Competitive 
Eurosceptic 
Party 

.92 .09 .369 

Imminent  
Election 

.70 .22 .268 

N=29,301  
Note: All variables interacted with time (including those in the 2nd equation) are 
interacted with the log of time. 
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APPENDIX T 
 

RESULTS OF COX REGRESSION WITH TIME-VARYING COVARIATES FOR 
THE INTERACTION BETWEEN THE DIVERGENCE FROM THE HISTORICAL 

MEAN OF EUROSCEPTICISM X AN IMMINENT ELECTION 
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Variable Hazard 
Ratio 

Standard 
Error 

P-
Value 

First Equation 
Divergence from 
Historical Mean of 
Euroscepticism * 
Competitive 
Eurosceptic Party 

.96 .10 .692 

Divergence from 
Historical Mean of 
Euroscepticism 

.96 .03 .086 

Amendment 1.82 .36 .003 
Amendment * 
Time 

.89 .06 .091 

Months for 
Transposition 

.82 .01 .001 

Transposition * 
Time 

1.05 .003 .001 

Commission 
Directive 

1.53 .10 .001 

Coalition Partners .97 .29 .925 
Eurosceptic 
Coalition Partner 

1.11 .41 .776 

EU Presidency 1.55 .49 .167 
Lagged 
GDP/Capita 

1.004 .002 .012 

Length of EU 
membership 

1.001 .001 .221 

Salience .86 .06 .023 
Competitive 
Parties  

.38 .09 .001 

Vote Difference 
between Top 2 
Parties 

.96 .02 .114 

Number of 
Competitive 
Parties in 
Ideological Space  

.93 .22 .754 

Competitive 
Eurosceptic Party 

1.46 .40 .165 

Imminent Election 1.11 .52 .828 
Proportional 
Representation 

1.19 .13 .106 

Region 1.31 .41 .401 
Region * Time .88 .10 .265 
Second Equation: contains variables that continuously vary with respect to time 
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Divergence from 
Historical Mean of 
Euroscepticism * 
Competitive 
Eurosceptic Party 

1.01 .04 .734 

Divergence from 
Historical Mean of 
Euroscepticism 

1.01 .01 .325 

Coalition Partners .89 .09 .266 
Eurosceptic 
Coalition Partner 

1.07 .13 .588 

EU Presidency .89 .10 .317 
Lagged 
GDP/Capita 

1.00 .001 .905 

Length of EU 
Membership 

1.00 .0003 .861 

Salience 1.08 .03 .005 
Competitive 
Parties 

1.41 .11 .001 

Vote Difference 
between Top 2 
Parties 

1.01 .01 .336 

Number of 
Competitive 
Parties in 
Ideological Space  

.90 .08 .245 

Competitive 
Eurosceptic Party 

.93 .09 .476 

Imminent  
Election 

1.02 .16 .889 

N=29,301 Note: All variables interacted with time (including those in the 2nd equation) 
are interacted with the log of time. 
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APPENDIX U 

 
RESULTS OF COX REGRESSION WITH TIME-VARYING COVARIATES FOR 
THE INTERACTION BETWEEN THE CHANGE IN EUROSCEPTICISM X AN 

IMMINENT ELECTION 
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Variable Hazard 

Ratio 
Standard 
Error 

P-
Value 

First Equation 
Change in 
Euroscepticism 
* Competitive 
Eurosceptic 
Party 

1.21 .18 .216 

Change in 
Euroscepticism 

.97 .02 .201 

Amendment 1.81 .36 .003 
Amendment * 
Time 

.89 .06 .095 

Months for 
Transposition 

.83 .01 .001 

Transposition * 
Time 

1.05 .003 .001 

Commission 
Directive 

1.55 .10 .001 

Coalition 
Partners 

.98 .29 .946 

Eurosceptic 
Coalition 
Partner 

1.09 .39 .804 

EU Presidency 1.36 .44 .333 
Lagged 
GDP/Capita 

1.003 .002 .065 

Length of EU 
membership 

1.001 .001 .266 

Salience .87 .06 .034 
Competitive 
Parties  

.41 .09 .001 

Vote Difference 
between Top 2 
Parties 

.97 .02 .214 

Number of 
Competitive 
Parties in 
Ideological 
Space  

.92 .21 .710 

Competitive 
Eurosceptic 
Party 

1.51 .41 .710 

Imminent 
Election 

1.12 .47 .793 
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Proportional 
Representation 

1.11 .12 .315 

Region 1.55 .48 .158 
Region * Time .85 .09 .126 
Second Equation: contains variables that continuously vary with respect to time 
Change in 
Euroscepticism 
* Competitive 
Eurosceptic 
Party 

.94 .05 .263 

Change in 
Euroscepticism 

1.01 .01 .491 

Coalition 
Partners 

.89 .09 .257 

Eurosceptic 
Coalition 
Partner 

1.08 .13 .520 

EU Presidency .92 .11 .473 
Lagged 
GDP/Capita 

1.00 .001 .686 

Length of EU 
Membership 

1.00 .0003 .830 

Salience 1.07 .03 .006 
Competitive 
Parties 

1.37 .11 .001 

Vote Difference 
between Top 2 
Parties 

1.00 .01 .526 

Number of 
Competitive 
Parties in 
Ideological 
Space  

.91 .08 .247 

Competitive 
Eurosceptic 
Party 

.92 .08 .383 

Imminent  
Election 

1.02 .15 .894 

N=29,409  
Note: All variables interacted with time (including those in the 2nd equation) are 
interacted with the log of time. 
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APPENDIX V 
 

RESULTS OF COX REGRESSION WITH TIME-VARYING COVARIATES FOR 
THE INTERACTION BETWEEN THE DIFFERENCE BETWEEN 

EUROSCEPTICISM AND SUPPORT FOR THE EU X THE EXISTENCE OF A 
COALITION GOVERNMENT 
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Variable Hazard 

Ratio 
Standard 
Error 

P-
Value 

First Equation 
Euroscepticism 
Difference * 
Coalition 
Dummy 

1.00 .01 .761 

Euroscepticism 
Difference 

1.01 .01 .278 

Amendment 1.32 .08 .001 
Months for 
Transposition 

.82 .01 .001 

Transposition * 
Time 

1.05 .003 .001 

Commission 
Directive 

1.54 .10 .001 

Coalition 
Dummy 

.96 .42 .918 

Eurosceptic 
Coalition  

1.19 .30 .493 

EU Presidency 1.51 .47 .193 
Lagged 
GDP/Capita 

1.005 .001 .001 

Length of EU 
membership 

1.001 .001 .493 

Salience .85 .06 .024 
Competitive 
Parties  

.47 .10 .001 

Vote Difference 
between Top 2 
Parties 

.97 .02 .174 

Number of 
Competitive 
Parties in 
Ideological 
Space  

.93 .21 .740 

Competitive 
Eurosceptic 
Party 

1.25 .30 .354 

Imminent 
Election 

1.31 .53 .502 

Proportional 
Representation 

1.08 .15 .598 

Region 1.19 .15 .164 
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Second Equation: contains variables that continuously vary with respect to time 
Euroscepticism 
Difference * 
Coalition 
Dummy 

1.00 .005 .253 

Euroscepticism 
Difference 

1.00 .003 .026 

Coalition 
Dummy 

1.01 .16 .680 

Eurosceptic 
Coalition 
Dummy 

.98 .08 .802 

EU Presidency .88 .10 .379 
Lagged 
GDP/Capita 

1.00 .001 .757 

Length of EU 
Membership 

1.00 .0003 .877 

Salience 1.07 .03 .001 
Competitive 
Parties 

1.26 .09 .006 

Vote Difference 
between Top 2 
Parties 

1.00 .01 .689 

Number of 
Competitive 
Parties in 
Ideological 
Space  

.90 .08 .470 

Competitive 
Eurosceptic 
Party 

.99 .09 .369 

Imminent  
Election 

.98 .14 .268 

N=29,301  
Note: All variables interacted with time (including those in the 2nd equation) are 
interacted with the log of time. 
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APPENDIX W 
 

RESULTS OF COX REGRESSION WITH TIME-VARYING COVARIATES FOR 
THE INTERACTION BETWEEN THE DIVERGENCE FROM THE HISTORICAL 

MEAN OF EUROSCEPTICISM X THE EXISTENCE OF A COALITION 
GOVERNMENT 
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Variable Hazard 
Ratio 

Standard 
Error 

P-
Value 

First Equation 
Divergence 
from Historical 
Mean of 
Euroscepticism 
* Coalition 
Dummy 

1.01 .05 .778 

Divergence 
from Historical 
Mean of 
Euroscepticism 

.93 .03 .043 

Amendment 1.33 .08 .001 
Months for 
Transposition 

.82 .01 .001 

Transposition * 
Time 

1.05 .003 .001 

Commission 
Directive 

1.55 .10 .001 

Coalition 
Dummy 

.85 .26 .596 

Eurosceptic 
Coalition 
Partner 

1.08 .28 .752 

EU Presidency 1.53 .48 .177 
Lagged 
GDP/Capita 

1.006 .001 .001 

Length of EU 
membership 

1.002 .001 .053 

Salience .85 .06 .020 
Competitive 
Parties  

.50 .11 .002 

Vote Difference 
between Top 2 
Parties 

.98 .02 .278 

Number of 
Competitive 
Parties in 
Ideological 
Space  

.92 .21 .714 

Competitive 
Eurosceptic 
Party 

1.63 .45 .077 

Imminent 
Election 

1.31 .53 .503 
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Proportional 
Representation 

2.28 .79 .018 

PR*Time .77 .09 .031 
Region .93 .09 .449 
Second Equation: contains variables that continuously vary with respect to time 
Divergence 
from Historical 
Mean of 
Euroscepticism 
* Coalition 
Dummy 

1.01 .02 .725 

Divergence 
from Historical 
Mean of 
Euroscepticism 

1.01 .01 .299 

Coalition 
Dummy 

.97 .10 .743 

Eurosceptic 
Coalition 
Partner 

1.01 .09 .944 

EU Presidency .88 .10 .266 
Lagged 
GDP/Capita 

1.00 .0005 .180 

Length of EU 
Membership 

1.00 .0003 .266 

Salience 1.07 .03 .009 
Competitive 
Parties 

1.23 .10 .007 

Vote Difference 
between Top 2 
Parties 

1.00 .01 .783 

Number of 
Competitive 
Parties in 
Ideological 
Space  

.90 .08 .221 

Competitive 
Eurosceptic 
Party 

.88 .09 .178 

Imminent  
Election 

.97 .14 .859 

N=29,301  
Note: All variables interacted with time (including those in the 2nd equation) are 
interacted with the log of time. 
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APPENDIX X 

 
RESULTS OF COX REGRESSION WITH TIME-VARYING COVARIATES FOR 
THE INTERACTION BETWEEN THE CHANGE IN EUROSCEPTICISM X THE 

EXISTENCE OF A COALITION GOVERNMENT 
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Variable Hazard 
Ratio 

Standard 
Error 

P-
Value 

First Equation 
Change in 
Euroscepticism 
* Coalition 
Dummy 

.99 .05 .789 

Change in 
Euroscepticism 

.99 .04 .681 

Amendment 1.33 .08 .001 
Months for 
Transposition 

.82 .01 .001 

Transposition * 
Time 

1.05 .003 .001 

Commission 
Directive 

1.55 .10 .001 

Coalition 
Dummy 

.86 .24 .577 

Eurosceptic 
Coalition 
Partner 

1.10 .28 .714 

EU Presidency 1.39 .44 .308 
Lagged 
GDP/Capita 

1.005 .001 .001 

Length of EU 
membership 

1.001 .001 .106 

Salience .86 .06 .027 
Competitive 
Parties  

.49 .11 .001 

Vote Difference 
between Top 2 
Parties 

.98 .02 .330 

Number of 
Competitive 
Parties in 
Ideological 
Space  

.92 .20 .709 

Competitive 
Eurosceptic 
Party 

1.52 .41 .120 

Imminent 
Election 

1.33 .54 .484 

Proportional 
Representation 

1.74 .58 .099 

PR * Time .83 .10 .104 
Region 1.01 .10 .887 
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Second Equation: contains variables that continuously vary with respect to time 
Change in 
Euroscepticism 
* Coalition 
Dummy 

1.00 .02 .984 

Change in 
Euroscepticism 

1.00 .01 .753 

Coalition 
Partners 

.95 .09 .585 

Eurosceptic 
Coalition 
Dummy 

1.01 .09 .948 

EU Presidency .90 .11 .373 
Lagged 
GDP/Capita 

1.00 .0004 .362 

Length of EU 
Membership 

1.00 .0003 .472 

Salience 1.07 .03 .008 
Competitive 
Parties 

1.24 .10 .006 

Vote Difference 
between Top 2 
Parties 

1.00 .01 .737 

Number of 
Competitive 
Parties in 
Ideological 
Space  

.89 .07 .177 

Competitive 
Eurosceptic 
Party 

.90 .09 .296 

Imminent  
Election 

.97 .14 .844 

N=29,409  
Note: All variables interacted with time (including those in the 2nd equation) are 
interacted with the log of time. 
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APPENDIX Y 
 

RESULTS OF COX REGRESSION WITH TIME-VARYING COVARIATES FOR 
THE INTERACTION BETWEEN THE DIFFERENCE BETWEEN 

EUROSCEPTICISM AND SUPPORT FOR THE EU X THE EXISTENCE OF A PR 
ELECTORAL SYSTEM 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 



	  

 
	  

314 

Variable Hazard 
Ratio 

Standard 
Error 

P-
Value 

First Equation 
Euroscepticism 
Difference * PR 

1.00 .02 .934 

Euroscepticism 
Difference 

1.01 .02 .730 

Amendment 1.89 .38 .001 
Amendment * 
Time 

.87 .06 .053 

Months for 
Transposition 

.82 .01 .001 

Transposition * 
Time 

1.05 .003 .001 

Commission 
Directive 

1.55 .10 .001 

Coalition Partners .76 .24 .381 
Eurosceptic 
Coalition  

1.25 .46 .539 

EU Presidency 1.45 .46 .240 
Lagged 
GDP/Capita 

1.003 .002 .070 

Length of EU 
membership 

1.001 .001 .173 

Salience .82 .06 .009 
Competitive 
Parties  

.52 .13 .011 

Vote Difference 
between Top 2 
Parties 

.98 .03 .557 

Number of 
Competitive 
Parties in 
Ideological Space  

.83 .20 .442 

Competitive 
Eurosceptic Party 

1.73 .53 .071 

Imminent Election 1.29 .52 .527 
Proportional 
Representation 

1.33 .28 .179 

Region 1.89 .70 .085 
Region * Time .80 .10 .079 
Second Equation: contains variables that continuously vary with respect to time 
Euroscepticism 
Difference * PR 

1.00 .01 .654 

Euroscepticism 
Difference 

1.00 .01 .897 
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Coalition Partners .96 .10 .686 
Eurosceptic 
Coalition Partner 

1.04 .13 .777 

EU Presidency .91 .11 .412 
Lagged 
GDP/Capita 

1.00 .001 .668 

Length of EU 
Membership 

1.00 .0004 .821 

Salience 1.09 .03 .001 
Competitive 
Parties 

1.26 .12 .012 

Vote Difference 
between Top 2 
Parties 

1.00 .01 .955 

Number of 
Competitive 
Parties in 
Ideological Space  

.94 .08 .490 

Competitive 
Eurosceptic Party 

.98 .10 .270 

Imminent  
Election 

.89 .14 .866 

N=29,301  
Note: All variables interacted with time (including those in the 2nd equation) are 
interacted with the log of time. 
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APPENDIX Z 
 

RESULTS OF COX REGRESSION WITH TIME-VARYING COVARIATES FOR 
THE INTERACTION BETWEEN THE DIVERGENCE FROM THE HISTORICAL 

MEAN OF EUROSCEPTICISM X THE EXISTENCE OF A PR ELECTORAL 
SYSTEM 
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Variable Hazard 
Ratio 

Standard 
Error 

P-
Value 

First Equation 
Divergence 
from Historical 
Mean of 
Euroscepticism 
* PR 

1.11 .07 .085 

Divergence 
from Historical 
Mean of 
Euroscepticism 

.85 .05 .006 

Amendment 1.83 .36 .002 
Amendment * 
Time 

.88 .06 .081 

Months for 
Transposition 

.82 .01 .001 

Transposition * 
Time 

1.05 .003 .001 

Commission 
Directive 

1.54 .10 .001 

Coalition 
Partners 

.83 .28 .594 

Eurosceptic 
Coalition 
Partner 

1.26 .48 .539 

EU Presidency 1.50 .47 .203 
Lagged 
GDP/Capita 

1.01 .001 .001 

Length of EU 
membership 

1.002 .001 .038 

Salience .81 .06 .003 
Competitive 
Parties  

.47 .12 .003 

Vote Difference 
between Top 2 
Parties 

.98 .03 .523 

Number of 
Competitive 
Parties in 
Ideological 
Space  

.87 .20 .554 

Competitive 
Eurosceptic 
Party 

1.76 .50 .047 

Imminent 1.32 .54 .497 
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Election 
Proportional 
Representation 

3.46 1.44 .003 

PR*Time .69 .10 .009 
Region .89 .09 .285 
Second Equation: contains variables that continuously vary with respect to time 
Divergence 
from Historical 
Mean of 
Euroscepticism 
* PR 

.97 .02 .148 

Divergence 
from Historical 
Mean of 
Euroscepticism 

1.05 .02 .026 

Coalition 
Dummy 

.94 .11 .608 

Eurosceptic 
Coalition 
Partners 

1.03 .13 .828 

EU Presidency .89 .11 .347 
Lagged 
GDP/Capita 

1.00 .0004 .277 

Length of EU 
Membership 

1.00 .0004 .304 

Salience 1.09 .03 .001 
Competitive 
Parties 

1.30 .12 .003 

Vote Difference 
between Top 2 
Parties 

1.00 .01 .995 

Number of 
Competitive 
Parties in 
Ideological 
Space  

.92 .08 .356 

Competitive 
Eurosceptic 
Party 

.87 .09 .171 

Imminent  
Election 

.97 .14 .832 

N=29,301  
Note: All variables interacted with time (including those in the 2nd equation) are 
interacted with the log of time. 
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APPENDIX AA 
 

RESULTS OF COX REGRESSION WITH TIME-VARYING COVARIATES FOR 
THE INTERACTION BETWEEN THE CHANGE IN EUROSCEPTICISM X THE 

EXISTENCE OF A PR ELECTORAL SYSTEM 
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Variable Hazard 
Ratio 

Standard 
Error 

P-
Value 

First Equation 
Change in 
Euroscepticism 
* PR 

1.12 .08 .118 

Change in 
Euroscepticism 

.88 .06 .069 

Amendment 1.76 .35 .004 
Amendment * 
Time 

.90 .06 .115 

Months for 
Transposition 

.82 .01 .001 

Transposition * 
Time 

1.05 .003 .001 

Commission 
Directive 

1.54 .10 .001 

Coalition 
Partners 

.78 .26 .467 

Eurosceptic 
Coalition 
Partner 

1.38 .51 .381 

EU Presidency 1.42 .45 .268 
Lagged 
GDP/Capita 

1.004 .001 .001 

Length of EU 
Membership 

1.002 .001 .086 

Salience .84 .06 .013 
Competitive 
Parties  

.46 .12 .002 

Vote Difference 
between Top 2 
Parties 

.99 .03 .663 

Number of 
Competitive 
Parties in 
Ideological 
Space  

.95 .21 .804 

Competitive 
Eurosceptic 
Party 

1.59 .45 .097 

Imminent 
Election 

1.36 .56 .455 

Proportional 
Representation 

1.93 .71 .070 

PR * Time .82 .10 .108 
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Region .99 .09 .922 
Second Equation: contains variables that continuously vary with respect to time 
Change in 
Euroscepticism 
* PR 

.97 .02 .186 

Change in 
Euroscepticism 

1.03 .02 .154 

Coalition 
Partners 

.96 .11 .697 

Eurosceptic 
Coalition 
Partner 

1.00 .12 .977 

EU Presidency .90 .11 .383 
Lagged 
GDP/Capita 

1.00 .0004 .522 

Length of EU 
Membership 

1.00 .0003 .499 

Salience 1.08 .03 .003 
Competitive 
Parties 

1.32 .12 .002 

Vote Difference 
between Top 2 
Parties 

1.00 .01 .908 

Number of 
Competitive 
Parties in 
Ideological 
Space  

.90 .07 .187 

Competitive 
Eurosceptic 
Party 

.91 .09 .322 

Imminent  
Election 

.96 .14 .780 

N=29,409  
Note: All variables interacted with time (including those in the 2nd equation) are 
interacted with the log of time. 
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