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Source: McLaren, L. M. 2002. "Public support for the European Union: Cost/benefit analysis or perceived cultural threat?" Journal of Politics 64 (2):551-66.

What does the figure tell us?
[image: ]
Source: Magalhaes, Pedro (2012). The Scope of Government of the European Union: Explaining Citizens' Support for a More Powerful EU. In Sanders et al. Europeanization of National Polities. Oxford University Press: Oxford, p. 126.

In this study, the author explores how various independent variables are related to support for the EU. He looks at two dependent variables: 
· current scope of the EU (survey respondents indicate how many policy areas should be dealt with at the EU level)
· future scope of the EU (respondents indicate how many policy areas should be dealt with at the EU level in 10-years time)
Figure 6.1 shows how strongly each independent variable affects the dependent variables (greater number shows stronger effect). Explain what the figure tells us. Which variables have the greatest effect?
[bookmark: _GoBack][Note: "National political institutions" means trust in national political institutions]
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The Europeanization of National Polities? 
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Figure 6.1 . Dot plot representation of the standardized regression coefficients (error 
bars represent 9So/o confidence intervals) 



EU representation. And finally, when the question is clearly posed in terms of 
increasing EU powers in the future, none of the 'economic costs and benefits' 
variables prove to be statistically significant correlates of support for a broader 
EU scope of government. Thus, it seems that economic explanations of differ-
ences in views about scope of government provide us very little leverage, and 
there is no evidence that they play any role at all when respondents are invited 
to think about the issue in more prospective terms. In contrast, the same 
clearly cannot be said for identity: whether respondents see themselves as 
being 'exclusively national' turns out to be one of the strongest (negative) 



Preferred Scope of EU Government 



correlates of views on Present EU Scope (albeit less so in what concerns Future 
EU Scope) . 



Second, evidence concerning the cueing hypotheses is not particularly 
encouraging. It is true that we are more likely to find leftists rather than 
rightists among supporters of a broader scope of government for the EU either 
today or in the future, as well as (in this case only in what concerns Future EU 
Scope) individuals attached to parties that are more supportive of integration. 
But again, these empirical relationships are invariably weak when compared 
to the role played by other variables. 



Most importantly in relation to the 'political cues' approach, attitudes 
towards the domestic political system seem to matter in a way that is rather 
different from that hypothesized by the extant literature on support for 
integration. It is definitely not the case that individuals who support the 
government of the day or have more positive views of the democratic perfor-
mance of their national political system are also more likely to endorse greater 
powers for the EU. On the one hand, identification with incumbent plays no 
visible role in driving these attitudes. On the other hand, one of the things 
that differentiates individuals with higher levels of support for the EU's policy-
making role is precisely the fact that their views of national political institu-
tions are less favourable, especially where support for EU policymaking in the 
future is concerned. In fact, in this case, the standardized coefficient is even 
larger than those found for either of the 'identity' variables. 



The final relevant aspect of the results concerns views about democracy in 
the EU. The results confirm that, as we had suggested early on, identity is by 
no means the only attitudinal feature that differentiates respondents in terms 
of their support for a broader European scope of government. Respondents 
who are more favourable to a stronger political role for the EU are, on average, 
more likely to perceive European decision-makers as more responsive to their 
interests and, especially, to place greater trust in the institutions of the Euro-
pean Union. In the case of Present EU Scope, the standardized coefficient 
associated with 'Confidence in EU institutions' is as large (albeit, in the 
opposite direction) as that associated with 'Exclusive national identity' . And 
as for the prospective question, Confidence in the EU is clearly the strongest 
correlate of support for scope of government: one standard deviation in the 
scale of EU trust produces an increase of 0.27 standard deviations in support of 
a future broader policy scope of the EU. 



A country-by-country replication of the analysis conducted for the pooled 
dataset reinforces these general conclusions. Table 6.2 shows the range of the 
values of the standardized coefficients found when the previous model is 
applied country-by-country, as well as the number of countries in which 
coefficients were statistically significant with p<O.OS (sample sizes varied 
only between 1000 and 1082) with either a positive or negative sign. The 
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