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PART I

Euroscepticism

Theory and conceptualisation





1
DEFINING EUROSCEPTICISM

From a broad concept to a field of study


Benjamin Leruth, Nicholas Startin and Simon Usherwood

 


Never in the history of European integration has there been a more salient moment to study the much used and much debated concept of Euroscepticism. What with the effects of the 2008 economic crisis still being felt in the Eurozone, deep-seated concerns about Europe's security as epitomised by the terrorist attacks in Paris and Brussels and the on-going refugee and humanitarian crisis stretching across Europe's borders, the European project is under great strain. The 2016 vote in the UK referendum on EU membership has only resulted in greater political uncertainty as Europe's elites wrestle with the consequences of what a vote for Brexit means for both the EU and the UK. What these developments underline is that Euroscepticism never stands still. The target of opposition is always evolving. This is one of the great attractions of studying Euroscepticism, as is its multi-faceted nature. Whatever one's interest, one can find glimpses and reflections of it within the concept: party politics, public opinion, comparative politics, international relations, institutions, psychology, sociology, economics, law, geography, history and much more. As a phenomenon, Euroscepticism seems to touch on everything and to be found everywhere.

This is both a good thing and a bad thing for scholars. For those who have come to study it during the past couple of decades it has meant that it has become ever easier to justify the time and effort devoted to understanding what used to be seen as a very peripheral area of political life. But as more have come to the subject, so it has expanded and stretched, to the point where it has become much harder to know what Euroscepticism actually is, let alone why it occurs and what it means.

This collection of original pieces is an effort to map out this new scholarship and to give dimensions to something that has become a central part of contemporary political discourse in Europe, not only among academics and politicians, but also among the wider population. By bringing together experts from a very wide range of disciplines and perspectives, this Handbook offers the first major attempt to present the state of a rapidly evolving art and to highlight the connections that exist across and within a field that is more often than not misunderstood and misconceptualised.


What is Euroscepticism?

A reasonable first question in any venture of this sort is the definition of the term concerned. However, as will become apparent – both here and in the various chapters – defining Euroscepticism is something that has proved profoundly elusive, even from the earliest days of scholarship. In part, this is a result of the subject itself and in part because of the nature of the scholarship.

The term ‘Eurosceptic’ can be traced back to the mid-1980s in the United Kingdom (UK), where it was used by journalists and politicians to refer to those Members of the Parliament (MPs) within the Conservative party who had reservations about the path of European integration in the post-Single European Act era, i.e. they were sceptical (in the lay sense of the word) about ‘Europe’ (Spiering 2004). This genesis highlights three key problems that have bedevilled all subsequent study. The first is that this is a term that was created by non-academics using academic jargon: the back-construction from ‘sceptic’ to ‘scepticism’ makes abundant linguistic sense, but absolutely no academic sense. In particular, the creation of the ‘-ism’ of Euroscepticism has proved to be a repeated red herring for all involved, who look for an ideological core where none exists. Thus much work has gone into trying to demonstrate that Euroscepticism is ‘actually’ just another label for something else, such as populism or anti-politics or nationalism, while neglecting to see that, while it contains aspects of all of these, it is not defined – in fundamental terms – by them.

This is due to the second basic problem, namely that Euroscepticism is ultimately a negative construction. In its simplest form, it refers to opposition to some aspect of European integration, the very vagueness of which merely makes the point that it risks being everything and nothing. The concept does not say anything about why that opposition exists, what form it should take, to what it should apply, nor to what end. Instead, we have to understand that Euroscepticism describes a set of practices driven by a multiplicity of ideologies and shaped by a multitude of factors to produce myriad results. As many of the contributions in this volume highlight, there is often little that holds together Eurosceptic groups or movements beyond some dislike or disquiet of a nominal referent object. While that object is most usually the European Union (EU), even that is open to question: in some countries, other European institutions suffer ‘collateral scepticism’ purely because of the inclusion of the word ‘European’ in their names (Startin 2015).

Thirdly, the genesis of the term reminds us of the temporal and geographical specificities involved. From that narrow and precise germ, the phrase grew in use, first to sweep across much of the British political system, and then across the entire continent. Since the advent of the 1992 Maastricht Treaty, a key turning point in terms of the crystallisation of opposition towards the EU, it has become a transnational and pan-European phenomenon, and the term Euroscepticism has become common political language in all EU member states (FitzGibbon et al. 2017). More recently with the advent of the Great Recession and the Eurozone crisis, Euroscepticism has become increasingly ‘embedded’ within European nation states (Usherwood and Startin 2013). This led scholars and commentators, as the EU has come under increasing pressure in terms of its future direction, to refer to the ‘mainstreaming of Euroscepticism’ as a new phenomenon (Brack and Startin 2015). It is now used to refer to Greek communists, Hungarian neo-Nazis, Dutch Christian conservatives, German neo-conservatives, Greens, farmers, workers and many more besides. Their actions range from changing specific pieces of EU legislation, through major policy reforms, to withdrawing from all or part of the system. To capture all of this under one label is not only misleading, but also potentially counterproductive, for it can obscure more than it reveals.

If the subject presents particular challenges, then academics have also found it difficult to adapt to it too. In particular, precisely because it touches on many areas of existing work, it has tended to be handled as a function of those areas, rather than as a subject in its own right. The consequence has been the emergence of a range of different literatures that have not spoken very much to each other and which have left substantial areas of interest either only lightly skimmed or completely ignored. To take the most obvious (and important) example, much of the academic literature on the subject has continued to focus somewhat narrowly on the impact of Euroscepticism on political parties and domestic party systems with Paul Taggart's (1998) much cited ‘hard’ and ‘soft’ categorisation still the main frame of reference. This work – together with the very substantial volumes co-edited with Aleks Szczerbiak (Szczerbiak and Taggart 2008a and 2008b) – defined many of the parameters in this area (for a comprehensive overview of existing conceptualisations of Euroscepticism, see Chapter 2 in this Handbook).

Valuable though this work is, it can only ever be one part of a constellation of scholarship that has other, important, centres in psephology and public opinion, political economy and political psychology, media studies and jurisprudence. Again, in all these cases, the work reaches out from its base, rather than necessarily reaching across: the number of scholars who work on Euroscepticism qua Euroscepticism remains very small indeed. In this Handbook, we have sought to bridge those literatures, drawing on a wide range of people who are not always placed together.

This matters because without this conversation and interaction, it will not be possible to fill in the gaps that remain. In particular, three substantial holes in our understanding gape before us. Already mentioned is the highly incomplete state of theorising on the nature of Euroscepticism. While many scholars have written on models and conceptualisations of Euroscepticism in their own area, very few have attempted to build them for the phenomenon as a whole. Given the difficulties outlined above, this is understandable, made all the more so by the abundance of other research opportunities that exist in the field. The flipside then is that, without the existence of this literature, it remains difficult to break out of the challenges that face the academic community in getting to grips with this: in this, we find ourselves one step behind scholars of populism, who also lack an agreed definition or scope, but instead have a number of contenders whose merits and problems can be debated.

The second major area that is lacking concerns the pathways of Eurosceptic action. As much as is known about potential drivers of Eurosceptic attitudes and positions, the translation into action is less clear. This is especially so when looking beyond political parties in areas such as public opinion. Here the question arises of whether Euroscepticism is the source or the result of other attitudes. Here, as elsewhere, the translation (or re-translation) into action remains an opaque process, partly because of the breadth of what might be considered to be Eurosceptic and partly because of the incomplete nature of the European governance system. This latter point means that action might not be taken against the EU itself, but against some individually identified proxy.

Finally, and as an extension of the previous point, we still do not have much sense of what impact Euroscepticism has. While this may sound odd in the Brexit era, there is still scant research on how and to what extent Eurosceptic activity shapes public policy or public discourse. One might argue that this is due to the negative construction of Euroscepticism, which lends itself to stopping things happening that would have otherwise happened, rather than the other way around. But even on this reading, it is hard to know how much of what has not happened is due to Eurosceptics' agency and how much is due to the ‘normal’ (however we define that) cut-and-thrust of the highly bargained EU system.




Opportunities and openings

If this all strikes the reader as an overly gloomy reading of the situation then this has to be set against the very considerable progress that has been made. Prior to the late 1990s, the number of academic pieces that had an explicit focus on oppositional politics in the European integration process could be counted on the fingers of one hand. Within twenty years we now have a thriving and insightful community of scholars who, even if they do not have all the answers, certainly know the questions to be addressed. This Handbook, which includes the work of over forty-five scholars of Euroscepticism studies, is testament to the depth, breadth and quality of work that is being undertaken at present across the social sciences. Our selection of authors is necessarily limited, but reflects the creativity and insight that is being generated.

Again, three key points stand out in this work. The first is a willingness to break free of prior conceptions and approaches. Whether we look at theory or practical instances of Euroscepticism we find scholars exploring whether and how different tools can be brought to bear in improving our understanding of the phenomenon. Paradoxically, the proliferation of case studies means that it is increasingly possible to identify common threads and elements that might have been previously obscured by the weight of particularity.

Secondly, the quality of data that is now available has vastly improved our ability to describe – and thus to understand – what Euroscepticism is. From quantitative multinational datasets to qualitative interviewing of practitioners, the range and definition is very much beyond the (necessarily) largely impressionistic original wave of work. In part, this reflects the deepening of Euroscepticism as a practice, which has made it easier to identify its manifestations and to build up more long-run data. Coupled with more rigorous methodologies and analyses, the quality of the work now being produced inspires increasing confidence in the robustness of findings.

Finally, the work shows that there is an active research agenda. This matters not only for the narrow academic study of Euroscepticism, but also for the broader public debate. In a period when the European Union is under attack to an unprecedented degree, and following the UK's vote in June 2016 to leave the EU, it is evident that mainstream politicians are beginning to understand that this is not simply something to ignore or trivialise. The work presented here is thus of general interest at a critical juncture in the development of European governance, and has a clear and substantial contribution to make.




Sub-fields in Euroscepticism studies and the structure of this Handbook

By bringing together a collection of essays by established and up-and-coming authors in the field, the purpose of the Handbook is to paint a full and holistic picture of the extent to which the Eurosceptic debate has influenced the EU and its member states. By adopting a broad-based, thematic approach, this Handbook is divided into six sections, which could be considered as sub-fields of Euroscepticism studies: theory and conceptualisation; party-based Euroscepticism; public opinion; non-state Eurosceptic actors; transnational and pan-European Euroscepticism; and the future of European integration post-Brexit.

As mentioned above, theorising Euroscepticism has been a challenge. For the past two decades, competing definitions and conceptualisations of the phenomenon have emerged. From Taggart's (1998: 336) much cited definition of party-based Euroscepticism as a term expressing the ‘idea of contingent or qualified opposition, as well as incorporating outright and unqualified opposition to the process of European integration’, political developments have gradually led to the emergence of Euroscepticism studies as a sub-field of European studies, which led Mudde (2012) to describe it as a ‘true cottage industry’. The first section of this Handbook offers theoretical insights and reflects on the evolution of Euroscepticism as a field of study for the past two decades. Chapter 2, written by Aleks Szczerbiak and Paul Taggart, attempts to make sense of the existing literature and offers a comprehensive review of Euroscepticism studies. In Chapter 3, Sofia Vasilopoulou looks at some of the most recent influential articles in the field and offers a valuable analysis to determine the future direction of Euroscepticism studies. In Chapter 4, Christopher Flood and Rafal Soborski focus on the ideological dimension of Euroscepticism with a particular emphasis on political families, demonstrating that ideology does matter when studying and theorising opposition to European integration. The fifth and final chapter of this section, written by Pieter de Wilde et al., investigates whether Euroscepticism should be studied as a stand-alone phenomenon or whether it should be embedded within a broader cleavage, with the objective to map the theoretical debate.

Party opposition to European integration is one of the most studied sub-fields in Euroscepticism studies. Competing conceptualisations were presented over the past two decades (see inter alia Kopecký and Mudde 2002; Taggart and Szczerbiak 2002; Flood and Usherwood 2005; Szczerbiak and Taggart 2008a; Vasilopoulou 2011; Leruth 2015; see also Chapter 2 in this Handbook). The number of Eurosceptic political parties has considerably increased over time, with many of these entering coalition governments (Taggart and Szczerbiak 2013). The second section of this Handbook offers a wide range of case studies, demonstrating that party-based Euroscepticism is now such a widespread phenomenon that it is no longer confined to the margins of European politics. In Chapter 6, Liubomir Topaloff first offers an overview of the study of party-based Euroscepticism and how the debate has evolved over time. This is then followed by a series of case studies. In Chapter 7, Nicholas Startin analyses the notion of ‘Euromondialisme’, a term coined by the French National Front and used by radical right parties to mark their opposition to the European project. Dan Keith (Chapter 8) focuses on the contrasting success of Eurosceptic, radical left parties across Europe. Richard Whitaker (Chapter 9) offers an in-depth analysis of the UK Independence Party (UKIP) as one of the most successful Eurosceptic parties to date, despite its lack of success at the domestic level, and compares it to other like-minded movements across Europe. In Chapter 10, Alim Baluch focuses on Eurosceptic movements in Germany, with a particular emphasis on the rise of Alternative for Germany, founded in 2013 as an anti-Euro party but now becoming ideologically a radical right, anti-immigration movement, similar to the French National Front. Party-based Euroscepticism in the Nordic countries is then analysed in Chapter 11 (written by Benjamin Leruth), where it is argued that the region constitutes an interesting laboratory for the study of opposition to Europe due to varying levels of European integration and scepticism across the five countries. Chapter 12 (written by Natasza Styczyńska) focuses on three Central and Eastern European countries that have attracted much attention since they joined the European Union between 2004 and 2007, namely Poland, Hungary and Bulgaria. In Chapter 13, Emmanuelle Reungoat reviews party-based Euroscepticism in France, and how electoral reforms adopted in 2003 affected parties opposed to European integration. Finally, Chapter 14 (written by Susannah Verney) focuses on the growing Euroscepticism in the Southern European region, against the background of the Great Recession.

Besides the emphasis on party and elite opposition to the process of European integration, public opinion has historically been an area of particular interest for scholars of Euroscepticism, especially since citizens' perceptions of the European Union are directly linked to the rise of Eurosceptic political parties (especially in European elections). Furthermore, the use of referendums as a tool to legitimise the process of European integration has considerably increased over time: while referendums were initially used to consult citizens over their country's membership of the European Community, countries such as Denmark, France, Hungary, Ireland, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, Spain and Sweden have held referendums on other EU-related issues. More particularly, the French and Dutch rejection of the Treaty establishing a Constitution for Europe as well as the Irish initial rejection of the Lisbon Treaty attracted much attention (see e.g. Holmes 2008; FitzGibbon 2013; Startin and Krouwel 2013). The third section of this Handbook offers eight contributions on public opinion and referendums across the European Union. In Chapter 15, André Krouwel and Yordan Kutiyski use data from the 2014 pan-European Voting Advice Application EUvox to assess the differences in opinion structure towards European integration of Eurosceptic voters, which leads them to make a distinction between ‘soft sceptics’ and ‘hard rejectionist’ voters. Chapters 16 (written by Simona Guerra) and 17 (written by Robert Grimm, Gary Pollock and Mark Ellison) offer different insights on Eurosceptic youth, using two different datasets. In Chapter 18, Julie Hassing Nielsen extends the focus on Euroscepticism in the Nordic region by analysing public support for (and opposition to) European integration in Denmark, Sweden and Norway. The remaining four chapters of this third section exclusively focus on referendums across Europe. In Chapter 19, Kai Oppermann explains that EU referendums provide Eurosceptic actors with promising opportunity structures to make their case against European integration and derail pro-European policies. Agnes Batory (Chapter 20) then explains why referendums have not, in contrast, been extensively used across the Central and Eastern European Region following EU accession. Chapter 21 (Chris Gifford and Ben Wellings) then turns to EU referendums and domestic politics in the United Kingdom, from the 1975 referendum on continued European Community membership to the 2016 Brexit vote. Finally, John FitzGibbon (Chapter 22) compares referendums held in Denmark and Ireland, two similar case studies with varying levels of public Euroscepticism, and where EU-related referendums were rejected multiple times.

In recent years, the literature dominated by party/elite and public-based Euroscepticism moved towards a more holistic approach, and more attention has been paid to two categories of non-state actors: civil society (e.g. de Lange and Guerra 2009; Gifford 2014; Chatzopoulou and Bourne 2017) and the media (e.g. Koopmans and Statham 2010; Daddow 2012; de Wilde et al. 2013; Startin 2015; Gattermann and Vasilopoulou 2017; Leruth et al. 2017). This demonstrates that opposition to European integration is a broad church that is not only limited to the political arena. The fourth section of this collection focuses on this new sub-field in Euroscepticism studies, with six contributions reflecting the diversity of opposition to Europe. In Chapter 23, Hans-Jörg Trenz conceptualises Euroscepticism as a form of ‘polity contestation’ which should be considered as a structuring element of public and political discourse. Chapter 24, written by Angela Bourne and Sevasti Chatzopoulou, discusses the notion of ‘critical Europeanism’ and examines anti-austerity movements in Greece and Spain as case studies. Chapter 25 (by Doris Fuchs, Tobias Gumbert and Bernd Schlipphak) uses Eurobarometer data to analyse the relationship between citizens' attitudes towards the EU and their attitudes towards big business. In Chapter 26, Andy Mathers, Susan Milner and Graham Taylor focus on Euroscepticism within trade unions and offer a typology of the union support/opposition to European integration. Finally, Chapters 27 (Asimina Michailidou) and 28 (Patrick Bijsmans) discuss the role of the media in shaping attitudes to the European Union.

Euroscepticism is not a phenomenon that is solely embedded at the domestic level. Over the past two decades, parties and movements opposing European integration have developed strong ties that led to the emergence of transnational (or horizontal) Euroscepticism, i.e. the co-ordination and communication of opposition to the process of European integration across several countries, and pan-European (or vertical) Euroscepticism – the co-ordination and communication of opposition to the process of European integration within European institutions (as defined in FitzGibbon et al. 2017). The fifth section of this Handbook offers insights regarding the development of Euroscepticism at both these levels with a particular emphasis on pan-European cooperation within the European Parliament. Chapter 29, written by Nathalie Brack and Olivier Costa, explains that pan-European Euroscepticism has considerably evolved over time, and that the representation of Eurosceptics within the European Parliament has contributed to the legitimation of the institution. In Chapter 30, Benjamin Leruth analyses cooperation between right-wing ‘soft’ Eurosceptic actors in the European Parliament, which led to the creation of the pan-European European Conservatives and Reformists in 2009. Chapter 31, written by Nathalie Brack, includes a very useful typology of Eurosceptic members of the parliament, based on their various strategies. Chapter 32 by Cas Mudde reviews the far right's much-covered ‘success’ in the 2014 European elections, and determines that such parties mainly succeeded in countries where they are well established.

Since the late 2000s, the European Union has been facing a series of unprecedented crises (economic, financial, societal, political, migration and security; see Leruth 2017). The United Kingdom's vote on 23 June 2016 to leave the European Union will undoubtedly shape the future of Euroscepticism studies. While the new British Prime Minister famously stated that ‘Brexit means Brexit’, its consequences on the future of European integration remain unclear. The sixth and final section of this Handbook is forward-looking. It offers contributions assessing the impact of the recent wave of crises and of the Brexit vote on Euroscepticism and on the existing literature. In Chapter 33, Mark Baimbridge focuses on the relationship between a country's economic performance and Euroscepticism, against the background of the Great Recession. In Chapter 34, Daphne Halikiopoulou and Tim Vlandas analyse which parts of the British electorate voted to leave the European Union, based on a logistic regression analysis of the British Election Study. Similarly, Nicholas Startin reviews the Brexit referendum campaign in Chapter 35 and argues that, despite what pollsters predicted, a vote to leave the EU was actually predictable. Finally, Chapter 36 concludes this Handbook by offering reflections for the future of Euroscepticism studies in the post-Brexit era.




Conclusion: a bright future for the study of Euroscepticism

Originating from party-based opposition to the European Community in the UK in the 1980s, the scope of Euroscepticism has considerably evolved over time with the development of a deeper and wider European Union. Euroscepticism is no longer a solely party-based phenomenon. It now appears across the continent and in ‘new’ public arenas: in the media, within civil society and civic movements, and at the transnational and pan-European levels. It is no longer confined to the margins, and contributes to both the democratisation and legitimation of the European Union as well as its potential disintegration. As this Handbook demonstrates, the academic debate on Euroscepticism has led to the emergence of a true sub-field of European Studies. While competing conceptualisations and studies explaining the causes and consequences of this phenomenon continue to emerge, the future of Euroscepticism studies, if not as a result of this future of the EU itself, is bright. There is still much that needs to be done in order to fully understand this phenomenon. We hope this Handbook will contribute to this understanding and will encourage the further development of Euroscepticism studies.
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 CONTEMPORARY RESEARCH ON EUROSCEPTICISM

The state of the art


Aleks Szczerbiak and Paul Taggart

 

 



Introduction

Europe has seen the growth of Euroscepticism in the last twenty years. It has developed from being a marginal political project, usually the preserve of peripheral political parties, to being a position held by parties in government and by those in the mainstream of politics. It has developed in the United Kingdom (UK) to such an extent that it has resulted in the 2016 referendum decision to withdraw the UK from the European Union (EU). The study of Euroscepticism, like the phenomenon itself, has likewise seen a massive growth. This chapter attempts to lay out the state of the art on research on Euroscepticism and to chart some future possible directions for scholarship in this area.

Research on Euroscepticism has drawn from two different fields of study. The first is the research that comes from comparative politics and which has focused on the wider phenomenon of Euroscepticism across Europe, drawing on research from across the continent. It is essentially a European literature and has focused mainly on political parties and on public opinion. The second set of research has been focused on EU institutions and has examined the impact of Euroscepticism within those institutions. As a collective body of research there are three overall characteristics that we can identify. First, there is a great disparity between the amount of research produced in these two areas: by far the most research is produced within the comparative politics area and there is surprisingly little on Euroscepticism within the EU. The second feature of this literature is that very little is focused on policy and impact as most of it comes from researchers concerned more with political behaviour and the ‘input’ aspect of politics rather than with the outputs of policy. The third feature is that, as a consequence of the character of the different areas of study, there is a tendency for the research in different areas to be carried out in discrete terms with little cross reference.




The growth of ‘Euroscepticism studies’

Research on Euroscepticism has largely been focused on the nature of both public opinion and on party-based Euroscepticism. This research has primarily drawn from the comparative study of political parties and the study of polling data. This has meant that the research has not been particularly focused on either the nature of European integration itself or on the policy implications of Euroscepticism. There are a number of potential policy impacts of Euroscepticism. For example, the May 2014 European Parliament (EP) elections result in the election of a substantially larger number of parties who hold Eurosceptic positions (de Wilde et al. 2014). This raised issues of whether they would cohere as either a group or be able to work together in a looser sense and whether they would impact substantially on the policy outputs of the EP.
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Figure 2.1 Articles published on Euroscepticism, 1998–2013


Since the 1990s, a true cottage industry of ‘Euroscepticism studies’ has emerged, which has given way to hundreds of publications in increasingly prominent journals (see Figure 2.1). The comparative/theoretical literature on the topic of Euroscepticism is dominated by the study of the way that the phenomenon plays out in party politics both within individual countries and (albeit less so) at the EU/pan-European level. There is also some literature on opposition to European integration among the general public but very little on civil society criticism of or opposition to European integration (for a rare exception, see FitzGibbon 2013). The comparative/theoretical literature on party-based Euroscepticism focuses on the issues of definition/conceptualisation, measurement and causality and seeks to answer three broad questions. Firstly, how is Euroscepticism to be defined? Secondly, how is it to be measured? Thirdly, what causes Euroscepticism and, specifically, why do political parties adopt Eurosceptic stances?




How is Euroscepticism to be defined?

In vernacular discourse, Euroscepticism tends to be used as a generic, catch-all term encapsulating a disparate bundle of attitudes opposed to European integration in general and opposition to the EU in particular. Consequently, political scientists who have attempted to borrow and adapt the term to analyse the impact of European integration on domestic politics and party systems have encountered a number of conceptual difficulties. This is particularly true when they have attempted to analyse the phenomenon of Euroscepticism in a comparative (and especially pan-European) way. In recent years, several authors have attempted to define the term with greater precision, with specific reference to its manifestation in party politics. An initial attempt to introduce some conceptual order was Taggart and Szczerbiak's attempt to break the concept down to distinguish between principled (hard) opposition to European integration and contingent (soft) opposition. Their (2001) original working definition built on Taggart's (1998: 336) initial observation that Euroscepticism was used as a term that ‘expresses the idea of contingent or qualified opposition, as well as incorporating outright and unqualified opposition to the process of European integration’. Originally this distinction was determined on the basis of their country's attitudes towards EU membership.

This initial conceptualisation was subject to numerous critiques, as a result of which definitions of party-based Euroscepticism became sharper. One of the conclusions of this was that analysts must be careful to ensure that definitions of party-based Euroscepticism (especially soft Euroscepticism) were not over-inclusive and referred specifically to party attitudes towards European integration through the EU in principle and the EU's current/future integrationist trajectory rather than attitudes towards EU membership, which were a poor litmus test. The most comprehensive alternative conceptualisation, based on a critique of Taggart and Szczerbiak's hard–soft distinction, emerged from Kopecký and Mudde (2002). Their critique was based on two main strands of argument (both of which Szczerbiak and Taggart came to accept). Firstly, they argued explicitly that Taggart and Szczerbiak's definition of soft party-based Euroscepticism was too inclusive and all-encompassing or, as they put it, ‘defined (Euroscepticism) in such a broad manner that virtually every disagreement with any policy decision of the EU can be included’ (ibid.: 300). Secondly, more implicitly, they argued that support for or opposition to EU membership was a poor indicator as a litmus test in distinguishing between principled and contingent opposition to European integration, and, therefore, not the key distinction that should be drawn among critics of the EU integration project.

Accepting the weakness of using attitudes towards EU membership as the key definitional variable separating different party positions towards Europe, Szczerbiak and Taggart's (2008a) response was to re-focus on the principle of EU integration and the EU's trajectory in terms of extending its competencies. In particular, they considered Kopecký and Mudde's most important argument – that the key variables in determining party attitudes should be underlying support for or opposition to the European integration project as embodied in the EU (rather than a party's support for or opposition to their country's membership at any given time) and attitudes towards further actual or planned extensions of EU competencies – to be a compelling one. Consequently, they re-formulated their original hard/soft formulation so that: (1) hard Euroscepticism was defined as principled opposition to the project of European integration as embodied in the EU, in other words, based on the ceding or transfer of powers to a supranational institution such as the EU; while (2) soft Euroscepticism was re-defined as when there was not a principled objection to the European integration project of transferring powers to a supranational body such as the EU, but there was opposition to the EU's current or future planned trajectory based on the further extension of competencies that the EU was planning to make.

More broadly, there have been a number of attempts to develop classificatory schemes that locate Euroscepticism within the entire range of possible party positions on Europe (Kopecký and Mudde 2002; Flood and Usherwood 2005; Conti 2003; Riishøj 2007). One of the most ambitious and comprehensive of these was Flood and Usherwood's, which, interestingly, deliberately avoided the term Euroscepticism and comprised six categories all carrying the prefix EU- rather than Euro- and ranging through: Rejectionist, Revisionist, Minimalist, Gradualist, Reformist and Maximalist. However, this is a problematic conceptualisation to operationalise as we shall see when we move on to the problem of measurement.




How is Euroscepticism to be measured?

As both Kopecký and Mudde's and Flood and Usherwood's typologies show, one of the generic problems of measuring party positions on the European issue, including Eurosceptic ones, has been that the more complex and fine-grained such a typology is, the more difficult it is to operationalise and categorise the parties. Put simply, both typologies require a lot of data in order to categorise broad underlying party positions with the degree of precision that is required to fully operationalise them, and this kind of information is often not available. The main problem here is the low salience of the European issue for most parties (what Mudde 2011 calls the ‘Achilles heel’ of Euroscepticism studies) which means that they simply do not go into a great deal of detail in elaborating their positions on Europe. Consequently, analysts of party Euroscepticism have had to use other means to measure Euroscepticism in party politics.

Szczerbiak and Taggart's (2008b) approach was to ask country specialists to use their judgement based on their knowledge of party programmes/manifestos, leader statements and parliamentary debates in order to categorise parties as (hard or soft) Eurosceptic. The problem with this, of course, is one of reliability: it depends on the subjective judgements of a very small number of country experts. Another approach developed by scholars based at the University of North Carolina (Liesbet Hooghe, Gary Marks and Leonard Ray although the last has now moved to Louisiana University) was to use ‘experts surveys’ quantitatively based on questionnaires circulated to a number of scholars with expertise in that country to locate parties on a numerical continuum on a 1–7 scale ranging from Euroenthusiasm to Euroscepticism. However, this approach is also problematic. As Mudde (2011) points out, it raises questions of validity as it is unclear that all those surveyed really are sufficiently expert on those countries and individual parties to be able to classify them in that way. (Mudde says that ‘peer survey’ is a more accurate description of the methodology than ‘expert survey’.) Secondly, it is difficult to know what exactly is the right question to capture Euroscepticism in such a continuum. The North Carolina specialists ask the rather vague one of what is ‘the overall orientation of the party leadership to European integration’? (Ray 1999: 286).




Why do political parties adopt Eurosceptic stances?

The other major theoretical issue that has vexed analysts of party-based Euroscepticism is the question of causality. Here the causes identified in the literature can be broadly divided into those that privilege either ideological-programmatic or strategic-tactical party competition factors. For example, the approach adopted by Sitter (2001) sees party-based Euroscepticism very much as a question of strategic positioning, and closely linked to what he terms the ‘politics of opposition’. Another sub-school of theorists point to the importance of incentives created by political institutions such as the electoral system, types of legislature or the spatial distribution of power within the polity. On the other hand, in an analysis that considers party positions on Europe more broadly, Marks and Wilson (2000) view party positions in more ideological-programmatic terms. They argue that the main causes of why parties take Eurosceptic (or other) positions on Europe are to be found in the historical cleavages that Lipset and Rokkan (1967) argue gave rise to the main ideological party families: Christian democratic, liberal, social democratic and conservative. In later work with Hooghe (Hooghe et al. 2002), Marks and Wilson expand this analysis to include the cleavages reflecting the ‘New Politics’ of left and right. In other words, party positions on Europe (particularly when broken down to individual EU policies) can often be discerned from a party's more-general ideological-programmatic dispositions that are, in turn, rooted in how it positions itself in terms of historical or contemporary cleavages. In their analysis, Kopecký and Mudde (2002) attempted to account for the different circumstances in which strategy and ideology might determine party positions. Ideology, they argue, determines broad attitudes towards European integration in principle (which they argue is a relative constant) while strategy determines whether or not a party supports the EU's current trajectory.

Taggart and Szczerbiak (2008a), on the other hand, argue that it is necessary for analytical purposes to clearly separate out broad, underlying party positions on Europe (which are relatively fixed) and how much prominence they give the European issue (in this case in a contestatory way) as an element of inter-party competition; and that these two phenomena are driven by different causal mechanisms. They argue that broad, underlying party positions on the issue of European integration (including Eurosceptic ones) are determined by: the party's wider ideological profile and values (in the case of programmatic/goal-seeking parties) and, the perceived interests of its supporters (in the case of pragmatic/office-seeking parties). The relative importance of the two causal factors depends on whether it is primarily a more ideological, value-based, goal-oriented party, in which case ideology is more important, or a more pragmatic, interest-based office-seeking party, in which case its party position is likely to be more strategically driven. These broad underlying positions are, it is argued, (generally) quite firmly rooted and, therefore, whatever rhetorical shifts parties may undertake, remain relatively fixed, particularly if primarily ideology and values determine them because change would involve the party engaging in a potentially painful and costly ideological volte-face. On the other hand, whether or not (and to what extent) a party uses the issue of Europe as an element of inter-party competition and how much prominence they give to it depends on the party's electoral strategy and its coalition formation and government participation tactics.

The work on the ideological roots of Euroscepticism has been continued by De Vries and Edwards (2009) looking at the different drivers of Euroscepticism from those on the left and right. Van Elsas and Van Der Brug (2015) have considered the changing relationship between left–right ideology and Euroscepticism in public opinion.




Euroscepticism in Europe

The initial impetus for the study of Euroscepticism was largely focused on Western Europe (Taggart 1998) but the work that followed that, as it was largely conducted during the period including the EU's eastward enlargement, tended to consider Europe in the wider sense. It is notable that the major comparative works on the topic tended to deal with the EU as a whole (Harmsen and Spiering 2005; Hooghe and Marks 2007; Szczerbiak and Taggart 2008a, 2008b; Fuchs et al. 2009; Usherwood et al. 2013, FitzGibbon et al. 2017).

In terms of regional comparative work we can identify three sets of work focused on the Nordic states, on Southern Europe and on Central and Eastern Europe. There has also been some work on Nordic Euroscepticism (Archer 2000; Raunio 2007). An edited study of Euroscepticism in Southern Europe (Verney 2013) has redressed the balance so that states with relatively lower levels of Euroscepticism have been included. This Handbook contains chapters on Portugal, Spain, Italy, Greece, Malta and Cyprus as well as a comparative study of southern Europe.

The number of analyses of Euroscepticism in the post-communist states of Central and Eastern Europe are extremely limited and focused primarily on the Visegrad states: Czech Republic (Hanley 2004; Kopecký 2004), Hungary (Batory 2008), Poland (Szczerbiak 2008; Markowski and Tucker 2010) and Slovakia (Henderson 2008a). Studies of Euroscepticism in the Baltic states are focused mainly on Estonia (Ehin 2002; Mikkel and Kasekamp 2008). There is a major lacuna in the published academic literature on Euroscepticism in the Balkan states, both the Eastern Balkan former Soviet bloc states Bulgaria and Romania (where the phenomenon has been virtually non-existent) and the Western Balkan former Yugoslav republics and Albania (for a rare exception see Stojic 2006, on Croatia and Serbia). The only comparative/theoretical analysis of Euroscepticism in the whole region, by Henderson (2008b), predates EU eastward enlargement, although there are a number of focused comparisons of two or more post-communist states (Kopecký and Mudde 2002; Batory and Sitter 2004, 2008; Riishøj 2007; Neumayer 2008).

In a special issue of the Dutch political science journal Acta Politica Hooghe and Marks (2007) bring together specialists on public opinion, political parties and media to examine the sources of Euroscepticism. They examine economic interest and identity as sources of Euroscepticism among Europe's citizens and analyse how public opinion is cued by media and political parties. In this collection, Krouwel and Abts (2007) argue that the typologies developed to analyse party-based Euroscepticism are inadequate to capture criticism of and opposition to European integration at the popular level and propose an alternative two-dimensional conceptualisation that allows us to investigate simultaneously both the targets and the degree of popular discontent towards the EU and European integration.

Work by scholars who focus on EU institutions has not paid much attention to Euroscepticism. This is hardly surprising as the presence of Eurosceptics within those institutions has been, at most, marginal. The exception to this has been recent developments in the European Parliament. There has therefore developed some research on the European Parliament representatives who come to the institution as Eurosceptics (Katz 2008; Brack and Costa 2012; Brack 2012, 2013; Lynch and Whitaker 2014; FitzGibbon et al. 2017) as well as research on the impact of Eurosceptics in European Parliamentary elections (Hayton 2010; Ford et al. 2012; Adam et al. 2013). This particular focus was particularly prevalent for work on the 2014 EP elections (de Wilde et al. 2014; Treib 2014; Franklin and Hassing Nielsen 2017).

There has also been quite a lot of good work on public opinion and attitudes to Europe. This is one area where the supply of data from the Eurobarometer source has encouraged strong scholarship. In this regard we can identify the work of Gabel (1998a, 1998b, 1998c, 2000), Gabel and Anderson (2002), Gabel and Palmer (1995), Gabel and Scheve (2007a, 2007b) and Ray (2003a; 2003b) in the US, but there has also been some very effective and important work by European scholars such as McLaren (2002, 2004, 2006, 2007), De Vries and Van Kersbergen (2007) and Guerra (2013a, 2013b).




What are the main knowledge gaps in ‘Euroscepticism studies’?

In terms of the theoretical/conceptual literature, there are a number of gaps in our knowledge of Euroscepticism that scholars need to fill. Firstly, the category of soft Euroscepticism remains extremely broad and arguably still includes parties that are in essence pro-European integration, particularly at a time when Euroscepticism is becoming more diverse. Clearer boundaries need to be drawn that delineate soft (contingent) Euroscepticism (opposition to the trajectory of the EU integration project) and those who are broadly supportive (or even enthusiastic) about the EU but critical about various policies. This problem is exacerbated by the low salience of the issue – in spite of the fact that the Eurozone crisis has moved it up the political agenda as virtually all parties have found themselves ‘opposed’ to (or at least very critical of) at least some aspect of the EU's current policy agenda. Secondly, a typology/classificatory schema that captures the full spectrum of views on European integration needs to be developed, including contingent and principled support as well as opposition to European integration. Thirdly, a more robust way of measuring levels and degrees of party Euroscepticism needs to be developed that combines true expertise (reliability) but is not simply impressionistic and subjective (validity). Fourthly, the distinction between underlying party positions (on Europe) and the way that parties use the issue (Europe) in inter-party competition needs to be operationalised, and a way of measuring the latter developed.

However, perhaps the biggest lacuna, particularly from the perspective of practitioners and policy makers, is the lack of research on the impact of Euroscepticism on European politics and policy. In other words, does Euroscepticism matter in terms of policy outcomes? The Brexit referendum vote in 2016 was perhaps the most spectacular of policy impacts with respect to the UK. But there has also been the trend of recent years that have seen a number of Eurosceptic parties entering government either as major governing parties (the UK is the prime example of this but it is not exceptional and we have seen similar phenomena in Cyprus, the Czech Republic, Hungary and Poland), and as junior coalition partners (Austria, Ireland, Italy, Germany) and/or ‘support’ parties which do not formally participate in government but where the administration is dependent upon them to secure a parliamentary majority (the Netherlands, Sweden). While prior to the Maastricht Treaty Europe was often a marginal issue in domestic party politics and Euroscepticism confined to minor and often radical parties, with the collapse of the permissive consensus, and the penetration of radical left and right parties into government, Euroscepticism has entered the mainstream. Again, the Brexit vote may be seen as the ultimate mainstream expression of the impact of Euroscepticism. With a developing European political and economic crisis, the European issue has become more significant in domestic party politics, and parties central to European party systems have increasingly come to take positions that can be characterised as Eurosceptic. The related (concomitant) question that requires further research asks: what impact does government participation have on Eurosceptic parties themselves, particularly the positions that they take on European issues?

This lack of research on impacts exemplifies the problem identified earlier, that research on Euroscepticism has proceeded on parallel tracks in two distinct academic sub-fields – EU integration studies and comparative politics – with very little interaction and intellectual cross-fertilisation between the two. For example, in the only single authored monograph on Euroscepticism, Leconte (2010) has attempted some evaluation of this issue – arguing that, although limited in impact, Euroscepticism was a necessary ‘thorn in the side’ of European institutions reining back the otherwise inexorable development of supra-nationalism – but her analysis is very much at the EU rather than national level.

A preliminary empirical survey by Taggart and Szczerbiak (2013) also identified a number of important general trends about the nature of the processes at work here which form a natural agenda for future empirical and theoretical scholarly work on this issue. In general there does seem to be a moderating effect of government participation on parties' Euroscepticism across different party types, and that whatever the overall nature of recent development in the European integration project, the power of the EU is still predominantly to reinforce a permissive consensus. This is largely because most of the examples considered are of minor parties, and moderating their Euroscepticism often comes as part of a broader package of measures of moving the party towards the political mainstream. However, despite the moderating effect of government participation on party Euroscepticism, there are notable cases of Eurosceptic party participation in government having a discernible effect. There are also a number of cases where Eurosceptic rhetoric is used, even by major parties in governing coalitions, but where there is less clear-cut evidence of European policy moving in a Eurosceptic direction.

Questions that flow from this that might obviously be explored in future research, therefore, include the following. Firstly, what are the precise processes at work, and conditions under which Eurosceptic parties can influence the direction of European policy? Secondly, how do major and minor parties vary in terms of their impacts? Thirdly, what role does broader ideological reconfiguration play in minor parties that moderate their Eurosceptic policies? Fourthly, how far is there a dissonance between the continuation of Eurosceptic rhetoric and the broader acceptance of pro-EU government policy in practice?




The future of Euroscepticism studies research

The most substantial challenge is to attempt to develop research that integrates and crosses the domains of comparative politics and EU studies. There is a sense in which both fields have paid insufficient attention to each other. Perhaps Brexit has the potential to bring them together. But up until now, the comparative politics field has largely tended to treat the EU as exogenous and to be insufficiently focused on developments in the European integration process and institutions. The EU has often been treated as an unchanging external factor. But in reality, we need to see responses to the EU as changing responses to a changing stimulus. In a parallel fashion it is possible to see a tendency in EU studies to pay insufficient attention to domestic politics of member states. There is little work that links policy or even institutional changes at European level to domestic political factors. The challenge that the integration of the EU and comparative politics fields offers is more than an intellectual challenge as it is about integrating different types of scholarship that have developed as, often, independent fields of study. Any future research on Euroscepticism should try and improve synergies across these two fields.

Another vital research area seems to us to be the impact of Euroscepticism. This is in regard to the impact that Eurosceptic forces have on (or as part of) governments and policies. It may well be that Brexit has the potential to even transform hard Euroscepticism across Europe from a fringe minority position to a more mainstream viable political project. It is clear that Brexit will need to be studied both in terms of its role as a dependent variable with Euroscepticism and as an independent variable, but we will need to consider the impact that Brexit will have (as an independent variable) on the future shape of Euroscepticism. We also need to pay attention to the impact of government policies on Euroscepticism. In order to address the current prominence of research on party-based Euroscepticism, it may also be preferable to encourage research on non-elite Euroscepticism. While there is research on public opinion and Euroscepticism and there are data such as Eurobarometer, there is still a need for more-detailed research that drills down into the issues, and moves beyond simply levels of support or opposition to the EU to consider drivers of public opinion. Finally, given recent election results, there is also a need for research on the strength of Euroscepticism within the European Parliament as well as on the impact of Euroscepticism within, and on policy outcomes of, the Parliament.
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Introduction

In the wake of the Eurozone and migration crises, Euroscepticism has become a buzzword in both media outlets and policy circles. The phenomenon, however, has had a long-standing history. Being first traced in British journalistic articles during the 1980s, its use became widespread in the post-Maastricht era, which marked the beginning of the politicisation of European integration with both European publics and parties expressing their opposition to increased political and economic integration. Since then, scholarly literature on the topic flourished and is now abundant, with hundreds of publications in prominent journals and academic presses.

Understanding the multi-faceted nature of Euroscepticism has far-reaching implications for the development of European integration and national European politics. Eurosceptics can exert influence on European Union (EU) decision making and constrain the evolution of EU governance; but can also change the electoral and party system dynamics within EU member states. Ultimately, opposition to the EU has normative implications for the legitimacy of the EU project, its institutions, policies and decisions. The aim of this contribution is to provide an overview of the literature on Euroscepticism in order to consolidate existing knowledge, identify research gaps and make recommendations for future study.

This chapter commences with an examination of issues related to conceptualisation and measurement of Euroscepticism. The discussion illustrates that Euroscepticism is a contested concept. Its multidimensional nature entails that it can be directed to the system as a whole, its institutional design, specific policies or the perceived general direction of the EU regulatory system. Scholars are faced with a trade-off between specificity and wider applicability and, to some extent, the application and operationalisation of the concept is constrained by data availability. The second section conducts a meta-analysis of fifty-four articles on the topic, categorised into two groups: the top-cited articles and those that have been published in 2014. The analysis is based on a number of indicators that relate to thematic focus, i.e. unit of analysis and country, and the specificities of research design, namely rationale, approach and time. Findings indicate that there is a general tendency to focus more on public-based Euroscepticism rather than party-based Euroscepticism. Most studies tend to treat Euroscepticism as a dependent variable, i.e. they try to understand or explain this phenomenon. There are, however, some articles that view Euroscepticism as a potential independent variable and employ it in order to understand other political phenomena in Europe, such as national and European Parliament (EP) elections, and EU and national politics. This suggests that the study of Euroscepticism is becoming integrated into the study of European integration and national European politics. Comparative research designs with a quantitative methodological focus tend to be most prevalent in the study of Euroscepticism. The chapter concludes by making recommendations for future research. These relate to the question of definition, new thematic approaches and research design.




Conceptualising and measuring Euroscepticism

As discussed in the Introduction to this Handbook (Chapter 1), Euroscepticism is a widely used term that describes opposition to the process of EU integration and/or various aspects of it. Despite the fact that instances of Eurosceptic behaviour have been present since the outset of European integration (Vasilopoulou 2013), the term first appeared in the British press in 1985. Its use was initially embedded within the British political context (Milner 2000), where the term Eurosceptic was employed interchangeably with the term ‘anti-Marketeer’, i.e. those ‘who had altogether rejected continued EEC membership during the 1975 referendum’ (Spiering 2004: 128–129). As European integration deepened over the years, Eurosceptic attitudes became progressively prevalent in other EU member states.

This rise of anti-EU sentiment among European publics and political actors has been accompanied by an increased academic interest in the study of Euroscepticism. With the exception of Featherstone’s (1988) account of socialist parties’ positions on European integration, initial publications on the topic appeared in the mid-1990s. Two key publications, which dealt with British Euroscepticism, put together a variety of speeches, essays and articles of self-proclaimed Eurosceptics (Holmes 1996, 2001). Gaffney’s (1996) edited volume addressed the relationship between national political parties and the EU from a comparative perspective. Benoit (1998) analysed Eurosceptic discourse in France. The question of how to define Euroscepticism, however, was first addressed by Taggart (1998: 366), who employed a differentiation between European integration and defined Euroscepticism as the ‘idea of contingent or qualified opposition, as well as incorporating outright and unqualified opposition to the process of European integration’. He argued that party-based Euroscepticism tends to be associated with protest politics.

Taggart’s definition is broad in the sense that it includes all those who are sceptical vis-à-vis the EU institutional reality. In further publications, Taggart and Szczerbiak (e.g. 2001, 2004) refine this definition and differentiate between ‘hard’ and ‘soft’ Euroscepticism. Kopecký and Mudde (2002) criticised Taggart and Szczerbiak’s hard–soft distinction on the grounds that it is broad, it lacks specific criteria of categorisation, and that every disagreement with any aspect of the EU may be categorised as soft Euroscepticism. The term Euroscepticism according to these authors should not be employed to refer to parties that have specific disagreements with EU policies. To address this, the authors draw upon Easton (1965) and put forward a two-dimensional conceptualisation of Euroscepticism, which distinguishes between diffuse and specific support for European integration. Based on this distinction, the authors identify four types of party positions on Europe: Euroenthusiasts, Europragmatists, Eurosceptics and Eurorejects.

Moving the debate forward, Flood (2002) reflected upon the utility of the Eurosceptic label and put forward a set of six categories seeking to capture the full continuum of possible positions on the EU. These include from left to right, rejectionist, revisionist, minimalist, gradualist, reformist and maximalist. The proposed categories can relate to position on either the entire EU project and its structures, or specific policy areas. Flood has been clear not to link this typology to issues of ideology and/or strategy, and the labels are intended to be value-neutral. The aim is to provide a tighter specification of possible positions on the EU that allows the categorisation of party shifts, over time, from one position to another. In this sense, Flood’s typology intends to have a dynamic rather than a static character.

Vasilopoulou (2011) contributed to the debate over the definition of Euroscepticism by providing specific indicators on the basis of which to classify party positions. She identified four different aspects related to European integration and the EU, namely ‘a common cultural definition of Europe, the principle of cooperation at a European multilateral level, the EU policy practice and the desire to build a future European polity’ (Vasilopoulou 2011: 224). These indicators have enabled the classification of radical right parties into three patterns of Euroscepticism: rejecting, conditional and compromising. The definition of a Euroscepticism indicator is specific to the party family; radical right parties tend to have a common cultural understanding of Europe, i.e. a continent bound by cultural, historical and religious ties; other party families may define Europe in geographical or in economic terms.

Issues of conceptualisation and definition have dominated the study of Euroscepticism and, thus far, there is no common definition used by all scholars in the field. These debates tend to be more prominent among scholars who work on political parties from a primarily qualitative perspective than among those who employ large-N quantitative research designs. To some extent, this reflects the nature of analysis and the type of measurement. Many scholars have relied on expert surveys, which are intended to provide cross-national data on party positions on European integration. Ray (1999) relied on expert judgements in order to define the European orientations of political parties. A set of country experts were selected and were requested to score parties on a number of general questions on European integration, ideological questions and specific EU policies. This type of methodology has been applied in Benoit and Laver’s (2006) Party Policy in Modern Democracies, and in a series of waves of the Chapel Hill expert survey of party positioning on European integration.

The Chapel Hill expert survey is one of the most widely used sources of party positions on the EU (Bakker et al. 2015). Experts are invited to evaluate party positions not only on the general dimension of European integration, but also on specific EU policies, such as the EU’s internal market, the EU’s cohesion and regional policies, and the EU’s foreign and security policy. They also report the relative salience of these EU issues within each party. This type of design yields systematic and comparable data on position and salience irrespective of whether the party issued a manifesto. Reliability is assessed through an examination of the standard deviations of expert scores, i.e. the extent to which experts agree on the placement of parties on the EU scales. Validity of estimates is evaluated through a comparison of the expert survey data and alternative sources of party positioning. These may include the Comparative Manifesto Project (CMP) dataset that infers party policy positions from a content analysis of electoral manifestos (e.g. Budge et al. 2001; Klingemann et al. 2006) and the European Election Study (EES) that asks respondents to place political parties on a set of dimensions and policy issues. These studies tend to conceptualise Euroscepticism as a continuum, which includes the full spectrum of possible positions on the EU, i.e. positive, neutral and negative. For example, the Chapel Hill questionnaire asks country specialists to rate the ‘overall orientation of the party leadership towards European integration’ on a scale that ranges from 1 that denotes ‘strongly opposed’ to 7 which indicates ‘strongly in favour’. In addition to its longitudinal and cross-national design, the advantage of such an approach is that negative positions on the EU are not analysed in stand-alone terms, but in the context of all possible positions that parties may take on the EU. However, expert surveys are limited by design in that they are not able to qualitatively nuance the positions of different parties.

Discussions over the definition of Euroscepticism have been less prominent in the literature that examines individual-level attitudes on European integration. Scholars of political behaviour measure public Euroscepticism through the use of survey questions. The most widely used survey questions include first, a question from EES referring to the general EU project:


Some say European unification should be pushed further. Others say it already has gone too far. What is your opinion? Please indicate your views using a scale from 0 to 10, where ‘0’ means unification ‘has already gone too far’ and ‘10’ means it ‘should be pushed further’. What number on this scale best describes your position?



Second, the Eurobarometer question on EU membership:


Generally speaking, do you think that (OUR COUNTRY’S) membership of the European Union is a good thing, a bad thing, or neither good nor bad?



Third, the Eurobarometer question on identity:


In the near future, do you see yourself as (1) (NATIONALITY) only; (2) (Nationality) and European; (3) European and (NATIONALITY); (4) European only?



More recently, the Eurobarometer question that elicit evaluations of the EU’s image:


In general, does the EU conjure up for you a very positive, fairly positive, neutral, fairly negative, or very negative image? (e.g. Eurobarometer 2014)



A few contributions on public Euroscepticism have addressed the question of definition in some detail, showing its multidimensionality. For example, Krowel and Abts (2007) argue that Euroscepticism may include sceptical, cynical or oppositional attitudes. They develop a two-dimensional conceptualisation of political discontent. The first axis differentiates between people’s attitudes towards the European authorities, the European regime and the European community, in what the authors describe as the ‘targets of discontent’. Citizens evaluate European authorities on the basis of the integrity and competence of political actors. They assess the European political system and its institutions on the basis of its responsiveness to citizen needs and its performance. European community refers to the extent to which they feel attachment to European integration as a project that secures peace and prosperity for European peoples. The second axis differentiates attitudes according to their degree of reflexivity. This includes ‘three elements: (a) the level of monitoring of the political environment, (b) the degree of openness to evaluating relevant information and (c) the extent of differentiation between the targets’ (Krowel and Abts 2007: 254). These two dimensions allow for the construction of a typology of political attitudes, ranging from Euro-confidence, Euro-scepticism, Euro-distrust and Euro-cynicism to Euro-alienation. Crucially, populist parties can tap into these political orientations and influence both the levels of negative attitudes on European integration and the degree of people’s reflexivity.

Similarly, Wessels (2007) differentiates between public orientations towards the authorities, the regime and the community. He goes on to suggest that these orientations must be conceptualised in a hierarchical manner. Political community comes first: in fact, identification with the European community may act as a buffer against Euroscepticism and political discontent. Sørensen (2008) goes beyond the classification of targets of opposition and instead identifies four types of public Euroscepticism that focus on the form of opposition. These include the utilitarian, sovereignty-based, democratic and social Euroscepticism types. The utilitarian variant relates to the economic sphere, measured by people’s evaluation of the EU’s negative impact on indicators such as exports, industry, standard of living and agriculture. Sovereignty-based Euroscepticism refers to opposition to supranational structures of EU governance. Democratic Euroscepticism captures the view that the EU suffers from a democratic deficit, measured through European citizens’ levels of dissatisfaction with EU democracy. Lastly, social Euroscepticism summarises the criticism that the EU is too liberal and not social enough.

Perhaps the most comprehensive definition of public attitudes towards the EU derives from Boomgaarden et al. (2011), who identify five dimensions: performance, identity, affection, utilitarianism and strengthening. The performance dimension relates to evaluations of the functioning of European institutions. The identity dimension refers to identification with the EU, European history and EU symbols. The affective component denotes feelings of fear or anger towards the EU. The utilitarian approach to European integration captures the perception that a given EU member state has benefited from being a member of the EU and the opinion that the EU fosters peace and stability. The strengthening dimension relates to support for the future of European integration and policy transfer to the EU. The authors argue that given the complexity of the EU project, it is essential to study the multiple dimensions of EU attitudes. While this argument is convincing, studies are constrained by the design of existing public opinion surveys. To study the multi-faceted nature of mass Euroscepticism is a costly exercise, as scholars may need to conduct their own surveys with questions that capture these various attitudes.

This brief discussion has shown that Euroscepticism is a contested concept. It describes a multidimensional political phenomenon that may vary depending on actor and citizen preferences. Some scholars conceptualise Euroscepticism as a continuum, and others in categorical terms. It may be defined in terms of modes of opposition (diffuse, specific), targets of opposition (authorities, regime, community), intensity of opposition (hard, soft), indicators of opposition (principle, practice, future of integration) and type of opposition (utilitarian, sovereignty-based, democratic, social). Scholars are faced with a trade-off between specificity and wider applicability. Some of the definitions have been criticised as too inclusive, others as too exclusive. Most scholars would perhaps agree on the distinction between, on the one hand, the general principle of support for integration and, on the other hand, the specific policy and institutional practice of the EU.




Research design in Euroscepticism research

Having provided an overview of the scholarly debate on the definitions of Euroscepticism, this section proceeds with a more in-depth discussion of the state of the art to understand how – if at all – Euroscepticism may have changed over time, asking a series of questions.

• What types of research design do scholars use in order to evaluate the nature of Euroscepticism?

• What is the major entity being analysed in each study?

• Is Euroscepticism treated as a dependent or an independent variable?

Are the methodological and design approaches mostly case study or large-N oriented?

• Is Euroscepticism studied at one point in time or from a longitudinal perspective?

• Which are the most prominent theories in the field and to what extent are new theoretical approaches arising?

In order to answer these questions, this section carries out a meta-analysis of journal articles on the topic of Euroscepticism (for a similar approach on Europeanization studies, see Exadaktylos and Radaelli 2009). A selection of journal articles based on the Social Science Citation Index was first compiled (search word: Euroscept*, time span: all years). A sample of frequently cited articles was extracted based on the H-index. The H-index for this group of articles is 201 i.e. there are twenty journal articles on Euroscepticism that have at least twenty citations. To increase the number of observations, ten articles were added to the initial twenty. These articles were published between 1998 and 2013 (see Table 3.1). This sample of most cited articles was compared to the total number of articles published in 2014 in order to gauge information on recent trends in the study of Euroscepticism (see Table 3.2). Reviews, introductions to special issues and articles with no clear relevance to the topic have been removed. Overall this process produced twenty-eight top-cited articles and twenty-six published in 2014. Tables 3.1 and 3.2 also indicate the journals where these articles have been published. The meta-analysis was conducted based on a number of indicators (see Tables 3.3 and 3.4) in order to provide aggregate and comparative information related to thematic focus and research design. Note that there are cases of unclassified articles under certain indicators.


Table 3.1 Top-cited articles in the study of Euroscepticism











	ID
	Authors
	Year of publication
	Journal*
	Times cited



	  1
	Hooghe, Marks & Wilson
	2002
	CPS
	206



	  2
	Taggart
	1998
	EJPR
	151



	3
	Marks, Hooghe, Nelson & Edwards
	2006
	CPS
	121



	  4
	Mattila
	2004
	EJPR
	100



	  5
	Steenbergen, Edwards & De Vries
	2007
	EUP
	  81



	  6
	Hix & Marsh
	2007
	JoP
	  79



	  7
	Taggart & Szczerbiak
	2004
	EJPR
	  63



	  8
	De Vries
	2007
	EUP
	  54



	  9
	De Vries & Edwards
	2009
	PP
	  44



	10
	Kriesi
	2007
	EUP
	  44



	11
	Evans
	1998
	BJPS
	  41



	12
	Tillman
	2004
	CPS
	  39



	13
	McLaren
	2007
	AP
	  36



	14
	Hobolt, Spoon & Tilley
	2008
	BJPS
	  34



	15
	Bilgin
	2005
	EJPR
	  33



	16
	De Vreese, Boomgaarden & Semetko
	2008
	EUP
	  29



	17
	Szczerbiak
	2001
	JCMS
	  24



	18
	Boomgaarden, Schuck, Elenbaas & de Vreese
	2011
	EUP
	  22



	19
	Garry & Tilley
	2009
	EUP
	  22



	20
	Krowel & Abts
	2007
	AP
	  20



	21
	Lubbers
	2008
	EUP
	  20



	22
	Wessels
	2007
	AP
	  20



	23
	Boomgarden & Freire
	2009
	WEP
	  19



	24
	Serricchio, Tsakatika & Quaglia
	2013
	JCMS
	  19



	25
	Lubbers & Scheepers
	2010
	EJPR
	  17



	26
	De Vreese
	2007
	AP
	  17



	27
	De Vries
	2010
	EUP
	  16



	28
	Kuhn
	2011
	EJPR
	  15





Notes: * Acta Politica (AP); British Journal of Political Science (BJPS); Comparative Political Studies (CPS); European Journal of Political Research (EJPR); European Union Politics (EUP); Journal of Common Market Studies (JCMS); Journal of Politics (JoP); Party Politics (PP); West European Politics (WEP). These articles are sorted based on the number of times they have been cited. The research was conducted in April 2015.




Table 3.2 Articles on Euroscepticism published in 2014










	ID
	Authors
	Year of publication
	Journal*

                       

	  1
	Braun & Tausendpfund
	2014
	JoEI



	  2
	Breeze
	2014
	Discourse and Communication



	  3
	Buller
	2014
	British Politics



	  4
	Chiva
	2014
	Parliamentary Affairs



	  5
	Clements, Nanou & Verney
	2014
	JoEI



	  6
	Closa & Maatsch
	2014
	JCMS



	  7
	De Wilde, Michailidou & Trenz
	2014
	EJPR



	  8
	Erisen & Erisen
	2014
	JCMS



	  9
	Freire, Teperoglou & Mouri
	2014
	SESP



	10
	Gifford
	2014
	JCMS



	11
	Hobolt
	2014
	JEPP



	12
	Jensen
	2014
	JEPP



	13
	Katsourides
	2014
	JoEI



	14
	Kuhn & Stoeckel
	2014
	JEPP



	15
	Pirro
	2014
	G&O



	16
	Rusu & Gheorghiat
	2014
	Sociologia



	17
	Schimmelfennig & Winzen
	2014
	JCMS



	18
	Treib
	2014
	JEPP



	19
	Tzelgov
	2014
	EUP



	20
	Van der Wardt, De Vries & Hobolt
	2014
	JoP



	21
	Van Spanje & de Vreese
	2014
	Political Communication



	22
	Verhaegen, Hooghe & Quintelier
	2014
	Kyklos



	23
	Vines
	2014
	British Politics



	24
	Vollard
	2014
	JCMS



	25
	Wellings
	2014
	Australian Journal of Politics and History



	26
	Whitaker & Lynch
	2014
	G&O





Notes: * Journal of European Public Policy (JEPP); Journal of European Integration (JoEI); European Union Politics (EUP); Government & Opposition (G&O); South European Society and Politics (SESP). These articles are presented in alphabetical order.



Two indicators are employed in order to assess thematic ‘focus’ in the two article groups (see Table 3.3). The first is unit of analysis, which examines the major entity of study in each article. It broadly groups articles in three categories, i.e. those articles that focus on citizen attitudes, those that examine political party positions on the EU, and ‘other’. The second indicator is country. The distinction here is between articles that focus on a comparative analysis of Western European countries in a block (EU-15), Central and Eastern European Countries in a block (CEE), the two groups of countries together (EU-15 and CEE), comparative analysis of countries that are too few to be classified in the previous three categories, and single country case studies.

The meta-analysis reveals that there has been comparatively more emphasis on public-based rather than party-based Euroscepticism among the top-cited articles group. This changes for the group of articles published in 2014, where we observe that the focus on citizens has decreased and that there are a few more studies on parties/elites. There are four articles in 2014 as opposed to only one (Mattila 2004) in the top-cited category where the unit of analysis is neither parties nor the public. The unit of analysis of these four articles published in 2014 also varies; Schimmelfennig and Winzen (2014) focus on differentiation in EU treaty law; Jensen (2014) examines co-ordination mechanisms in the EU; Breeze (2014) studies the financial crisis in Spain seen through a media analysis of two major British newspapers; and Vollard (2014) evaluates the prospect of European disintegration from a theoretical perspective. It is noteworthy that there are four top-cited articles that integrate both parties and citizens in their analyses – Taggart and Szczerbiak (2004); Steenbergen et al. (2007); de Vries and Edwards (2009); and de Vries (2010) – but two in the 2014 group – de Wilde et al. (2014) and Freire et al. (2014).


Table 3.3 Thematic focus in the study of Euroscepticism










	
	
	Top-cited
	2014 publications

                          

	Unit of analysis
	Public
	17
	  8



	
	Parties/elites
	  6
	12



	
	Both public and parties
	  4
	  2



	
	Other
	  1
	  4



	
	
	
	



	Country
	EU-15
	  7
	  1



	
	CEE only
	  1
	  1



	
	EU-15 & CEE
	  8
	10



	
	Small/medium-N comparative
	  5
	  5



	
	Case study
	  6
	  7







The country focus varies greatly across the two groups. Given that the top-cited articles cover quite a few years, spanning from 1998 to 2013, there have been few articles focusing exclusively on the EU-15. Only one article published in 2014 examines exclusively Western Europe (Van de Wardt et al. 2014). Ten articles published in 2014 study all EU member states (EU-15 and CEE), in comparison to eight in the top-cited articles category. In both groups of publications, a similar number of articles focus on small or medium-N country comparisons. Articles in the top-cited group tend to include Western European countries, such as Denmark, the Netherlands, Austria, Finland, Sweden, Germany and the UK in various combinations. In 2014, the small/medium-N comparative country focus is less on Northern European member states and more on Eastern European countries, such as Hungary, Slovakia, Bulgaria (e.g. Pirro 2014), and Southern European countries, namely Greece and Portugal (e.g. Freire et al. 2014). The selection of country case studies also varies between the two groups. Within the top-cited publications, two case study articles focus on the Netherlands, two on Turkey, one on the UK and one on Poland. The UK features prominently in case study articles published in 2014: five articles examine the UK, and two study Greece and Cyprus respectively.

The ‘research design’ of these articles is evaluated on the basis of three indicators (see Table 3.4). The first indicator addresses the rationale of research design. It assesses whether Euroscepticism is treated as a dependent variable – i.e. a variable to be explained – or if it is treated as an independent variable, namely the explanation of another phenomenon. The second indicator refers to the methodological and design approach of the study. This differentiates between case study narratives, comparative studies using qualitative methods, comparative studies employing quantitative methods, and case studies that are approached from a quantitative perspective.2 The third indicator is time, which differentiates between cross-sectional and longitudinal studies. Cross-sectional research focuses on a single point in time, taking a ‘slice’ or ‘cross-section’ of what is to be observed. Longitudinal studies analyse repeated observations of the phenomenon over time.


Table 3.4 Research design in the study of Euroscepticism










	
	
	Top-cited
	2014 Publications



	Rationale
	Dependent variable
	17
	17



	
	Independent variable
	  8
	  7



	
	Both
	  3
	  0



	
	Other
	  0
	  2



	Approach
	Comparative qualitative
	  2
	  4



	
	Case study narrative
	  1
	  5



	
	Comparative quantitative
	19
	13



	
	Case study quantitative
	  5
	  3



	
	Other
	  1
	  1



	Time
	Longitudinal
	12
	14



	
	Cross-sectional
	15
	12







The analysis indicates that Euroscepticism tends to be mostly treated as a dependent variable in the literature. The majority of studies both in the top-cited articles and those published in 2014 seek to understand and/or explain this phenomenon. Research questions in top-cited articles relate to a number of topics, including the relationship between party competition and Euroscepticism (e.g. Marks et al. 2006); the extent to which party ideology provides the structure for party positions on European integration (e.g. Hooghe et al. 2002); the effect of party strategies on party Eurosceptic positions (e.g. Taggart 1998; Taggart and Szczerbiak 2004; Szczerbiak 2001); the extent to which the EU features in national campaigns (Kriesi 2007); the role of identity, interests and party cues in explaining mass Euroscepticism (e.g. McLaren 2007; Wessels 2007; De Vreese et al. 2008; Garry and Tilley 2009; Lubbers and Scheepers 2010; Boomgaarden et al. 2011; Serricchio et al. 2013); the specific dimensions of citizens’ EU attitudes (Boomgaarden et al. 2011); and the effect of transnational interaction on support for EU membership (Kuhn 2011).

A few articles published in 2014 also examine the role of identity and utilitarianism in predicting public attitudes towards various aspects of EU integration (e.g. Braun and Tausendpfund 2014; Clements et al. 2014; Freire et al. 2014; Hobolt 2014; Kuhn and Stoeckel 2014; Verhaegen et al. 2014). The difference between these articles and the top-cited group is that most articles published in 2014 take the financial crisis as a starting point. Additional perspectives include attitudinal ambivalence towards Turkey’s EU membership (Erisen and Erisen 2014); the effect of news media coverage on Eurosceptic voting (van Spanje and de Vreese 2014); the ways in which Eurosceptic EP groups form and develop (Whitaker and Lynch 2014); public contestation over European integration in online media spheres (de Wilde et al. 2014); the role of the EU issue in populist radical right parties in Central and Eastern Europe (Pirro 2014); and the development of the UK Blair government’s policy towards the single currency (Buller 2014).

Scholars also examine Euroscepticism as an independent variable in both groups of publications. Top-cited articles employ Euroscepticism to understand other phenomena, such as electoral outcomes in EP elections (Hix and Marsh 2007; Hobolt et al. 2008), national elections (Tillman 2004; de Vries 2007, 2010) and referendums (Lubbers 2008), or electoral support for specific parties (e.g. Evans 1998). Euroscepticism is employed to explain different kinds of phenomena in 2014, e.g. differentiation in European Union treaty law (Schimmelfennig and Winzen 2014); national parliamentarians’ approval of the European Financial Stability Facility (Closa and Maatsch 2014); member states’ co-ordination mechanisms (Jensen 2014); gendered patterns of candidate recruitment (Chiva 2014); party strategies in the House of Commons (Tzelgov 2014); and national and imperial consciousness in Britain (Wellings 2014). Scholars are increasingly employing Euroscepticism in order to understand a number of other phenomena, which suggests that the study of Euroscepticism is increasingly becoming integrated into the study of European integration and national European politics.

The most prevalent methodological approach in both groups of articles is comparative quantitative, i.e. studies of multiple countries employing quantitative methods. This indicates that the majority of the studies on Euroscepticism seek to uncover empirical patterns in a large number of cases and are concerned with the external validity of their arguments and theories. Breadth seems to be prioritised over depth and detailed analysis. The relative number of articles with a comparative quantitative design in 2014 is lower than in the top-cited group. In 2014, there are five articles with a case study narrative approach, as opposed to one in the top-cited group. This, of course, could be an artefact of the H-index, as articles that focus on one case study tend to be more narrow in scope and less likely to be widely referenced. The ‘other’ category consists of Krowel and Abts (2007) and Vollard (2014), which have a purely theoretical focus.

In terms of time, the analysis indicates that scholars have analysed the phenomenon of Euroscepticism both from a longitudinal perspective and focusing on a specific point in time. Time is very important as it involves trade-offs. On the one hand, cross-sectional studies can evaluate the phenomenon in more detail but are less strong in terms of breadth. On the other hand, longitudinal designs provide a more integrated analysis identifying the changes that have occurred over time, but lack in specificity. There are no significant differences in terms of number of articles published between the two types of study, which indicates that Euroscepticism has been covered both in terms of breadth and depth.




What next in the study of Euroscepticism?

If we accept that the first study of Euroscepticism that was particularly influential may be located towards the end of the 1990s (Taggart 1998), then this academic field is almost twenty years old. During these years, a variety of scholars from different backgrounds have sought to conceptualise, measure, understand and explain Euroscepticism. This has produced a wealth of articles in highly reputed journals and academic presses. Due to research limitations, this contribution has only considered journal articles for the meta-analysis. Given that these articles cover both top-cited articles in the field and a second group focusing on articles published in 2014, the sample is taken to be representative for the purposes of this research. The analysis points to three avenues for further research that relate to different dimensions of Euroscepticism, new thematic approaches to its study, and novel research designs.

First, when conceptualising Euroscepticism, scholars need to also take into consideration political developments, especially when these have the potential to alter domestic government–opposition dynamics and the nature of the EU project itself. Since the end of the 2000s, the EU is under ‘serious stress’ (Cramme and Hobolt 2015), facing severe economic and political crisis. However, despite the fact that we have entered a new era in the history of the EU, we lack research that would unpack whether the dimensions of Euroscepticism have changed as a result of the crisis or whether they have remained the same. Developments such as the Spitzenkandidaten process for the election of the President of the European Commission, the debates over Greece’s place in the Eurozone and the Brexit referendum outcome have increased political contestation in and about the EU. Have the dynamics of opposition to the EU post-crisis remained the same compared to the pre-crisis period? Can we discern specific patterns of dimensions of opposition depending on whether a country is a non-Eurozone member, a creditor or a debtor? New tools and frameworks are needed in order to define Euroscepticism in conditions of crisis and in times of major transformations. Public opinion and expert surveys need to address these questions by design. New and more specific questions need to be asked that would allow us to better map different attitudes so that we have a fuller understanding of this phenomenon, and assess the ways in which it has changed since the eruption of the crisis. For example, opposition to EU freedom of movement may be thought of as a new dimension of Euroscepticism. This is partly a consequence of increased labour mobility as a result of the crisis, and was prominent during the Brexit referendum campaign (see also Vasilopoulou 2016).

Second, two key thematic approaches are identified. In terms of antecedents of Euroscepticism, scholars need to go beyond identity, utilitarian and cue-taking approaches. The effect of emotions and affective considerations on the various stages of EU opinion formation should be examined in both observational and experimental settings (see Vasilopoulou and Wagner 2016). Findings deriving from such analyses would have major implications not only on better understudying the causes of Eurosceptic attitudes but also predicting the effectiveness of political campaigns. In addition, Euroscepticism should be analysed in terms of its consequences on domestic politics. The salience of the EU issue in member states has increased dramatically as a result of the crisis. It would be useful to focus on the ways in which the EU issue is portrayed in national election campaigns post-crisis compared to pre-crisis. Experimental settings that would examine the relationship between, on the one hand, citizen exposure to stimuli related to different aspects of European integration and, on the other, political attitudes and behaviour at the domestic level are particularly welcome. The conceptualisation of the topic of European integration as a ‘wedge’ issue, i.e. an issue that is not integrated into the dominant left–right dimension of politics and is becoming increasingly divisive both between and within parties, is relatively new. How can divisions over the EU help us understand various issues in contemporary politics both at the EU and national levels, such as party competition, political campaigns, electoral behaviour and coalition formation?

Third, the literature has predominantly taken a ‘causes of effects’ rationale in examining Euroscepticism. Scholars tend to start from the outcome, namely Euroscepticism, and then ask what caused it. To advance the study of Euroscepticism, scholars should be open to changing the logic of causality to forward causal inference, i.e. taking Euroscepticism as a putative cause and investigating its effects. This type of research has to some extent commenced with those studies that view Euroscepticism as an independent variable. These articles tend to rely on observational studies and their results are based on robust association between variables. To progresses beyond the state of the art, scholars should explore Euroscepticism through an ‘effects of causes’ rationale through the employment of experimental designs. Such designs are thus far in limited use (except de Vreese 2007 in the sample) but have the potential to demonstrate the causal effect of Euroscepticism as a key independent variable in the study of EU and European politics.







Notes

1 The H-index is based on the number of citations per year and changes as more articles on Euroscepticism are cited over time. Empirical research for this contribution was conducted in April 2015. I ran the same search on 24 October 2016, which pointed to a similar citation trend: 22 out of the 28 top-cited articles examined here remained in the top-cited category in 2016.

2 Quantitative designs here may include either the use of multivariate statistical analysis and/or quantitative content analysis.
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