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Extended Outline

Authors in Comparative Politics (CP) and International Relations (IR) have become increasingly
interested in the domestic effects of international politics (but see already Gourevitch 1978).
Surprisingly, however, these strands of research did not find their way into public opinion research.
Increasing international interdependence which is accompanied by loss of national autonomy, we
argue, is likely to have significant effects on public attitudes not only toward the international but
also toward the national political system. Our workshop, which will be introduced in more detail in
the following, aims at assembling quantitative as well as qualitative empirical research interested in
the effects of the international level on political attitudes of citizens toward their national political
context.

Given this focus of our workshop, the most relevant findings we can draw on stem from
Comparative Politics (CP), more specifically from comparative analyses of European Politics.
‘Europeanization’ research has been primarily interested in the domestic effects of the increased
transfer of decision-making and policy implementation capabilities to the European level. A broad
variety of issues has been analyzed from a Europeanization perspective, e.g. the role of European
issues in national (electoral or party) politics, the relationship between European and national
jurisdictions as well as between European and national parliaments, and the effects of EU rules and
norms on EU candidate and member countries. Most of these authors share the opinion that
increased transfer of sovereignty may become problematic in terms of democratic legitimacy at the
domestic level, because national electorates’ potential to sanction undesired behavior of their
political elites and, therefore, to hold them accountable decreases (see on the deficit Mair and
Thomassen 2010; Bellamy 2010; Scharpf 2007, 2011; Kénig 2007; to a fulminant critic: Moravcsik
2008).

Scholars from IR are also investigating the domestic effects of international institutions and
organizations, e.g. on the norms, interests or the behavior of their member states (see Gheciu 2005;
Checkel 2005; Grugel 2007; Solingen 2008; Greenhill 2010). By and large, two competing arguments
regarding international politics and (domestic) legitimacy are proposed. On the one hand, authors
like Robert Keohane and Andrew Moravcsik have started an intense debate on the democratizing
potential of multilateral cooperation (Keohane et al. 2009, 2011; Gartzke and Naoi 2011; but see
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already Pevehouse 2002 and Grugel 2007). They argue that multilateral organizations may enhance
domestic democracy and legitimacy. On the other hand, authors like David Held, Jirgen Habermas,
lan Hurd, and Michael Ziirn share the rather pessimistic perceptions of European Politics researchers
—though on the international level (see Held 1995; Hurd 1997; Ziirn 1998, 2004; Zirn and Stephen
2010; Habermas 2011). In their view, the decision-making power of international organizations such
as the United Nations, NATO, the International Monetary Fund, and the World Bank has strongly
increased; their influence on and autonomy from domestic politics has grown. As a result, these
authors argue, powerful international organizations share a significant lack of accountability and
legitimacy which may also affect public perceptions: citizens may perceive themselves as being
overruled and no longer being involved in the process of decision-making and governing.

Unfortunately, these strands of research rarely find their way into public opinion research. Research
on citizens’ attitudes has so far been largely restricted to a bottom-up perspective, i.e. it has
investigated the effects of national political events and attitudes on citizens’ perceptions of the
international level. Particular prominent examples for this perspective are studies on cue-taking and
the use of heuristics for explaining citizens’ attitudes toward the EU (see for recent work in this
direction Boomgarden et al. 2011; Wagner 2011; Constantelos and Diven 2010; De Vries and
Edwards 2009; Gabel and Scheve 2007; Steenbergen et al. 2007).

Yet, public opinion research should be well-suited for analyzing the effects of international actors
and policies on domestic legitimacy as well given its broader concern for the stability and legitimacy
of political systems. According to David Easton a political system can only persist if it is generally
supported by citizens, i.e. if citizens ascribe a certain degree of legitimacy to the political system and
its actors (Easton 1965: 220; see for an overview of concepts of legitimacy Braun and Schmitt 2009).
Against this background, public opinion researchers typically investigate and measure this degree of
support at the national level through a variety of indicators: e.g. trust in the institutions of the
political system , satisfaction with the current political system, or agreement with the given norms
and values of a political system (see e.g. Klingemann and Fuchs 1995; Newton and Norris 2000;
Norris 1999). Sources of public trust or satisfaction with democratic institutions have been mostly
found at the individual level, whereas explanatory factors at the contextual level have been less
researched (but see e.g. Gabriel and Walter-Rogg 2008). Only recently, enabled through new
statistical methods such as multi-level analyses, scholars have demonstrated that contextual-level
indicators, e.g. the political or electoral system of a country, influence political support and started
to theorize the underlying causal mechanisms (see e.g. Criado and Herreros 2007; Jason and
Krieckhaus 2006; Peffley and Rohrschneider 2003). Hence, while there is a growing interest in public
opinion research on the effects of international politics which we demonstrate below, the topic is
still widely neglected.

Our workshop aims at addressing this neglect and challenges the predominant assumption in public
opinion research by arguing that events, actors and policies at the international level can actually
influence domestic public attitudes. Mainly inspired from IR research, this leads us to two diametric
expectations. According to the argument of Keohane et al. (2009, 2011), who attribute the
democracy-enhancing effects of multilateral cooperation mostly to its outcomes, international
organizations might be cherished by citizens for increasing social welfare and for improving the
control of (corrupt or unable) domestic political actors. As a consequence, this should also increase
citizens’ trust (especially in developing countries or new democracies ) in their political institutions



and actors as well as their satisfaction with the domestic system’s performance (1). While this seems
reasonable from a purely output-oriented legitimacy perspective, authors focusing on input-oriented
legitimacy are much more skeptical. They agree that citizens are increasingly aware that today some
major political problems cannot be tackled at the national level anymore, but require international
or even global solutions, e.g. the global financial economic crisis, climate change but also security
problems such as international terrorism). However, these authors argue that output-legitimacy may
not be sufficient — even if international actors are successful in solving global problems —, but that
input-legitimacy remains restricted to national governmental actors which may be publically
perceived as powerless and ineffective. As a result of this asymmetry, citizens come to perceive
themselves excluded from the political process. They lose trust in all actors (at the national as well as
the international level) and, eventually, their satisfaction with democracy declines (2). This negative
effect on public perceptions should be all the more pronounced, if the output-legitimacy of
international actors is deficient, i.e. if they are not able to fulfill the duties citizens ascribe to them.

Prima facie, both of these theoretically derived expectations regarding the effect of international
politics on public opinion seem plausible and need to be subject of empirical research. First empirical
findings on the topic seem to suggest a stronger explanatory power of the second argument, but
demonstrate also effects in accordance with the first argument. Virginia Chanley (2002), for
example, studies changes in the U.S. public opinion after 11 September 2001. She finds an increase
of public trust after 9/11 and traces this development back to a changed focus from domestic to
international concerns (for similar approaches see Davis and Silver 2004; Greenberg et al. 2004;
Hetherington and Suhay 2011). Roth et al. (2011) analyze the effects of another important
international event on domestic public opinion. The authors show that the financial crisis has had
significant effects on the development of trust in national institutions. First, in the direct aftermath
of the financial crisis in 2008, the immense decline in the real economy is associated with a
temporary increase in citizens’ trust. Second, however, these effects disappear when analyzing the
entire crisis period. These results present evidence rather for the second argument. Also in line with
the latter, research in American Politics furthermore shows that feelings of threat generated by
international terrorism strongly shape domestic political attitudes, promoting more radical and
conservative positions among citizens (Kushner Gadarian 2010; Nacos et al. 2007). Furthermore,
empirical evidence suggests that a feeling of being threatened territorially leads African citizens to
lose trust in national political actors (Hutchison 2011), that EU attitudes can shape individual voting
behavior in national elections (Jackson et al. 2011), and that international politics are crucial to
understand the relationship between Islam and politics at the domestic level (see Rubin 2011).
Finally, the attitudes of American citizens are strongly influenced by foreign sources of information
(Hayes and Guardino 2011).

In sum, there are strong, but contradictory theoretical expectations concerning the effects of
international politics on domestic public opinion and there is scarce, but growing empirical evidence
that international politics indeed affect citizens’ attitudes toward the domestic political system and
specifically towards items related to domestic legitimacy: trust in political actors, satisfaction with
governmental performance, the political system and democracy itself. Our workshop, therefore,
invites contributions which analyze these public opinion items in one form or another as their
dependent variable. In order to test the two arguments outlined above against a broad spectrum of
empirical findings, we do not want to restrict the workshop to the European case only, but
particularly welcome researchers looking beyond European borders. We therefore call for empirical



papers which analyze — quantitatively or qualitatively — the effect of international actors (e.g. the
United Nations, NATO, IMF, regional organizations, but also international terrorists), their behavior
(e.g. bargaining, military interventions, allocation of development aid) and their policies (e.g.
diffusion of norms, democratization, liberalization of international trade) on citizens’ attitudes
toward domestic politics. By discussing the topic from the perspective of public opinion research, we
pursue three major goals: We want first, to establish a new network of researchers, since authors
from different research fields seem to be highly interested in the topic, but remain largely
unconnected so far. Second, our aim is to discuss research problems (theoretical as well as
empirical) and possible solutions to them. And last but not least, depending on the quality of our
enterprise, we aim at publishing the outcomes of the workshop as a volume or special issue on the
state of the art-research on the topic.

External Funding

The authors will apply for funding by the Deutsche Forschungsgemeinschaft (German Research
Foundation) which, through a specific program (Férderprogramm Internationale Wissenschaftliche
Veranstaltungen), supports international scientific conferences and workshops directed by
researchers from German universities and research facilities. As the ECPR Joint Sessions in 2013 will
take place in Mainz, the funding of the German Research Foundation is more probable than for
conferences abroad.
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Daniela Braun is Assistant Professor at the Department of Political Science (Comparative Politics),
University of Munich. Her research focuses on public opinion and comparative politics. Recently, she
finalized her dissertation thesis on political trust in new European democracies, where she
presented findings on the development of popular trust towards national institutions in Central and
Eastern as well as in Southern Europe. In addition, the dissertation includes new conceptual
approaches on the measurement of different trust dimensions.

Bernd Schlipphak is Assistant Professor at the Department of Political Science, University of Salzburg.
His research concentrates on the role of public opinion in International Relations, including the
legitimacy of regional organizations as well as citizens’ perceptions of international organizations.
Recently, he published a paper on assessing attitudes toward regional organizations (Schlipphak and
Menniken 2011) as well as his dissertation thesis on the effects of media and party framing on
citizens’ attitudes (Schlipphak 2011).

Bibliography

Bellamy, R. (2010). “Democracy without democracy? Can the EU’s Democratic ,Outputs’ Be
Separated from the Democratic ,Inputs’ Provided by Competitive Parties and Majority Rule?” Journal
of European Public Policy 17(1): 2-19.



Boomgarden, H.G., A. Schuck, M. Elenbaas and C.H. de Vreese (2011) “Mapping EU attitudes:
Conceptual and empirical dimensions of Euroscepticism and EU support.” European Union Politics
12(2): 241-266.

Braun, D. (2012): Politisches Vertrauen in neuen Demokratien. Honeymoon, Desillusionierung und
Stabilisierung in der Vertrauensentwicklung nach Systemumbrichen. Stuttgart: Submitted PhD
thesis.

Braun, D. and H. Schmitt (2009). ,,Politische Legitimitat.” Kaina, V. and A. Rommele (eds.): Politische
Soziologie. Ein Studienbuch. Wiesbaden: VS Verlag fiir Sozialwissenschaften: 53-81.

Chandler, W. M. (2003). “Foreign and European Policy Issues in the 2002 Bundestag Elections.”
German Politics and Society 21 (1): 161-176.

Chanley, V. A. (2002). “Trust in Government in the Aftermath of 9/11: Determinants and
Consequences.” Political Psychology 23(3): 469-483.

Checkel, J. (2005). “International Institutions and Socialization in Europe: Introduction and
Framework.” International Organization 59(4): 801-826.

Clark, N. and R. Rohrschneider (2009). “Second-Order Elections versus First-Order Thinking: How
Voters Perceive the Representation Process in a Multi-Layered System of Governance.” European
Integration 31 (5): 645-664.

Constantelos, J. und P. J. Diven (2010). “Public Confidence in the EU: A Multivariate Analysis of the
World Values Survey’s Fifth Wave.” Paper presented at Fifth Pan-European Conference on EU
Politics. Porto, Portugal,

Criado, H.and F. Herreros (2007). “Political Support. Taking Into Account the Institutional Context.
Comparative Political Studies 40(12): 1511-1532.

Davis, D.W. and B, D. Silver (2004). “Civil Liberties vs. Security: Public Opinion in the Context of the
Terrorist Attacks on America.” American Journal of Political Science 48(1): 28-46.

De Vries, C. (2010). “EU Issue Voting: Asset or Liability?” European Union Politics 11(1): 89-117.

De Vries, C. and E. Edwards (2009). “Taking Europe to Its Extremes: Extremist Parties and Public

”

Euroscepticism.” Party Politics, 15 5-28.

Dechezelles, S. and L. Neumayer (2010). “Introduction: Is Populism a Side-Effect of European
Integration? Radical Parties and the Europeanization of Political Competition.” Perspectives on
European Politics and Society 11(3): 229-236.

Easton, David (1965). A System Analysis of Political Life. New York/London/Sydney: John Wiley &
Sons.

Gabel, M. and K. Scheve (2007). “Mixed Messages. Party Dissent and Mass Opinion on European
Integration.” European Union Politics 8(1): 37-59.

Gabriel, O, W. and M. Walter-Rogg (2008). “Social Capital and Political Trust.” In Meulemann, Heiner
(ed.) Social Capital in Europe: Similarity of Countries and Diversity of People? Multi-level analyses of
the European Social Survey 2002. Leiden/Boston: Brill: 219-250.

Gartzke, E. and M. Naoi (2011). “Multilateralism and Democracy: A Dissent Regarding Keohane,
Macedo, and Moravcsik.” International Organization 65(3): 589-598.

Gheciu, A. (2005). “Security Institutions as Agents of Socialization? NATO and the ‘New Europe’.”
International Organization 59(4): 973-1012.

Gourevitch, Peter (1978). “The Second Image Reversed: The International Sources of Domestic
Politics.” International Organization 32(4): 881-912.



Greenberg, M., P. Craighill and A. Greenberg (2004). “Trying to Understand Behavioral Responses to
Terrorism: Personal Civil Liberties, Environmental Hazards, and U.S. Resident Reactions to the
September 11, 2001 Attacks.” Human Ecology Review 11(2): 165-176.

Greenhill, B. (2010). “The Company You Keep: International Socialization and the Diffusion of Human
Rights Norms.” International Studies Quarterly 54(1): 127-145.

Grugel, J. (2007). “Democratization and Ideational Diffusion: Europe, Mercosur, and Social
Citizenship.” Journal of Common Market Studies 45(1): 43-68.

Habermas, J. (2011). Zur Verfassung Europas. Ein Essay. Berlin: Suhrkamp.

Hayes, D. and M. Guardino (2011). “The Influence of Foreign Voices on U.S. Public Opinion.”
American Journal of Political Science 55 (4): 831-851.

Held, D. (1995). Democracy and the Global Order. Stanford: Stanford University Press.

Hetherington, M.J. and E. Suhay (2011). “Authoritarianism, Threat, and Americans' Support for the
War on Terror.” American Journal of Political Science 55 (3): 546-560.

Hurd, I. (1999). “Legitimacy and Authority in International Politics.” International Organization 53(2):
379-408.

Hutchison, M. L. (2011). “Territorial Threat and the Decline of Political Trust in Africa.” Polity 43(3):
432-461.

Jackson, J., B.W. Mach and J. L. Miller-Gonzalez (2011). “Buying support and regime change: the
evolution of Polish attitudes towards the EU and voting between accession and 2008.” European
Union Politics 12(2): 147-167.

Jason, M. W. and J. Krieckhaus (2006). “Does National Context Influence Democratic Satisfaction? A
Multi-Level Analysis.” Political Research Quarterly 59 (4): 569-578.

Keohane, R. O., S. Macedo and A. Moravcsik (2009). “Democracy-Enhancing Multilateralism.”
International Organization 63(1): 1-31.

Keohane, R. O., S. Macedo and A. Moravcsik (2011). “Constitutational Democracy and World Politics:
A Response to Gartzke and Naoi.” International Organization 65(3): 599-604.

Kriesi, H., E. Grande, R.Lachat, M. Dolezal, S. Bornschier and T. (2008). West European Politics in the
Age of Globalization. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Kriesi, H., E. Grande, R.Lachat, M. Dolezal, S. Bornschier and T. Frey (2006). “Globalization and the
Transformation of the National Political Space: Six European Countries Compared.” European Journal
of Political Research 45(6): 921-956.

Klingemann, H.-D. and D. Fuchs (eds.) (1995). Citizens and the State. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Koénig, T. (2007). “Discontinuity. Another Source of the EU’s Democratic Deficit?” European Union
Politics 8(3): 411-432.

Kushner Gadarian, S. (2010). “The Politics of Threat: How Terrorism News Shapes Foreign Policy
Attitudes.” The Journal of Politics 72(2): 479-483.

Mair, P. and J. Thomassen (2010). “Political representation and government in the European Union.”
Journal of European Public Policy 17(1): 20-35.

Maurer, A. (2009). “Mehrebenendemokratie und Mehrebenenparlamentarismus. Das EP und die
nationalen Parlamente nach Lissabon.” In Kadelbach, S. (ed.) Européische Integration und
parlamentarische Demokratie. Baden-Baden: Nomos: 19-58.

Neunreither, K., 2005. “The European Parliament and National Parliaments: Conflict or Cooperation?
“Journal of Legislative Studies 11(3-4): 466-489.



Moravcsik, A. (2008). “The Myth of the EU’s Democratic Deficit.” Intereconomics: Journal of
European Public Policy Nov./Dec.2008: 331-340.

Nacos, B. L., Y. B.-E., and R. Y. Shapiro (2007). “Post-9/11 Terrorism Threats, News Coverage, and
Public Perceptions in the United States.” International Journal of Conflict and Violence 1 (2): 105-
126.

Neumayer, L. (2008). “Euroscepticism as a Political Label: The Use of European Union Issues in
Political Competition in New Member States.” European Journal of Political Research 47(1): 135-160.
Newton, K. and P. Norris (2000). “Confidence in public institutions: faith, culture, or performance.”
In Pharr, S.J. and R. D. Putnam (eds.) Disaffected Democracies. What's Troubeling the Trilateral
Countries. Princeton: Princeton University Press: 55-73.

Norris, Pippa (ed.) (1999). Critical Citizens. Global Support for Democratic Government. Oxford:
Oxford University Press.

Peffley, M. and R. Rohrschneider (2003). “Democratization and Political Tolerance in Seventeen
Countries: A Multi-Level Model of Democratic Learning.” Political Research Quarterly 56(3): 243-257.
Pevehouse, J. C. (2002). “Democracy from the Outside-In? International Organizations and
Democratization.” International Organization 56(3): 515-549.

Rittberger, B. and F. Schimmelfennig (2006). “Explaining the constitutionalization of the European
Union.” Journal of European Public Policy 13(8): 1148-1167.

Roth, F., F. Nowak-Lehmann and T. Otter (2011). Has the financial crisis shattered citizens’ trust in
national and European governmental institutions? Evidence from the EU member states, 1999-2010.
CEPS Working Document N. 343.

Rubin, L. P. (2011). “Islam, Domestic Politics and International Relations.” International Studies
Review, 13(1): 159-166.

Scharpf, F. W. (2007). Reflections on Multilevel Legitimacy. Cologne: MPIfG Working Paper 07/3.
Scharpf, F. W. (2011). “Monetary Union, Fiscal Crisis and the Pre-emption of Democracy.” Zeitschrift
flr Staats- und Europawissenschaften 4(2): 163-198.

Schimmelfennig, F. and U. Sedelmeier (2005). “Conclusions: The Impact of the EU on the Accession
Countries. The Europeanization of Central and Eastern Europe.” In Schimmelfennig, F. and U.
Sedelmeier (eds.) The Europeanization of Central and Eastern Europe. Cornell: Cornell University
Press: 210-228.

Schlipphak, B. (2011). Framing Ideology. Die Kommunikation ideologischer Positionierungen
zwischen Parteien, Wahlern und Medien. Baden-Baden: Nomos.

Schlipphak, B. und T. Menniken (2011). “Assessing Attitudes towards Regional Integration
Processes.” In De Lombaerde, Philippe et al. (eds.) The Regional Integration Manual: Quantitative
and Qualitative Methods. London: Routledge, 24-50.

Solingen, E. (2008). “The Genesis, Design and Effects of Regional Institutions: Lessons from East Asia
and the Middle East.” International Studies Quarterly 52(2): 261-294.

Steenbergen, M. R., E. Edwards. and C.E. De Vries (2007). “Who’s cueing Whom? Mass-Elite Linkages
and the Future of European Integration.” European Union Politics 8(1): 13-35.

Wagner, B. (2011). Returning to Europe: Support for the European Union in post-communist Europe
before and after Accession to the EU. Paper presented at the EUSA Twelfth Biennial International
Conference. Boston, Massachusetts, USA.

Zarn, M. (1998). Regieren jenseits des Nationalstaates. Frankfurt am Main: Suhrkamp.

Zarn, M. (2004). “Global Governance and Legitimacy Problems.” Government and Opposition 39(2):
260-287.



Zarn, M. and M. Stephen (2010). “The View of Old and New Powers on the Legitimacy of
International Institutions.” Politics 30 (Special Issue): 91-101.

In the following, we understand ,the effects of international politics® as a label including the effects of
international actors, their policies and their actions.

2 See on these topics for example De Vries 2010; Dechezelles and Neumayer 2010; Neumayer 2009; Clark and
Rohrschneider 2009; Chandler 2003; Rittberger and Schimmelfennig 2006; Maurer 2009; Neunreither 2005;
Schimmelfennig and Sedelmaier 2005.

¥ An extensive state of research on the trust literature as well as a critical discussion of the theoretical
foundations of the trust concept can be found in Braun (2012).

* In the case of new European democracies, it has been shown empirically, that trust in representative
institutions is higher in the immediate aftermath of regime transformations — although public trust declines in
the subsequent period of democratic consolidation (see Braun 2012).

® In a recent article, Fritz W. Scharpf discusses the effects of fiscal crisis management in the European Monetary
Union on national domestic politics. He concludes that “where the Commission’s requirements [following
market-liberal prescriptions] would violate politically salient interests, preferences and values of national
constituencies, compliance may again undermine democratic legitimacy.” Thus, “[i]n a worst case scenario,
therefore, attempts to save the euro through the policies presently enacted may either fail on their own terms, or
undermine democracy in EU Member states as well as endanger European integration itself.” (Scharpf 2011:
195).

® As a consequence, the increase of international interdependence, of transfer of sovereignty to international
actors and therefore of being overruled by international actors might even result in the wish of certain groups of
citizens to return to closed and autonomous nation-states with strong leaders. This has been e.g. observed
empirically in changing political party systems caused by effects of globalization and denationalization that has
created a division between 'winners' and 'losers' in Western Europe (described extensively in Kriesi et al. 2006,
2008).



