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Demand for EU Polity Building in Shadow of the Russian Threat 1

1 Introduction
The Russian invasion of Ukraine came on the heels of a series of crises that
tested the resilience of the EU as a compound polity (Ferrera, Kriesi, and
Schelkle 2024). It has also, arguably, reshaped European policymaking at all
levels and impacted the polity itself. This external threat triggered a debate
between those arguing it can lead to an external security logic of polity building
that serves as an impetus for (further) polity centralization in the EU, as per the
‘bellicist’ argument (e.g., Kelemen and McNamara 2021) and those who doubt
it (e.g., Genschel and Schimmelfennig 2022). Taking the Russian invasion of
Ukraine as a litmus test of the ‘bellicist’ argument, some contributions to the
debate have questioned the extent to which it can really be conducive to polity
centralization. The literature also casts some shadow of doubt on the extent to
which such a threat is different than other threats and crises that the EU has
been facing over the last couple of decades and the types of polity formation
logics (external security vs. social security) it would trigger and their expected
effects (Eilstrup-Sangiovanni 2022; Freudlsperger and Schimmelfennig 2022;
Genschel and Schimmelfennig 2022; Ferrera and Schelkle 2024). Other contri-
butions have explored specific topics such as the ways in which a rally around
the European flag has evolved in the aftermath of the Russian invasion of
Ukraine (Moise et al. 2023; Truchlewski, Oana, and Moise 2023), or the nature
of public opinion surrounding specific policies (Moise, Dennison, and Kriesi
2023;Wang and Moise 2023; Oana, Moise, and Truchlewski 2024).More gen-
erally, this debate is crucial for understanding the political dynamics that shape
the current pathways of European polity formation.
This Element expands this debate in several ways and offers an empirically

grounded analysis of the effects that the Russian invasion of Ukraine had on
public support for European polity building in key policy domains. Focusing
on public opinion support is important given the politicization of the European
polity (Kriesi, Hutter, and Grande 2016), the debates on the democratic deficit
in the EU and the weakness of voice channels (Bartolini 2005), but also as a
supportive public opinion offers an enabling environment for policymaking at
the EU level and could take thewind out of Euroskeptic parties’ sails.While this
Element is definitely not the first to focus on public opinion in the EU in times
of crises (De Vries 2018; Kriesi et al. 2024), it does bring in several theoret-
ical and empirical contributions that offer unique analytical gains and novelty.
These contributions are inspired by the polity approach to the European Union
(Bartolini 2005; Ferrera 2005; Caramani 2015; Ferrera, Kriesi, and Schelkle
2024) arguing for the multi-dimensionality and lack of finalité in European
integration. In other words, the building of the EU polity need not imply a
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2 European Politics

full transfer or new creation of ‘core’ institutions to the EU at the expense
of the Member States. Instead, this approach acknowledges there can be a
variety of polity-building pathways if one looks at the constitute elements
of the EU as a polity (Ladi and Wolff 2021; Ferrera, Kyriazi, and Miró 2024;
Truchlewski et al. 2025).
First, in line with this approach, rather than conceiving of public support for

the EU as uni-dimensional – more or less integration – we conceive of such
support as playing out in two dimensions stemming from a distinction between
‘policy’ and ‘polity’ support. By policy support, we refer here to support for
pooling decision-making and/or resources at the EU level in specific policy
domains. By polity support, we refer to a general positive attitude to the EU
based on a deeper loyalty towards the polity. In other words, policy support
is analogous to specific support, while polity support is analogous to diffuse
support for the EU (Easton 1975). While specific and diffuse EU support have
been related to one another in previous studies, we argue that they do not neces-
sarily always go together and that studying their intersections opens up a richer
analytical space in which public support for the EU can be categorized into
four types: support for a centralized polity (high loyalty and high preference
for pooling), decentralized one (low loyalty and low preference for pooling),
pooled polity (low loyalty but high preference for pooling), or a reinsurance
polity (high loyalty but low preference for pooling).1

The second theoretical assumption that we start with is that crises are not
monolithic threats. Crises play out in different policy domains and support
for types of EU polity can vary across these domains as a function of the
asymmetries that they exacerbate between countries and social groups, of the
performance of European institutions andMember States in these crises, and/or
of previous attitudes. These factors drive out territorial divisions – between citi-
zens in different Member States – and functional divisions – between groups
of citizens across Member States. In other words, akin to what the literature
calls vertical differentiated integration (Holzinger and Schimmelfennig 2012;
Dirk Leuffen and Díaz 2022; Schimmelfennig, Leuffen, and Vries 2023), sup-
port for the four polity types is policy domain-specific. This implies that there
can be different polity-building pathways across policy domains, rather than a
single logic of integration.
When it comes to the determinants of support for polity types across policy

domains we, thus, inquire both into territorial divisions – between Mem-
ber States – and into functional divisions – between social and attitudinal
groups,withinMember States. Concerning territorial divisions, we focus on the

1 We develop the rationale for these four polity types in Section 2.
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Demand for EU Polity Building in Shadow of the Russian Threat 3

distribution of preferences for our four polity types between Member States
and how these vary across policy domains. Concerning functional divisions,
our manuscript brings together under the same umbrella three main sets of
factors that have previously been associated with support for the EU. First,
in line with the cleavage and post-functionalist literature (Vries and Edwards
2009; Hooghe and Marks 2018, 2009), we examine the relationship between
ideational factors such as ideology and support for EU polity types. Second,
going beyond deep-rooted attitudes, we also examine the relationship between
crisis performance evaluations of both the EU and national governments as
stemming out from the literature on output legitimacy (Scharpf 1999; Jones
2009; Schmidt 2013). Finally, in line with more recent literature on external
drivers of EU support, we look at factors related to the ‘bellicist’ argument
and the hard security logic of EU polity building such as threat perceptions
stemming from the invasion (Genschel 2022; Kelemen and McNamara 2022;
Truchlewski, Oana, and Moise 2023; Moise, Truchlewski, and Oana 2024),
but also those related to a ‘Milwardian’ social security logic (Milward, Bren-
nan, and Romero 1992; Natili and Visconti 2023; Ferrera and Schelkle 2024)
such as economic vulnerability. This allows us to examine and compare under
the same theoretical and empirical umbrella the impact of both internal and
external drivers of demand for different types of polities.
Beyond theoretically expanding the debate on EU support in light of the Rus-

sian invasion of Ukraine, we also empirically ground it by mobilizing a host of
original public opinion data. Our Element relies on cross-national survey data
that we contextualize using secondary source analyses of policy- and polity-
making decisions undertaken in the EU during the invasion. Our empirical
focus on public opinion is theoretically justified as, in line with the postfunc-
tionalist literature (Hooghe and Marks 2009), we consider this to be one of the
key mechanisms in the long causal chain between threats and polity formation
(Truchlewski, Oana, and Moise 2023). Public support for both policies, but
also for the EU polity at large, has the potential to tie or free the hands of policy-
makers at both the Member State and the EU level. At the Member State level,
domestic policymakers are aware of the electoral consequences of their deci-
sions and attempt to satisfy public opinion at home when making decisions on
the EU stage. At the EU level, European policymakers have an interest in polity
maintenance (Ferrera, Miró, and Ronchi 2021; Ferrera, Kriesi, and Schelkle
2024) and avoiding backlashes from domestic audiences. Nevertheless, beyond
public support, we acknowledge that the structure of the polity in terms of
how strong or weak its subunits are, how centralized, and so on, is important
in shaping policy and polity responses to (external) threats (Genschel 2022;
Moise, Truchlewski, and Oana 2024). We take this into account both by the
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4 European Politics

fact that we examine the Russian invasion of Ukraine not as a monolithic
threat spurring just an external security logic of polity-building, but as a series
of threats affecting various policy domains in which the EU and the Member
States have different competence distributions and powers at the centre of the
polity might differ, and by examining both policy and polity support. In sum,
by contextualizing public opinion in various policy domains and under the vari-
ous decisions undertaken in these domains during the invasion, we also inquire
into the ways in which the structure of the polity itself is shaping public opinion
support.
We further these empirical goals by using original public opinion data col-

lected within the ERC Synergy project SOLID at three-time points (March,
July, and December 2022) after the Russian invasion of Ukraine, forming an
original three-wave panel in five countries (Germany, France, Italy, Hungary,
and Poland) with an additional two countries (Finland and Portugal) studied
only in the second wave. Panel data has the unique advantage of tracking
individuals over time enabling an examination of how their attitudes shift in
response to the changing conditions of the conflict. It also allows more in-depth
exploration of the interplay between attitudes, such as crisis performance evalu-
ations, and security conditions, such as vulnerabilities enhanced by the war.
Our panel data, therefore, allows us to study the dynamics of EU public opin-
ion through a critical juncture for EU policy and decision-making. The EU and
its Member States are directly involved in the war, through refugee acceptance,
sanctions, energy policy, military aid, humanitarian relief, and other geopolit-
ical and national decisions. Russia itself claims that it is at war not just with
Ukraine, but with the whole of NATO. European publics have, therefore, been
exposed to a geopolitical struggle between the West and Russia, with the EU
taking a strong role. They have been exposed to the quick, emergency-style,
consensual policymaking of the beginning of the war, as well as to the later
disagreements among member states over sanctions, energy policy, and grain
exports. Respondents have been exposed to the terrifying images of war crimes
and, particularly in Eastern countries, also to the threat of Russian aggression
and possible escalation. Our period of study, therefore, captures what is, to date,
the most salient external threat to the European polity. It is, therefore, the ideal
scenario in which to test the ‘bellicist’ argument, starting from the demand side.
To sum up, our Element brings in several key contributions to the debate on

EU polity building in the aftermath of the invasion:

• First, we seek to address the debate by delving deeper into the polity forma-
tion logics that are triggered across policy domains. Our Element pushes
forward a distinction between ‘policy’ and ‘polity’ dynamics. By policy
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Demand for EU Polity Building in Shadow of the Russian Threat 5

dynamics, we refer here to the specific support for decisions in various policy
domains concerning the distribution of the burden of the shock across these
policies among Member States. By polity dynamics, we refer to the shape
and evolution of diffuse support for the EU based on a deeper loyalty towards
the polity. By analogy, the polity is the container, while policies are what is
contained. We argue that this distinction is important for capturing the vari-
ous polity formation pathways upon which Europe can embark within crises.
Rather than conceiving of public support for the EU as uni-dimensional –
more or less integration – we conceive of such support as playing out in
these two dimensions. Studying the intersections between these dimensions
opens a richer analytical space for categorizing public support for the EU.
We, hence, propose four polity types at the intersection of policy/specific
and polity/diffuse support: a centralized polity (high loyalty and high pref-
erence for pooling), a decentralized one (low loyalty and low preference for
pooling), a pooled polity (low loyalty but high preference for pooling), and
a reinsurance polity (high loyalty but low preference for pooling).

• Second, in contrast to what has been labelled as the ‘bellicist’ argument, we
argue that the Russian invasion of Ukraine exerted pressures on a variety
of different policy domains with the potential to spur not only an external
security logic of polity building (i.e., centralizing the defence domain as a
consequence of the external threat) but also other logics of polity building
such as a social security one – that is, centralizing of risk and redistribution in
other policy domains to cope with the fallout of the crisis (Moise et al. 2023).
In this Element, we further develop this idea that crises are not monolithic
threats, but rather that they play out in different domains and support for
EU polity types can vary across these as a function of the asymmetries that
they exacerbate between countries and social groups. Consequently, the EU
itself is not viewed as subject to more or less integration uniformly across
the polity, but can be conceived of as an amalgamation of different polity
types across policy domains. This idea structures the content of the Element
as we analyse four highly salient policy domains on which the Russian inva-
sion of Ukraine induced high pressures for reform – refugee policy, energy
policy, foreign policy, and defence – while also focusing on the similarities
and differences between them.

• Third, we contribute to the literature on the internal and external drivers of
European polity formation and their relative weight. While the literature on
European integration has classically been focused on internal drivers of pol-
ity formation, political economists have long been acquainted with the idea
of the ‘second image reversed’ in international politics (Gourevitch 1978),
that is, the idea that external crises affect domestic political cleavages and
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6 European Politics

thus shape the policy response and the development of any polity (Rogowski
1989; Midford 1993; Alt et al. 1996). The same is true of the Russian
invasion of Ukraine and its influence on the formation of the European pol-
ity (Moise, Truchlewski, and Oana 2024). It is only recently that scholars
started paying attention to the mechanism of external threats influencing
the EU (Kelemen and McNamara 2022), leveraging an old literature on the
sources of state-building and federalism (Riker 1964; Tilly 1975). We com-
pare the impact of internal and external drivers of demand for different types
of polities.

• Fourth, our Element attempts to further empirically ground the debate sur-
rounding the polity formation consequences of the Russian invasion of
Ukraine. In doing so, we critically focus on public opinion as an important
link in the chain of polity formation given the politicization of the European
polity, criticism of democratic deficit in the EU and of weak voice chan-
nels, but also as a supportive public opinion offer an enabling environment
for policymaking at the EU level. In light of this, the Russian Invasion of
Ukraine and its impact on the European polity offers a critical case study
of the linkage between public opinion and polity formation. Empirically, we
use a host of original public opinion data consisting of a unique three-wave
panel survey on the topic of EU polity building following the invasion.

Across the four empirical sections, we show that all four polity types
that we conceptualize at the intersections between policy and polity attitudes
(centralized, decentralized, pooled, and reinsurance) are supported by large
percentages of European publics. These results illustrate that two categories
of citizens that are largely ignored in studies of EU support, those who want
to centralize decisions in particular domains but have low loyalty towards the
polity and those who, while having high loyalty, still do not want to central-
ize, constitute significant groups across all of our policy domains. In terms of
the determinants of EU support, we show that performance evaluations and
ideational factors are significantly related to preferences for polity types across
all four domains, while external factors such as perceived threats and eco-
nomic vulnerability stemming from the invasion have a lower impact. These
results hold not only when examining static relations between these attitudes
but also when examining within-individual change across the crisis. Hence,
preferences for our four polity types are more strongly rooted in output legit-
imacy and deep attitudinal variables, rather than in factors directly related to the
security or economic threats raised by the war. Beyond these attitudinal
divisions, our results also show important territorial divisions between citizens
in differentMember States, divisions which vary greatly across policy domains.
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Demand for EU Polity Building in Shadow of the Russian Threat 7

While countries are hardly divided over refugee policy (with the exception of
Hungary), across the other three policy fields studied in the manuscript we
observe varying potential ‘coalitions’ of citizens across Member States likely
as a consequence of the asymmetrical impact of the crisis.
The Element proceeds as follows. Section 2 sets the scene by introducing the

theoretical framework and the empirical design. Sections 3–7 examine EU sup-
port across the four policy domains chosen: refugee policy (Section 3), energy
policy (Section 4), foreign policy (Section 5), and defence (Section 6). Each
of these empirical sections starts with a descriptive analysis of support for the
four polity types that we introduce in our theoretical section. It then analyses
statically the territorial divisions in such support and the relationship between
individual factors related to performance evaluations, ideational factors, and
security factors. Finally, each empirical section includes a dynamic analysis of
within-individual attitudinal changes over time. The Element ends with a con-
cluding section where we summarize our theoretical contributions as well as
our empirical findings and discuss their wider implications.

2 EU Polity Support – A Theoretical and Empirical Framework
This section lays out the theoretical and empirical design of our Element.
We begin by justifying our focus on public opinion, emphasizing its crit-
ical role in the context of the increasing politicization of the European polity
and its influence as an enabler of European policymaking. We then focus
on the conceptualization of the demand-side support for EU polity build-
ing in times of crises, putting forward two significant contributions inspired
by the polity formation approach to the European Union (Caramani 2015;
Ferrera, Kriesi, and Schelkle 2024). First, in line with this approach arguing for
the absence of a clear finalité in the process of European integration, we say
that the building of the EU polity does not necessarily imply a full transfer of
sovereignty or the creation of ‘core state power’ institutions at the EU level. By
contrast, there can be a variety of polity-building pathways that need not imply
centralization at the EU level (Ladi and Wolff 2021; Ferrera, Kyriazi, and Miró
2024; Truchlewski et al. 2025).We leverage this insight and propose a four-fold
typology of support for the EU polity stemming from a distinction between pol-
ity and policy attitudes. Second, we argue that crises are not monolithic threats
but that they instead exacerbate divisions between Member States (territorial)
and social groups (functional) that vary across policy domains. In light of this,
we introduce the policy domains that this Element focuses on and theorize the
kinds of divisions that are likely to be associated with polity support across
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8 European Politics

these domains. When discussing these divisions and the drivers of EU pol-
icy support we bring under the same theoretical and empirical umbrella both
internal – such as output legitimacy and ideology – and external – such as threat
perceptions – factors influencing support. Finally, we conclude the section by
briefly introducing our data and the design of the empirical analyses.

2.1 Public Opinion and the EU Polity Formation
Since 1992, the politicization of European polity formation has brought pub-
lic opinion into the picture of European politics (Hooghe and Marks 2009). The
1992 referendum failure in Denmark, which rejected theMaastricht Treaty, and
the reluctant ‘little yes’ uttered by French voters marked the end of the permis-
sive consensus and elite-driven European polity formation.More than ever after
a decade-plus of crises, the EU relies on different types of support from elector-
ates. Polity building – as embodied by the many reforms and capacity building
at the centre – needs to be fully supported by voters to be sustainable in the
long run and not exploited by euro-skeptic party actors. We, thus, argue that
mapping out potential conflicts – whether functional or territorial (Caramani
2015) – is vital for understanding where political frictions can appear and how
they will influence the future of both European polity formation and the Rus-
sian invasion of Ukraine (since Ukraine relies on its European allies for crucial
help).
While the argument of external threats inducing polity centralization that

stems from the state-building literature (Riker 1964; Hintze 1975; Tilly 1975;
Kelemen and McNamara 2021) has been chiefly focused on the supply side
of politics (policymakers) and does not have much to say about public
demand for polity centralization, we argue that the demand side is an import-
ant link in the chain going from the external threat to polity centralization
(Truchlewski, Oana, and Moise 2023).
First, the Hintze–Riker–Tilly thesis was developed to explain state formation

in the Middle Ages and the Renaissance when elites operated without much
popular constrain and when military technology required economies of scale
that needed to go beyond the feudal structure (Cederman et al. 2023). Modern
democratic nation-states need to consider public opinion, as it may constrain or
enable elite action.We know that a strong dissensus among the European public
can constrain further political integration (Hooghe and Marks 2009). Con-
versely, a strong consensus allows greater room of manoeuvre for politicians
to steer the shape of the EU polity. At the Member State level, domestic policy-
makers are aware of the electoral consequences of their decisions and attempt
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to satisfy public opinion at home when making decisions on the EU stage. At
the EU level, European policymakers have an interest in polity maintenance
and, hence, avoiding backlashes from domestic audiences that could threaten
the polity and bring about divisions that would undermine common decision-
making (Ferrera, Miró, and Ronchi 2021; Ferrera, Kriesi, and Schelkle 2024).
Furthermore, we note that public opinion is more likely to exert pressure on

politicians during times of high salience when voters follow what is happening
and have more well-formed preferences. The present moment is, therefore, an
opportunity to probe into demand-side dynamics at a time when the public is
particularly attuned to the Russian invasion of Ukraine and the response of the
EU. 2 We started our panel survey at the onset of the invasion in 2022, amoment
of very high salience for the Russian war in Ukraine and the economic and pol-
itical response of the EU. Thus, while several of the policy domains associated
with the invasion (foreign policy, energy, etc.) are usually considered too com-
plex for individuals and of low salience, our timing allows us to examine them
in a situation when the public is aware and engaged in discussions surrounding
the implications of these policies. Indeed, several elections, such as those in
Hungary3 and Slovakia,4 showed that policies concerning the war were crucial
for electoral success. All in all, we argue that in case of an external threat, when
highly salient policies take centre stage in the public sphere, consensus on the
demand side becomes crucial for policymaking.
Second, and more generally, following the polity approach to the European

Union (Bartolini 2005; Ferrera, Kriesi, and Schelkle 2024) that draws on the
Hirschman-Rokkan model of state-building (Hirschman 1970; Rokkan et al.
1999), we look at bonding as one of the main elements characterizing a pol-
ity (alongside bounding–borders and binding–authority/capacity).5 Bonding
refers to the loyalty and solidarity that members of a polity have towards the
polity itself and towards other members, a loyalty that ultimately constitutes

2 When asked in our survey, 32 per cent of respondents thought that the war in Ukraine was
the most important threat to the survival of the EU, with a further 21 per cent citing it as
the second most significant threat. Other option categories included climate change, financial
crises, refugee inflows from outside Europe, refugee inflows from within Europe, member
states leaving the EU, poverty and unemployment, and pandemics.

3 www.bbc.com/news/world-europe-60977917.
4 www.ft.com/content/9de49e7a-d830-4d5d-8615-2c00ba6f8552 and https://www.ft.com/
content/4bd9bd86-69bb-40a1-8570-e40930208300.

5 The relationship between these three elements is one of the main arguments in Rokkanian
theory which suggests that external closure – strong borders would produce further political
structuring – capacity and system building – loyalty. Others (Ferrera, Kriesi, and Schelkle
2024; Truchlewski et al. 2025) have argued for other configurations and re-configurations
between these three elements. While we consider this an important topic of investigation, it
is one that goes beyond the scope of this Element which focuses mainly on bonding at the
demand-side level.
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the political community (Oana and Truchlewski 2024). Investigating how thin
or volatile such bonding is in times of crises on the demand side is important as
it speaks not only to the amount of resistance there is in the EU against pooling
resources and decisions in particular policy domains but also to the potential
for triggering more foundational conflicts over the raison d’être of the polity
itself (Ferrera, Kriesi, and Schelkle 2024).
Nevertheless, we do not yet have a good understanding of how the demand

side of politics is affected by external threats and by the Russian invasion
of Ukraine in particular. The evidence so far shows that similarly to the
COVID pandemic (Altiparmakis et al. 2021; Beetsma, Burgoon, and Nicoli
2023; Bremer et al. 2023), the Russian invasion of Ukraine triggered a rally-
round-the-flag moment among European voters, who became more sup-
portive of leaders and policies following the start of the war (Steiner et al.
2023; Truchlewski, Oana, and Moise 2023; Nicoli et al. 2024). Importantly,
this implies that EU elites have greater room for manoeuvring in order to pur-
sue certain forms of polity building. Conversely, if far-right parties are not able
to capitalize on possible dissensions, they may prove unable to create political
momentum against policies and polity formation, as postfunctionalism would
predict (Hooghe and Marks 2009). However, as we further argue in the next
section, such a rally-round-the-flag is likely to vary across policy domains. Fur-
thermore, support might be short-lived and give way to more dissensus as the
crisis progresses. By focusing on the demand side of politics, our manuscript
aims to shed light on these developments.

2.2 Beyond Integration: Conceptualizing Polity Support
across Policy Domains

We argued that analyzing the demand side of EU politics in the aftermath of the
Russian invasion of Ukraine is important given the war’s public salience and
given public opinion’s crucial role in enabling or constraining policymaking.
While this Element is definitely not the first to focus on public opinion in the EU
in times of crises (De Vries 2018; Kriesi et al. 2024; Truchlewski et al. 2025), it
does start from two consequential theoretical assumptions inspired by the polity
approach to the EuropeanUnion (Caramani 2015; Ferrera, Kriesi, and Schelkle
2024) that bring about unique analytical gains and novelty. First, rather than
considering public support for the EU as uni-dimensional – more or less
integration, we conceive of such support as playing out in two dimensions
stemming from a distinction between ‘policy’ and ‘polity’ support. Second,
we argue that crises are not monolithic threats but that they play out in differ-
ent policy domains, and support for types of EU polity can vary across these
domains. In this section, we elaborate on both of these arguments.
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2.2.1 A Typology of Public Support for the EU

Europe is at a crossroads: repeated crises are reshaping it since the mid
2000s, oftentimes in counter-intuitive ways. Most surprising perhaps is an
outcome that did not happen: contrary to what many established theories
predicted and in spite of what many politicians and analysts wish, Eur-
ope did not ‘integrate’ uniformly across policy fields into a fully-fledged
federation (Tilly 1990; Kelemen and McNamara 2021). Nor did the EU dis-
integrate and decentralize policy fields after massive policy failures (Vollaard
2014; Leruth, Gänzle, and Trondal 2019). Rather, new forms of collective pol-
icymaking appeared following the tectonic pressures of various crises: for
instance, the EU started elaborating a ‘reinsurance regime’ (Schelkle 2014,
2017, 2022, 2023a, 2023b; Truchlewski et al. 2025) where the EU acts as a
backstop of last resort for European member states. European capacity build-
ing is comparatively thin, and its main purpose is to ‘rescue the nation-state’, as
Milward famously put it. Other forms of (un-)intended collective policymaking
have been theorized (e.g., ‘extensive unification’ - Ferrera, Kyriazi, and Miró
2024; Truchlewski et al., 2025 or ‘coordinative Europeanization’ - Ladi and
Wolff, 2021), and the main message is that we need an approach that cap-
tures them. These unintended outcomes of European polity formation in hard
times underline that polities can form along different pathways – from central-
ized nation-states to federations and confederations, to name but a few (Stepan
1999). While the unintended consequences argument (‘spillovers’) has always
been a key argument of neofunctionalist theories of European integration (Haas
1958), the neofunctionalists also stress the idea of a general upward trend
towards further integration which crises might just delay (Hooghe and Marks
2019). By contrast, the polity approach, resting on a historical-institutional
argument, stresses the importance of not just path dependence, but also crit-
ical junctures such as crises, which open the door for different polity formation
pathways (Pierson 1996). Finally, and since the EU is also a democratic pol-
ity, public opinion plays a crucial role in shaping which polity pathways will
be taken: this is because public opinion constrains decision-makers and sets the
parameters not only of the possible but also of the probable (Hooghe and Marks
2009).
When it comes to Europe, however, the probable is too often reduced to

a binary choice. Policy-makers and their electorate may choose either more
or less integration. The postfunctionalist literature (Hooghe and Marks 2009,
2018), while informative in bringing a demand-side focus in the study of
European integration, also tends to model support for or against Europe in an
uni-dimensional fashion (more or less integration) which we argue that does
fully cover the multi-dimensionality that public preferences surrounding the
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EU can take. The same problem belies the state formation literature which
more often than not assumes that in times of crisis, only one logic dominates
polity building: the external security logic (Tilly 1985, 1990; Kelemen and
McNamara 2021), that is, the need to centralize coercive means at the centre
of the polity to reap the benefits of economies of scale, organized communica-
tion and centralized command-and-control. Consequently, citizens can mostly
express feelings towards more or less centralization. Such binary choices, we
argue, do not reflect wide possibilities of what are probable polity formation
pathways. For instance, Europeans can decide to pool decision-making pro-
cesses, but not necessarily their material capacities. A case in point is the push
for greater majority voting in the Council whilst leaving material levers of
action at the national level.We argue that capturing such polity pathways is best
addressed not only by asking whether citizens want more or less integration but
rather by inquiring into what type of integration they want.
Other recent contributions to the study of EU support have also taken stock

of the insight concerning the multi-dimensionality of support (for instance
Boomgaarden et al. 2011; Anderson and Hecht 2018; Leuffen, Schuessler, and
Gómez Díaz 2022; Schüssler et al. 2023 and in particular De Vries 2018). In
line with this insight, to avoid conceptual ambiguities, we propose to expand
the analytical space that captures the various pathways that Europe can embark
on when crises force decisions and reforms. Thus, rather than conceptualizing
public support for the EU as uni-dimensional – more or less integration – we
conceive of such support as playing out in two dimensions stemming from a
distinction between ‘policy’ and ‘polity’ support. This distinction is based on
the classic differentiation between specific (policy) and diffuse (polity) support
(Easton 1975). In line with this, support can be both specific for certain policies
and diffuse for the polity itself more generally. The policy dimension, akin to
specific support, refers to domain-specific attitudes related to the pooling of
resources and/or decisions through different mechanisms like centralization or
coordination to share the burden in a particular domain. In other words, this
relates to what is ‘contained’ within the polity, that is, how much decisions
and/or capacities are pooled in the centre of the EU. The polity dimension, akin
to diffuse support, refers to attitudes related to a deeper loyalty towards the pol-
ity. These attitudes relate to the ‘container’ – the polity itself. Recent literature
has highlighted that support for policies – the contained – is also conditional
on their institutional design – the container (Burgoon et al. 2022; Bremer et al.
2023; Beetsma, Burgoon, and Nicoli 2023; Ferrara, Schelkle, and Truchlewski
2023; Nicoli, Duin, and Burgoon 2023; Blok et al. 2024). Hence, we inves-
tigate such specific and diffuse types of support by looking at support for,
respectively, European policies and the European polity itself.
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Table 1 Pathways of EU polity formation

Pathways of EU
polity formation

Polity

Partially/Not loyal More/Fully loyal

Policy
More/Full centralization Pooled Centralized

Partial/No centralization Decentralized Reinsurance

While specific and diffuse EU support have been related to one another in
previous studies, we argue that they need not always correlate and that their
intersections open a richer analytical space in which public support for the EU
can be categorized. Hence, we propose a two-by-two typology (see Table 1)
that categorizes support for the EU into four possible polity types: support for
a centralized polity, a decentralized one, a pooled polity, or a reinsurance polity.
While the concept of European integration only captures the first two of these
and conflates the other categories into one of these extremes, we show across
the four empirical sections that all four of these categories are supported by
large percentages of European public and a sizable share of respondents locate
themselves in the pooled and reinsurance types of polities. Note that these cat-
egories are ideal types that need not represent the status-quo in specific policy
fields. The three categories are forward-looking and akin to ideal types: they
signify preferences for possible polity formation pathways, rather than repre-
sent the status-quo in these specific policy areas. We argue that this typology
gives us a much more fine-grained conceptual apparatus to empirically engage
with support for the EU and to map theoretically richer possible outcomes.
The first possible type of EU support and polity formation pathway is that

of a centralized polity. Citizens preferring this type of polity not only have
a high loyalty towards the polity (e.g., high diffuse and general preferences
for integration) but also want means/structures to be centralized in particular
policy domains. By contrast, at the opposite end of the spectrum, we have citi-
zens who prefer a decentralized polity. These citizens have low loyalty towards
the polity and do not want to centralize means or structures. The first of the
new categories that our typology brings in is that of the pooled polity. Citizens
preferring such a polity have low loyalty towards the polity but want central-
ization in particular policy domains. Citizens in this category might want to
pragmatically pool resources to face a shock, especially when subunits might
have weak ‘infrastructural capacity’ (Mann 2012; Genschel and Jachtenfuchs
2014). Finally, the other new category that our typology brings in is that of
the reinsurance polity in which high loyalty is coupled with low preferences
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for pooling means or structures in particular policy domains (Schelkle 2017,
2022, 2023a, 2023b). This category draws from the idea that strong loyalty
does not necessarily imply preferences for further capacity building. In general,
it is not a foregone conclusion that subunits will pool resources: if the subunits
have a strong ‘infrastructural capacity’, they will be reluctant to pool resources
because the opportunity cost of doing so is losing political control (vs. creating
new ex nihilo resources at the centre does not have this opportunity cost).
The two new categories that our typology introduces, pooled and reinsur-

ance, also speak to competence and control theories of indirect governance
(Genschel and Jachtenfuchs 2013; Abbott et al. 2020). These theories highlight
the idea that any problem of governance is under-girded by principal-agent
dynamics: principals face a dilemma between delegating to agents for more
efficient action (competence) and controlling these agents so that they fulfil the
task they are assigned to and do not exploit information asymmetries to pursue
their own goal (control). In any polity, delegating competence without control
can be politically perilous. Conversely, too much control over delegated com-
petence can stifle efficiency. The problem of control also refers to the need for
polity centralization: for any collective action to be efficient, agents also need
to impose control so that principals do not renege on their initial commitment to
common problem-solving. Hence, the need for common rules and institutions
that enforce them.
Analogously, we could say that the pooled polity type stresses competence

over control. In other words, supporters of the pooled polity type are pragma-
tists in that they want efficient solutions to policy-specific problems even if
these solutions might imply the pooling of means away from principals – in
the EU polity these would be the Member States. By contrast, the reinsurance
type stresses control over competence: supporters of this type want control at
the centre of the polity but with competencies remaining in the hands of the
principals. Hence, our reinsurance type is akin to the regulatory polity stress-
ing integration by regulation (Genschel and Jachtenfuchs 2013) as core-state
powers (and pooling of means) would remain firmly at the member-state level,
but the EU would have regulatory control over these powers and a capacity
to support member states when these cannot cope with extraordinary events
(Schelkle 2014, 2023b). However, while in these theories integration by regula-
tion is opposed to integration by capacity building – integration that puts the EU
on the pathway to state-building, our typology stresses that capacity building
or the pooling of means can also be further differentiated. While a centralized
polity would indeed imply capacity building but one that is placed on a firm
basis of loyalty and with increased control and permanence at the centre, the
pooled category refers to more pragmatic forms of centralization across policy
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domains that do not necessarily imply a mustering of core-state powers and
needn’t be permanent.
A final note is worth mentioning related to the variation possible between

the polity types within and across policy domains, but also across time. Polity-
diffuse support is not policy domain-specific and hence does not vary across
these domains, while policy support related to the decisions to centralize and
pool resources are domain-specific. This implies thatwithin each policy domain
the four cells in our category can be of varying sizes, but when comparing
between policy domains the size of the various support groups changes across
vertical lines (from pooled to decentralized, or from centralized to reinsurance)
in our Table 1 with the horizontal divisions in polity remaining stable across
domains (i.e., the sum of the non-loyal group, with pooled and decentralized
together staying constant across domains). Nevertheless, regarding variations
over time, both vertical and horizontal variations are possible. Concerning the
latter, polity attitudes can also change through time: as the crises progress, citi-
zens’ loyalty to the polity might, for example, increase, and they could move
from the pooled type to the centralized type, or from the decentralized type
to the reinsurance type. As the forthcoming sections show, all these types of
movements are observed empirically.

2.2.2 Public Support for the EU across Policy Domains

Our second contribution is to show that this four-fold analytical space applies to
different degrees to different key policies. We argue that crises like the Russian
war in Ukraine are not monolithic threats, but they operate through different
channels of policy and polity preferences. In line with this, the external secur-
ity logic can be complemented by other logics of polity formation kicking in:
the social security logic (Moise et al. 2023), that is, the need for every polity
and polity response to be focused on redistribution and sustaining prosperity or,
for instance, the legal logic of polity formation (Strayer 1970; Kelemen 2011;
Pavone 2022) through the emergence of an autonomous legal order. Accord-
ingly, pooling means and structures may more or less be supported in some
policy domains that others, which again underscores the idea that European
integration is not a one-way street in the citizens’ mind, but rather a plurality
of possible paths along which a polity can be build which can unfold differently
in different policies.
Studying preferences for these polity formation pathways is particularly rele-

vant in the context of the Russian invasion of Ukraine not only as one of
the likely cases in which demands for centralization or pooling can increase,
according to the bellicist argument, but also as the threat coming from the
invasion is multi-faceted and can highlight specific policy vulnerabilities in a

use, available at https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms. https://doi.org/10.1017/9781009497596
Downloaded from https://www.cambridge.org/core. IP address: 216.73.216.14, on 23 Jul 2025 at 22:13:23, subject to the Cambridge Core terms of

https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms
https://doi.org/10.1017/9781009497596
https://www.cambridge.org/core


16 European Politics

polity (Moise et al. 2024). Hence, contrary to the bellicist argument focused on
defence centralization, we argue that the threats of the invasion play out in dif-
ferent policy domains and support four types of EU polity that can vary across
these domains as a function of the asymmetries that they exacerbate between
countries and social groups, the performance of European and Member state
actors, or of previous attitudes. These factors drive out territorial divisions –
between citizens in differentMember States and functional divisions – between
groups of citizens across Member States.
We select four key policy domains of high salience in the crisis: refugee,

energy, foreign policy, and defence. These policy fields represent the main vul-
nerabilities of the EU polity in this crisis and are subject to varying degrees of
division between and within Member States.
The influx of refugees is a direct result of the war, and refugee policy is one of

the main vulnerabilities that the conflict exacerbates. Between Member States,
the pressures coming from the refugee influx are highly asymmetric with some
countries, such as Poland and Germany, receiving the bulk of Ukrainian refu-
gees. Within Member States, refugee policy and burden-sharing are some of
the most politicized issues by far-right parties. Such territorial and functional
divisions stood behind the intense conflict and eventual stop-gap, external-
ization solution of the 2015 refugee crisis (Kriesi et al. 2024). Nevertheless,
existing evidence suggests that in spite of these asymmetries, there is strong
support for burden-sharing both between Member States and socio-political
groups (Moise, Dennison, and Kriesi 2023).
Energy policy was directly weaponized by Russia as a way of punishing the

EU for its support of Ukraine, and to fight back against other sanctions which
could spur unity. Nevertheless, the energy threat induced by the crisis and
the rising energy costs stemming from the energy transition are being experi-
enced asymmetrically both betweenmember states (given differences in energy
dependence and geopolitical context), and within member states (due to vari-
ous individual preferences and vulnerabilities) (Oana, Moise, and Truchlewski
2024). Such asymmetries can exacerbate transnational and domestic conflicts
and can thus undermine common EU decision-making and solidarity.
The foreign policy of the EU is both a source of strength and weakness for

the EU polity: due to the structure of its decision-making based on consensus
and vetoes, the EU can either manage to speak with one voice – which makes it
appear as united and strong – or can quickly descend into paralysis as even the
smallest of its Member States can veto decisions. This problem is exacerbated
by the fact that foreign policy is a domain in which economies of scale are much
less tangible than in material policies like defence or energy. As a consequence
of this, there is a high likelihood that Member States might wish to maintain
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autonomy and sovereignty. Furthermore, geopolitical factors such as proximity
to the conflict zone might further exacerbate this problem: countries bordering
a crisis-prone region may want to upload their policy solution to the whole
polity, while countries far away may be reluctant to share the cost of a problem
that is not theirs.
Finally, studying the defence domain is particularly important for studying

the bellicist logic of polity formation: the threat stemming from the Russian
invasion of Ukraine should result in more demand for centralization in the
realm of defence. Nevertheless, this policy domain is characterized not only by
the strength of the sub-units (Member States have highly developed national
armies), but also by the external security guarantee provided by NATO both
factors which might reduce the impetus for pooling and centralizing defence
resources (Moise, Truchlewski, and Oana 2024). Furthermore, arming Ukraine
is already highlighting tensions between member states over which weapons to
send and how to reimburse other member states.

2.3 The Drivers of Support for EU Polity Types
The literature on public support for the European polity has already theor-
ized its different potential drivers. Our aim in this manuscript is to bring them
under the same comparative umbrella and analyse their relationship with our
proposed measure of EU polity support across policy domains. In line with
Caramani 2015 (but also more recent contributions to the literature on EU sup-
port or solidarity, Kriesi, Moise, and Oana 2024; Oana and Truchlewski 2024;
Truchlewski, Oana, and Natili 2024) which points out to the importance of two
types of cleavages when it comes to the EU: territorial cleavages between the
Member States and functional cleavages which are transnational and cut across
territorial lines, we also look at both types of factors throughout our analyses.
With regards to territorial cleavages, we examine divisions in public support
across Member States and how these vary across policy domains. In what
regards functional divisions we examine the extent to which preexisting and
deep-seated predispositions and attitudes such as ideology are related to EU
polity support, but also look at the effect of crisis or policy-specific factors on
such support. We focus on two such crisis or policy-specific factors which are
rarely discussed under the same umbrella: output legitimacy (Scharpf 1999;
Jones 2009; Schmidt 2013), and security logics (Kelemen and McNamara
2022; Natili and Visconti 2023; Ferrera and Schelkle 2024) which have been
put forward by various strands of literature on European polity formation. First,
our framework integrating both territorial and functional divides speaks to the
extent to which territoriality is dissipated within the EU across policy domain
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or replaced by cleavages cutting across these territories (Caramani 2015) as
well as to the ways in which territorial and (post-)functional constraints could
be re-enhanced, overcame, or bypassed altogether. Second, while the litera-
ture on European integration has classically been focused on internal drivers of
polity formation, more recently scholars started paying attention to the mech-
anism of external threats influencing the EU (Kelemen and McNamara 2021).
Our framework aims to bring together and compare the impact of both internal
and external drivers of demand for different polity types.

2.3.1 Territorial Divisions

A large part of the literature on support for European integration emphasizes
territorial divisions between Member States and the ways in which such divi-
sions can slow down or paralyze policymaking by giving rise to divergent
territorial coalitions that make agreeing to common solutions harder. This lit-
erature argues that the asymmetries that crises create between Member States
given their various vulnerabilities, the wider political and socio-economic
national context in which citizens live, and the positions of their national
governments structure their preferences (Ferrara and Kriesi 2021). The crisis-
focused literature has emphasized various transnational coalitions between
member states in intergovernmental negotiations (Buti and Fabbrini 2022;
Fabbrini 2022; Porte and Jensen 2022). For example, in the Euro-Area crisis,
the literature has pointed to divisions between creditor and debtor countries
or ‘Northern Saints’ and ‘Southern Sinners’ (Matthijs and McNamara 2015).
In the refugee crisis, Kriesi et al. (2024) talk about a division between front-
line states and open destination states (those receiving the bulk of refugees)
and transit and closed destination states. In the COVID crisis, the literature
(Kriesi, Moise, and Oana 2024; Truchlewski et al. 2025; Fabbrini 2022) high-
lights three main coalitions with divergent preferences: the ‘Frugal 4’ member
states
(Austria, Denmark, the Netherlands, and Sweden), the ‘solidaristic’ South-
ern countries (Greece, Italy, Portugal, Spain, and one may add France), and
the Visegrad four countries (Czech Republic, Hungary, Poland, and Slovakia).
More recent studies (Kriesi, Moise, and Oana 2024) have shown that these
transnational coalitions also play a role in the Ukraine crisis. In line with
this and also starting from the assumption that such coalitions are also pre-
sent in the aftermath of the invasion we examine territorial divisions between
citizens in different Member States. We expect such divisions to matter, but
we also expect them to vary across policy domains as a function of the
Member State vulnerabilities that the crisis accentuates. We put forward our
expectations in terms of the territorial divisions we foresee between these
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(or other) coalitions of member states in each particular policy domain in the
respective empirical sections.

2.3.2 Functional Divisions

Ideational Factors

The second strand of theories explaining the demand for EU integration
also uses cleavage theory (Lipset and Rokkan 1967). This strand of theories
argues that long-term social transformations are reshaping the structure of div-
ides across the EU from territorial to functional divides that cross-cut across
geography (Caramani 2015). This approach relates attitudes towards the Euro-
pean Union first and foremost to political ideology (Vries and Edwards 2009;
Hooghe and Marks 2018; Hix and Høyland 2024). While some showcase the
relationship between ideology and support for the EU as a U-shaped curve with
those individuals that place themselves towards the centre of the left-right scale
being more supportive of the EU than those that place themselves towards the
extremes (Hooghe and Marks 2018), others (Hix and Høyland 2024) find that
this relationship has changed dramatically over time as in the early years of
European integration the right was more supportive of the EU, with this pat-
tern reversing drastically after the 2000s. Generally, what the literature has in
common is suggesting that the far-right has always been and still is associated
with less support for the EU. Starting from this insight, we also expect that
those citizens placing themselves towards the far right of the ideological scale
would be less in favour of the three polity types that imply either high loy-
alty or pooling (centralized, pooled, and reinsurance) and more in favour of the
decentralized polity type.

Output Legitimacy

Territorial and ideational explanations are usually robust indicators of EU sup-
port. However, given that territorial identities and ideology are rather stable
as the result of deep-seated psychological predispositions they are expected to
hardly change across policy domains or through time (Hooghe and Wilkenfeld
2008). By contrast, crisis and policy-specific factors can help us shed further
light on such variation. The first set of such crisis/policy-specific factors that
we look at are related to the discussion surrounding the criteria by which to
evaluate the legitimacy of the EU. One such criterion that has been put forward
in the previous literature is output legitimacy, and it refers to the effectiveness
of the EU’s policy outcomes for the people (Scharpf 1999; Jones 2009; Schmidt
2013). In line with this literature, we argue that citizens’ satisfaction with the
management of a crisis and its results has a likely impact on their support for
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specific polity types. We, hence, expect that the perceived efficiency or inef-
ficiency of the EU in managing the crisis should have an impact specifically
on preferences for pooling. In other words, the more citizens are dissatisfied
with the performance of the EU in a particular polity domain the less they pre-
fer the centralized and the pooled polity type. We expect this argument to also
hold through time: changes in how satisfied an individual is would be strongly
related to changes in polity type preferences as the crisis progresses.
Furthermore, keeping in mind the multilevel structure of the EU polity and

its strong sub-units, we also expect the performance of national governments in
the crisis to impact polity preferences. This insight is based on the ‘benchmark’
theory that contends that EU support does not develop in a vacuum and citizens’
attitudes towards the EU are not only a result of how the EU itself performs but
also a result of a comparison between national and EU evaluations (De Vries
2018). In our case, if the strong polity sub-units, that is, the Member States,
are already perceived as fairing well in dealing with the crisis this reduces the
need for pooling. Hence, the more satisfied one is with the performance of their
government in dealing with a particular aspect of the crisis, the less one would
prefer pooling in that particular policy domain.

Security Logics

While the literature on European integration has classically been focused on
internal drivers of polity formation (i.e., ideational and output legitimacy), it
is only more recently that scholars started paying attention to the mechanism
of external threats influencing the EU (Kelemen and McNamara 2022), lever-
aging an old literature on the sources of state-building and federalism (Riker
1964; Tilly 1975). This ‘bellicist’ argument arguing that external security con-
stitutes a strong driver for polity formation and centralization is generally
focused on the supply side of politics. By contrast, we have argued that in
the current era of mass democracy, a strong dissensus or consensus among
European publics can constrain or enable policymaking (Hooghe and Marks
2009). In line with this, more recent literature has attempted to translate
the ‘bellicist’ argument to the demand side of politics (Genschel 2022;
Truchlewski, Oana, and Moise 2023; Moise, Truchlewski, and Oana 2024).
This literature suggests that security concerns may prompt citizens in differ-
ent member states to close ranks and demand more EU polity building. Indeed,
studies of political behaviour show that exceptional circumstances and major
crises (Mueller 1970, 1973; Altiparmakis et al. 2021; Bol et al. 2021; Schraff
2021; Steiner et al. 2023) give rise to moments of unity in which a majority
of citizens show increased levels of political support. In other words, the per-
ceived threat that a crisis poses can produce a rally-round-the-flag effect on the
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demand side, which would increase support for the EU. Following this strand
of literature, we also use a measure of threat induced by the invasion and expect
that the higher such threat, the stronger the preferences for pooling, that is, the
higher the support for the centralized and pooled polity types.
However, while ‘bellicist’ theories focus on the impact of hard security

threats on EU supports, others instead emphasize how the quest for social
security is a strong driver of EU polity formation (Ferrera and Schelkle 2024).
This argument aligns with a ‘Milwardian’ (Milward, Brennan, and Romero
1992) view of EU polity formation indicating that in compound polities,
since the sub-units are states with considerable capacity in core state pow-
ers (Genschel and Jachtenfuchs 2014), instead of a transfer of such powers to
the centre what is expected is for the EU to act as a safety net of the Mem-
ber States. Because of this centralized European polity formation is expected
to be predominantly achieved in the economic field. In line with this argu-
ment, on the demand side, it is actually citizens’ demands for protection
against social and economic risks that would increase their demand for the EU
(Natili and Visconti 2023). Following the argument of the social security logic
of EU polity building, we would expect that the economic vulnerabilities stem-
ming from the invasion push citizens’ preference for pooling resources at the
EU level.

2.4 Design of the Study
2.4.1 Data

We further our empirical goals by using original public opinion data collected
within the ERC Synergy project SOLID at three-time points (March, July, and
December 2022) after the Russian invasion of Ukraine, forming an original
three-wave panel in five countries: Germany, France, Italy, Hungary, and Pol-
and. The second wave of our panel also included respondents from Finland and
Portugal. The selection was these countries was guided by the idea of obtaining
a wide amount of country heterogeneity in terms of reliance on Russian gas,
political discourse related to sanctions, centrality in the EU, and geopolitical
location that allows us to map preferences in a wide range of contexts. As fur-
ther detailed in what follows, when comparing our data with other data sources
with a wider geographical coverage on particular items of interest, the selected
countries are fairly representative of wider European trends. Interviews were
administered on national samples obtained using a quota design based on gen-
der, age, macro-area of residence (NUTS-1), and education. Our total sample
size is approximately 33,000 observations, while our panel respondents include
6,000 individuals surveyed over all three waves.
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The first wave was carried out between 11 March and 5 April 2022, two
weeks after the start of the war. This period captures attitudes at the very start
of the war when the conflict dominated media channels across Europe, and thus
the initial rally-around-the-flag effect (Truchlewski, Oana, and Moise 2023).
EU member states came together in an unprecedented manner to form a com-
mon front against Russian aggression, applying sanctions, receiving refugees,
and providing support toUkraine. Attitudes from this period also tell us whether
the EU may have missed a critical juncture for policy and polity change if such
attitudes did not last. The second wave of our panel was conducted between 8
and 28 July 2022. Five months into the war saw a large decrease in salience, as
other topics, including inflation and a looming energy crisis, took centre stage.
At the same time, the conflict appeared in stale-mate after the spring, when the
Ukrainians pushed Russian forces out from the capital, and the fighting con-
centrated on the South and East. The third wave was administered between 14
December 2022 and 4 January 2023. In between the second and third waves,
the Ukrainian army made significant gains in the fall of 2022, showing the
importance of Western-provided weapons and support. The timing of our third
wave captured a period of calm in the conflict, while EU decision-making was
focused primarily on energy policy and rising inflation.
While we focus on seven key member states over a roughly ten-month

time-period following the start of the war, our findings speak to broader cross-
country and over-time trends. Figure 1 shows how support for an integrated
EU army fluctuates from 2018 to 2024 in fourteen EU countries.6 What can
be seen is that the war is a clear critical juncture, drastically shifting support
in most countries starting in 2022, as already noted in the literature (Genschel
2022; Truchlewski, Oana, and Moise 2023). We see three types of countries.
In France, Germany, Poland, and the Netherlands, we see stable support across
time. In Denmark, Finland, Lithuania, Spain, Sweden, and the United King-
dom, we see strongly increased support in 2022, following the invasion, with
some reversion in 2023–2024, but overall higher support. Lastly, in Italy,
Hungary, and Romania, we see a decrease in support following the Russian
invasion. Our sample of seven includes countries from each category, allow-
ing us to study these dynamics in depth. Our analysis confirms the pattern of
increasing initial support, followed by a slight reversion and then stability in

6 Data come from the yearly administered EUI-Yougov solidarity survey (Hemerijck et al.
2022). The 2022 wave was conducted in April 2022, after the start of the war. Appendix Fig-
ure 7.2 presents the same data, including Bulgaria, Slovakia, and Croatia that only had data
starting in 2022. Appendix Figure 7.3 shows the time trend for attitudes towards increasing
defence against Russia, while Appendix Figure 7.4 shows support for other EU countries in
case of military attack.
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Figure 1 Support for EU army across time and EU countries

most countries.7 Importantly, our more detailed original panel survey allows us
to show how these trends differ across policy domains. Secondly, our original
panel data allows us to go more in depth in terms of the significance of these
time trends. What does it mean that a higher or a lower share of respondents
support an EU army? We combine this data with views on EU integration and
unpack the main drivers behind these shifting dynamics.
Panel data has the unique advantage of tracking individuals over time in

order to see how their attitudes shift in response to changing conditions and
the continuation of the conflict. It also allows more in-depth causal exploration
of the interplay between ideology, output legitimacy, and security conditions.
In addition to our panel structure, our series of surveys also included several
experiments, which aimed to shed further causal light on questions surrounding
the support for policies and the European polity.
Preliminary analyses using part of the data have been published (Moise,

Dennison, and Kriesi 2023; Truchlewski, Oana, and Moise 2023; Wang and
Moise 2023) and inform our current theoretical framework and empirical

7 This pattern is also confirmed in Eurobarometer data presented in Appendix Figure 7.1 show-
ing that at the beginning of the invasion a rally-round-the-flag effect surrounding the EU did
happen, rally which was eventually dampened between 2022 and 2023.
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goals. Our preliminary findings suggest neither a complete endorsement nor a
complete rejection of the ‘bellicist’ logic. Instead of focusing on the question
of ‘whether the war resulted in polity-building’ we focus on what types of
polity-building are likely, given what the demand side of politics can support.
Much remains to be explored, including the temporal dynamics across the three
waves.

2.4.2 Operationalization of the Polity Categories

In order to operationalize the four polity categories that form our dependent
variable, we take a general measure of support for the polity and specific meas-
ures of support for the various policy domains. To measure support for the
polity, we use a question that asks respondents whether EU integration should
go further or whether it has gone too far.8 This measure remains constant across
policy domains. 9 Then, for each specific policy domain, we use questions ask-
ing whether in that specific policy area, the respondent would like to see more
centralization at the EU level or not. While there might be multiple ways of
policy-specific integration (e.g., integration in the energy field need not be done
via the sharing of costs, but via other means), we use these indicators as they
all represent salient policy proposals discussed at the EU level at the time of
data collection.

• Refugee policy: ‘Each EU country should be required to accommodate a
share of refugees’. – 11-point scale Agree-Disagree;

• Energy policy: ‘Some experts say that moving away from Russian gas is
expected to affect some EU countries more than others in the short term.
Which of the following statements comes closest to your view’. Answer
categories:
– The cost of moving away from Russian gas should be a matter for each
government individually;

8 ‘Some say European integration should be pushed forward. Others say it has already gone
too far. How do you feel about this? Select a value from 0 to 10, where 0 means “European
integration has already gone too far” and 10 means “European integration should be pushed
further”’.

9 Other measures, such as trust in the EU, were strong contenders for capturing general EU sup-
port. However, trust is a diffuse measure that is too unspecific to the concept of loyalty towards
the polity that we aim to capture. Publics have varying degrees of trust towards a variety of
actors (including Russia and Ukraine) without this implying their loyalty towards them, while
trust also does not imply any preference for strengthening the EU polity which the measure
of support for EU integration captures directly. Nevertheless, we perform robustness checks
of the analyses in the Element with trust in Appendix Section 3 with the results remaining
constant both for territorial divisions between countries, as well as for the predictors of polity
attitudes statically and over time.
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– The cost of moving away from Russian gas should be shared between all
EU member states;

• Foreign policy: ‘Foreign policy decisions, such as decisions about war and
peace, should be taken at the EU level, rather than at the level of the single
member states’. – 11-point scale Agree-Disagree;

• Military policy: ‘The EU should create its own army’. – 11-point scale
Agree-Disagree.

In order to create the four groups and harmonize measurement across our
policy fields, we dichotomize our 11-point scale measures. In doing so we opt
for a conservative measurement of support for policy and polity, assigning the
mid-point of the scales (5) to the lack of support categories. We, thus, con-
sider only values above 6 to indicate support for the specific policy, or for
the polity in our integration question. For energy policy we code the second
answer category, of sharing the cost of moving away from Russian gas, as
support for centralizing the policy. In order to create the four categories we
assign respondents based on whether they support the polity and the specific
policy, following Table 1. Thus respondents who support both are coded as
favouring a centralized polity, neither as decentralized polity, favouring pol-
icy but not polity centralization as pooled, and favouring polity but not policy as
reinsurance.
In addition to our cross-sectional analyses, we also investigate the drivers of

over-time change between polity types. In each section, we discuss the dynam-
ics of change between our waves. In so doing, we discuss the vertical (e.g., from
centralized to reinsurance) and horizontal (e.g., from centralized to pooled)
movements in figure 1 (and subsequent descriptive figures such as Figure 3),
but not diagonal (e.g., from centralized to decentralized) changes.We do this in
order to make the changes comparable. Vertical and horizontal change requires
a respondent to change only one variable, whereas diagonal change requires
them to change both. This means that for practical purposes a diagonal change
is less likely, as we observe (see e.g., Figure 7). We discuss these changes in
detail in each section.
More generally, our dichotomization could raise several concerns regarding

respondents generally placing themselves in the middle of the scale, a high cor-
relation of polity-policy attitudes, the robustness of the effects of independent
variables on the disaggregated dependent variable, or losses of information in
the analysis of change. We discuss these concerns more in depth in the Appen-
dix (Sections 1, 4, and 5) to the Element where we show that the extremes of
our scales represent sizable categories, that the correlation of policy–polity atti-
tudes is smaller than expected, that the effects of our predictors are rather stable
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and in the expected direction on each of the two constituent variables, and also
show more detailed results in the analysis of change.

2.4.3 The Determinants of Support and Modelling Strategy

Following our theoretical framework, we focus on three types of independ-
ent variables that may affect support for the different forms of the EU polity:
satisfaction with performance at the EU and the national level, ideology, trust
in Ukraine, and security factors such as threat perception and economic vul-
nerability. In the Appendix (Section 1) to the Element we present descriptive
figures for these independent variables and their variation across countries and
change over time.
We perform two types of analysis across the policy fields of interest to this

Element: refugee, energy, foreign policy, and military policy. The first ana-
lysis is a static analysis of our second wave (8 to 28 July 2022), where we
have the larger country sample, including Portugal and Finland. Due to the cat-
egorical nature of our dependent variable, we perform a multinomial analysis.
We present the results in predicted probability plots for ease of interpretation.
In addition, we also present an analysis of change between waves. We first
present descriptives for how the relative proportions of each group in our
dependent variable change between waves 1 and 2, and then 2 and 3. Given
the large number of combinations of types of change (sixteen possible changes
for each wave pairing), we limit our analysis to analyzing the change in the
‘centralized’ group, which we argue is crucial to understanding whether we
can expect policy-specific polity formation.10 We utilize multinomial models
with country-fixed effects and include both level and change for our predictors.
In interpreting results we focus only on the effect of changes in our predictors
on whether individuals remain in the ‘centralized’ category or switch to one of
the other three.
For both types of models, beyond our main explanatory variables included

in the coefficient plots, we also control for trust in the government, interest in
politics, and include country-fixed effects. Our analysis of change suffers from
possible problems related to attrition in our sample. We conduct all change
analyses on the same set of respondents, who were retained in the survey across
all three waves and make up about 50 per cent of the original sample. Attrition
analysis reveals that our sample remains mostly balanced, despite the attrition.
Respondents who are retained differ in only two factors across our dependent
and independent variables. Respondents who are interested in politics are about

10 In Section 5 of the Appendix, we show that the results for the other categories are
symmetric.
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10 per cent more likely to remain in the sample. Respondents who are in favour
of an EU army are about 4 per cent more likely to remain in the sample. These
modest effects, coupledwith the fact that no other factors are significant, give us
confidence that attrition does not present substantial bias in our analysis. The
static analysis in wave 2 utilizes fully representative samples, which include
the retained respondents from wave 1 together with new respondents until our
original quotas were filled.

3 Refugee Policy
Between 2015 and 2022, refugee crises repeatedly tested the EU’s politics,
albeit in different manners. The 2015–16 crisis unleashed political conflicts
between frontline and destination states (e.g., Greece vs. Germany), under-
mined the EU’s capacity to act and find solutions (e.g., the failure of the
quota system), and induced an anti-immigration backlash in public opinion.
By contrast, the 2022 refugee crisis forced the EU to innovate to accommodate
Ukrainian refugees by activating the Temporary Protection Directive (TPD).
All in all, two different political dynamics unfolded as the two refugee crises
played out in 2015 and 2022 (Moise, Dennison, and Kriesi 2023; Kriesi et al.
2024): while the far-right used the 2015 refugee crisis to garner votes, in 2022
it was less vocal. Likewise, elites and publics alike were less polarized and
more welcoming of refugees in 2022 than in 2015. Finally, the refugee aspect
of the Russian invasion of Ukraine was one of the most salient at the begin-
ning of the invasion, when compared to other policy areas such as energy
or defence (Moise, Dennison, and Kriesi 2023; Moise et al. 2024). In this sec-
tion, we examine the nature, drivers, and temporal evolution of support for
our four polity types in the refugee domain. In terms of structure, we start by
descriptively mapping public preferences onto the four polity types identified
in Section 2 (see Table 1): the centralized polity, the pooled polity, the reinsur-
ance polity, and the decentralized polity. We then examine static territorial and
(post-)functional divisions in these preferences before examining how changes
in political attitudes over time are related to polity types.
Before proceeding to the analyses, we put forward several expectations based

on existing research. First, we expect public opinion to be more in favour of
a centralized or a pooled polity when it comes to the refugee policy domain,
compared to other domains (Moise et al. 2024). Granting Ukrainian refugees
temporary protection, including free movement, right to work and social bene-
fits, was one of the first actions of the EU in response to Russia’s invasion. The
consensual policymaking with respect to refugees contrasts with the intense
disagreements over, for example, sending weapons to Ukraine (which we
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consider in Section 6) or enacting sanctions on Russia (which we consider in
Section 4), both within and between countries.
Second, in terms of country differences, we expect that respondents in the

main destination states, Poland, Germany, and Finland, should be most in
favour of a centralized polity in this domain. Respondents in countries that are
further away from the frontline or that do not have large numbers of refugees,
such as Portugal and France, should be least in favour. Finally, respondents
in countries that are frontline but not large destination states, such as Hun-
gary, should fall somewhere in between. Figure 2 shows the number of asylum
or TPD applications per country relative to the population of each country.
Poland stands out as having the highest relative burden, i.e., more than 4,000
applications per 100,000.11

Third, concerning individual-level drivers, we expect to see fewer divisions
among social groups than in other policy fields given the consensual style of
policymaking and the scarce opposition by parties to the TPD. For the same
reasons, we expect to see smaller effects of threat or economic vulnerability.
Instead, following the existing literature (Moise, Dennison, and Kriesi 2023),
we expect existing immigration attitudes to be a strong predictor in this pol-
icy field. For our temporal analysis, we expect support for the centralized and
pooled polity types to be more resilient in the refugee field, compared to other
policies.

11 UNHCR data from 2022 until 2024, https://data.unhcr.org/en/situations/ukraine/location/680.
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The findings of this section can be summarized as follows. We find the
highest support for a centralized polity in refugee policy, compared to other
domains. Furthermore, even those who do not support a centralized polity type
still support the sharing refugees among Member States, as the pooled group is
the second largest in our sample.
In terms of territorial divisions, the observed asymmetry is not as stark as

in the other domains. The group preferring a centralized polity is the largest
in five of the Member States included: Germany, Finland, Italy, Portugal, and
Poland. France and Portugal are different: in the former, the pooled polity group
is quite big and in the later preferences for centralization are followed by those
for reinsurance. Hungary stands out as the only country for decentralization
(and then reinsurance). The latter implies that even among the pro-Europeans
there is little will to share refugees.
In functional terms, satisfaction at the EU level, support for refugee aid, and

pro-immigration attitudes all have strong effects for the centralized polity. Pref-
erences for a pooled polity remain high even among those that are not satisfied.
National satisfaction is negatively related to centralization, but has a strong
positive effect on support for the pooled polity type. Compared to the other
policy domains we study, being satisfied with what your government did does
not imply a fall-back on the national level in the refugee domain, but rather
still results in a preference for pooling at the EU level. In terms of the idea-
tional variables, again it is ideology and trust that have strong effects, but it is
interesting to note that even the very far-right and those not trusting Ukraine at
all still prefer the pooled polity.
In terms of over-time dynamics, we find that in general respondents shift

their preferences a lot between different polity types but three patterns stand
out: first, respondents use the pooled and reinsurance polity types as a safety
valve to opt for coordinated European response to the refugee crisis without
sacrificing sovereignty to the centralized polity. Second, over time, respond-
ents either shift their preferences back to the centralized polity type or to the
pooled one. Third and finally, it is neither threat nor vulnerability that decides
whether respondents stay within or switch between polity types. Rather, the
results suggest that performance evaluations at the European and national lev-
els are strong drivers of these shifts. This indicates that neither the ‘Tillian’
security logic nor the ‘Milwardian’ social security logic has a dynamic impact
on polity preferences, but it is rather internal factors that drive these shifts.

3.1 Descriptives: General Preferences for Polity Types
Figure 3 shows an overwhelming support for pooling and sharing resources in
the refugee domain. The top plot shows that close to 40 per cent of respondents
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Figure 3 Polity versus policy attitudes on refugee policy

would prefer a centralized polity. The size of this group is slightly larger than in
the energy and foreign policy domains, and considerably larger than that in the
defence domain. What sets the refugee domain apart is that the second biggest
group in our data is formed by those wanting a pooled polity who want to share
the hosting of asylum-seekers in spite of not having a high loyalty to the polity
(24.44 per cent). While in the other policy domains the two groups on the off-
diagonal with consistent polity–policy attitudes (centralized and decentralized
polity) were the larger categories, the high support for Ukrainian refugees in
the current crisis makes preferences for pooling trump considerations of loyalty
with most respondents located in the upper cells of Figure 3.

3.2 Territorial: Preferences for Polity Types by Country
When looking at preferences for polity types across the countries in our sample
in Figure 4, we can see some notable divisions. To begin with, the group pre-
ferring a centralized polity is the largest in five out of the seven member states
we consider: Germany, Finland, Italy, Portugal, and Poland. In most of these
countries this group is followed by the pooled polity group, with the exception
of Portugal in which the reinsurance group is the second biggest. France also
closely follows the pattern of these five countries, with the centralized polity
and the pooled polity groups being the largest two. Hungary stands out as the
only member state among the ones analysed in which respondents preferring
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Figure 4 Preferences for polity types by country

a decentralized polity constitutes the largest group. This group is followed by
the group wanting a reinsurance polity and the group wanting a centralized pol-
ity. Strikingly, the group preferring a pooled polity obtains virtually no support
in Hungary suggesting that among those respondents who are not loyal to the
EU polity very few would prefer to pool resources and share the hosting of
refugees.
Thus, our expectations are only partly borne out. We indeed see high support

for pooling in destination states: Poland, Germany, and Finland. However, we
also note surprisingly high support in Portugal and Italy and remarkably low
support in Hungary, despite it being a frontline state which saw a large influx
of refugees in the beginning of the war. What might explain Hungarian prefer-
ences is the relatively low final number of refugees that stayed, and the anti-EU
and anti-Ukraine stances of Hungary’s ruling party (Madlovics and Magyar
2023).

3.3 Functional: The Effect of Individual Attitudes
on Polity Types

Figure 5 shows the effects of satisfaction with refugee aid to Ukraine, support
for such aid, and general immigration attitudes on support for polity types in
the refugee domain. As expected, all these variables have a similar direction
of effects. All three attitudes are strongly positively related to support for a
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Figure 5 Performance evaluations and support – refugees

centralized polity, with effect sizes varying between a 50 percentage points
increase in the probability of support in the case of pro-immigration attitudes,
to a 28 percentage points increase in the case of the refugee aid variable (when
moving from end-to-end of the scale in each independent variable). They are
also negatively related to support for a decentralized polity but with smaller
effect sizes. The only difference is that while satisfaction with the EU’s per-
formance is also negatively related to support for a pooled polity, the support
for aid in general and the general pro-immigration attitudes have little to no
effects on the probability to support this polity type. This is unsurprising given
the large support for pooling observed in our sample.
Generally, we note that satisfaction with the way the national government

handled refugee aid to Ukraine has quite different effects from these three vari-
ables. It is positively related to support for a pooled polity and negatively related
to support for a centralized polity. This is important and in stark difference to
our other three policy domains as we shall see in the following empirical sec-
tions. National satisfaction in the foreign policy, energy, and military domains
was mostly negatively related to support for a centralized polity, an effect that
we also observe here. However, in other policy domains national satisfaction
increased preferences for a decentralized polity, while here it mainly increases
the probability of supporting a pooled polity. In other words, in contrast to the
other policy domains, satisfaction with national refugee policy does not imply
opposition to organizing such a policy at the EU level.

use, available at https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms. https://doi.org/10.1017/9781009497596
Downloaded from https://www.cambridge.org/core. IP address: 216.73.216.14, on 23 Jul 2025 at 22:13:23, subject to the Cambridge Core terms of

https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms
https://doi.org/10.1017/9781009497596
https://www.cambridge.org/core


Demand for EU Polity Building in Shadow of the Russian Threat 33

EU refugee sharing - integration

P
ro

b
. 
p

o
lic

y
/p

o
lit

y
 g

ro
u
p 0.6

0.4

0.2

0.0

0.0 2.5

Left-right ideology

5.0 7.5 10.0

EU refugee sharing - integration

P
ro

b
. 
p

o
lic

y
/p

o
lit

y
 g

ro
u
p 0.6

0.4

0.2

0.0

0.0 2.5

Threat

5.0 7.5 10.0

EU refugee sharing - integration

P
ro

b
. 
p
o
lic

y
/p

o
lit

y
 g

ro
u
p 0.6

0.4

0.2

0.0

0.0 2.5

Trust in Ukraine

5.0 7.5 10.0

EU refugee sharing - integration

P
ro

b
. 
p
o
lic

y
/p

o
lit

y
 g

ro
u
p 0.6

0.4

0.2

0.0

0.0 2.5

Economic vulnerability

5.0 7.5 10.0

centralized decentralized pooled reinsurance centralized decentralized pooled reinsurance

centralized decentralized pooled reinsurance centralized decentralized pooled reinsurance

Figure 6 Ideology, threat, trust – refugees

In Figure 6, wemove onto the effects of ideational and security factors (ideol-
ogy, threat, trust, and economic vulnerability). In what regards ideology, the
more to the right a respondent is the less likely they want a centralized pol-
ity and the more likely they want a decentralized one. Different to the other
polity domains, we can see here that there is a small but significant effect on
preferences for a pooled polity, preferences which nevertheless remain high
along the whole ideological scale, and higher than preferences for a decentral-
ized polity. In other words, even those on the very right would rather want a
pooled polity, but followed closely by the decentralized group. Overall, when
compared to other policy areas, we conclude that ideology has a weaker effect
for refugee policy most likely due to the fact that attitudes on immigration (one
of the other predictors in the model) are strongly correlated to ideological self-
placement. Trust in Ukraine has the opposite effect to left-right ideology: it is
positively related to preferences for a centralized polity and negatively related
to preferences for a decentralized or a pooled one. Finally, threat and eco-
nomic vulnerability have null to small effects net of the ideational and output
legitimacy factors included in the model.12

12 In Section 6 of the Appendix we also show that these results are robust to the exclusion of
satisfaction with the EU’s refugee policy for all policy domains.
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3.4 Dynamics over Time
We now move on to the dynamic aspect of our panel data, namely observing
how respondents change preferences between waves of our survey. Tables 2
and 3 present the raw data. The four columns in each table show the percent-
age of the members of each respective polity type that either maintain their
preference (the diagonal, in bold) or change to other polity types. The final
column shows the number of individuals initially in each group in wave 2.
Several important patterns emerge. Between waves 1 and 2, similar to the other
policy fields, the centralized and decentralized categories are the most stable,
followed by the pooled category which is also much more stable in the refugee
field compared to the other fields studied. Looking at changes between waves
2 and 3, the pooled category remains even more stable than the decentralized
category. Between waves 1 and 2, 68 per cent of respondents stay in the cen-
tralized category, while between waves 2 and 3 this proportion increased to
77 per cent. By contrast, the share of respondents staying in the decentralized
category decreases from 69 to 58 per cent, whereas in the pooled category it
increases from 54 to 59 per cent. The reinsurance type of polity has 33–34 per
cent of respondents staying between waves while the pooled polity has slightly
below 60 per cent.
Next, the dynamics of these changes are important. We note that we see both

horizontal and vertical changes in our original two-by-two. That is to say that
we observe movement on both the polity and the policy dimensions of our
typology. There are important flows going from the centralized polity type to

Table 2 Changes in polity groups from waves 1 to 2 – refugees

Initial cat. Centralized Decentralized Pooled Reinsurance N

1 Centralized 68% 5% 16% 11% 1,988
2 Decentralized 4% 68% 21% 7% 635
3 Pooled 18% 23% 54% 6% 922
4 Reinsurance 26% 26% 13% 34% 526

Table 3 Changes in polity groups from waves 2 to 3 – refugees

Initial cat. Centralized Decentralized Pooled Reinsurance N

1 Centralized 77% 3% 13% 7% 1,646
2 Decentralized 6% 58% 25% 11% 864
3 Pooled 20% 16% 59% 4% 1,022
4 Reinsurance 39% 15% 13% 33% 492
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and from both the pooled and reinsurance types, of roughly equal size. In other
words, those who favour a centralized polity change both in their polity atti-
tudes (switching in and out of pooled) and their policy attitudes (switching in
and out of reinsurance). This is surprising, given how deeply entrenched we
usually consider attitudes towards the EU polity to be. Crisis times put these
attitudes in flux, allowing greater shifts in opinion, and it is the case here in
the aftermath of the Russian invasion of Ukraine. We likewise note both types
of shifts in and out of the decentralized group. Between the first two waves,
the decentralized group gains in size from both the pooled category and the
reinsurance category. By contrast, it loses support mainly to the pooled one.
This implies that the dynamics of changing support differ for those who are
loyal to the EU polity and those who are not. For the latter group, sharing
resources may be a more fruitful first step of persuasion.
Finally, Figure 7 shows the dynamics of change in the form of a Sankey plot.

Each column corresponds to each wave in our survey. The nodes represent the

Figure 7 Refugee policy change and stability across wavesa

a The number indicates the raw group size in that particular wave.
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four groups, while the flows between them show where each group switches to
and from. The figure suggests two additional patterns: a fading of the rally-
round-the-flag effect and a bounce-back effect. On one hand, the literature
would in general suggest that the initial measurement that we have in our
panel is biased because it would already take into account the initial rally-
round-the-flag: of course, respondents would want a more centralized polity
in the aftermath of the Russian invasion of Ukraine. But what matters is
whether this effect persists with other findings suggesting a fading over time
(Truchlewski, Oana, and Moise 2023). The switches from waves 1 to 2 con-
firm such a fading effect. However, the pattern of change from waves 2 to 3
also suggests a bounce-back effect, with the polity categories gaining the most
being the pooled and the centralized ones. There is thus evidence that over-
time respondents consider that the European polity has to step in to solve a
common problem, but this is not necessarily done at the cost of national sover-
eignty through centralization at the supranational level: the pooled polity works
as a safety valve where anti-Europeans might take refuge and still preserve a
modicum of sovereignty.
Beyond the descriptive analysis of change, we also ask what are the fac-

tors that determine such change with a particular focus on output legitimacy
and security factors (ideational and other factors are controlled for and their
effects can be explored in the Appendix, Section 2). For reasons of simpli-
city, we focus on the centralized group and ask which factors explain whether
respondents remain in the centralized group or switch to other categories.While
the full models, available in the Appendix, include both levels and changes
in predictors, for ease of interpretation we focus here only on change. Thus,
the predicted probabilities in Figure 8 can be interpreted as the probability to
remain in the centralized group or switch to other groups, for varying levels of
change in the predictors.
While the security literature suggests that external threats and economic vul-

nerability should lead to increasing preferences for polity centralization, Figure
8 finds little evidence for such effects in the refugee policy field net of idea-
tional and output legitimacy factors. What we find is evidence for endogenous
polity formation: themore satisfied with the EU refugee policy respondents are,
the more prone they are to stick to the centralized polity and the less likely they
are to opt for other types of polities. The same applies to the national polity: if
respondents are satisfied with their national governments’ refugee policy, they
are still counter-intuitively prone to support a centralized European polity. This
stands in stark contrast to the effects we observe for other policy fields where
satisfaction with the national policy leads to a lower likelihood of staying in
the centralized category. This difference in policy domains can be reflective of
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Figure 8 Analysis of change – refugees

a common underlying positive attitude towards immigration (on top of the one
captured by the variable on immigration attitudes).

3.5 Conclusion
Our evidence suggests that refugee policy has the highest share of individuals
preferring a centralized polity, followed by a pooled polity (further integration
in refugee policywithout broader political integration). This stands in stark con-
trast with other policy fields which show a greater degree of dissensus. Also
in contrast with other policy fields, we see fewer territorial divisions, as only
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Hungary does not have a plurality of respondents that are in favour of a central-
ized polity. Our analysis of the individual drivers of support shows that a higher
satisfaction with the EU’s handling of refugees is strongly related to preferring
a centralized polity, while satisfaction with national refugee policy increases
the probability of being in the pooled category, as opposed to the decentralized
one as observed in other policy fields. Overall, satisfaction and ideological vari-
ables have a strong impact in support for polity types, while security concerns,
including threat and economic vulnerability, play a much more limited role.

4 Energy Policy
Because of very asymmetric national energy profiles and the cost of adapting
those due to high investment costs, we expect to see high levels of divisions
between and within EU member states in terms of preferences for pooling
energy resources in Figure 10. These divergences are compounded by the
varying energy dependence on Russia and the geography of certain coun-
tries being landlocked and pipelocked: Slovakia and Hungary, for instance,
do not have the ability to quickly import liquefied natural gas through port
terminals, as Germany did after February 2022. To cap it all, energy profiles
and energy dependence are exacerbated at the individual level due to socio-
economic vulnerabilities (Natili and Visconti 2023). Thus, these asymmetric

Figure 9 Polity versus policy attitudes on energy policy
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problem pressures can open territorial and functional conflicts (Caramani 2015)
that create incoherent or polarized coalitions for polity formation in the energy
policy field.
The findings of this section can be summarized as follows. First, descriptive

evidence suggests very high support for the pooled and centralized polity types.
Nevertheless, there is a large minority wanting a decentralized polity, a group
that is slightly larger than those wanting a pooled polity (in contrast to the rela-
tive size of these groups in the refugee policy domain). Consequently, among
those respondents with low loyalty to the polity, there is a high preference for
resorting to the national level.
Second, concerning the territorial dimension of preferences, the asymmetry

of the crisis resulted in strong divides among respondents in three groups of
countries: respondents in Italy, Portugal, and Poland have strong preferences
for a centralized polity; in Hungary, Germany, and France are heavily div-
ided between centralizing and decentralizing; respondents in Finland stand out
as having the highest preferences for a decentralized polity, followed by a
reinsurance one (somewhat counter-intuitively given its geographic location).
Third, concerning the individual drivers of support, we find that satisfaction

at the EU level and support for sanctions have the potential to mitigate polity
support and/or skepticism, as they are positively related to support for a central-
ized polity and negatively related to support for a decentralized polity. There
is, however, an inverse relation (with smaller effect sizes) in terms of national
satisfaction. Beyond performance evaluations, ideology and trust in Ukraine
also have a substantive impact on preferences for polity formation, contrary to
threat and economic vulnerability for which we find small to null effects.
Fourth, when inquiring into over-time dynamics, the centralized and decen-

tralized polity types are the most stable, while the pooled and reinsurance
ones experience important fluctuations between waves of our panel. Usually,
respondents who preferred the pooled polity type switch primarily to the decen-
tralized type, while those who preferred the reinsurance type move to the
centralized one. Satisfaction with EU and national sanctions are again the most
important predictors of staying in the centralized polity.

4.1 Descriptives: General Preferences for Polity Types
Descriptively, in terms of the share of the four groups among our sample, we
notice in Figure 9 that a plurality of the respondents prefers a centralized pol-
ity (39.5 per cent), and more so than in foreign and military policies, and only
slightly less than in refugee policy. Likewise, 21.4 per cent of respondents opt
for a pooled polity. In other words, almost 61 per cent of respondents voice a
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strong preference for one form or another of pooling and/or sharing of resources
and decisions. These possible coalitions between respondents who prefer a cen-
tralized polity and pooled polity is the second biggest in the realm of energy
policy (after refugee policy at 64.2 per cent, with foreign policy at 58 per cent
and defence policy at 51.8 per cent following).
By contrast, there are only 15.1 per cent of respondents who opt for the

reinsurance polity in energy policy. Given that this type of respondent is loyal to
the EU polity but wants resources and decisions to remain at the national level
in this policy domain, they could be easily swayed to move into a pooled or a
centralized polity, should the need arise (e.g., crises intensity increasing). If we
factor in preferences for the reinsurance polity, the coalition that could support
some form of further polity building in the realm of energy policy broadens to
76 per cent of respondents. Taking all the three polity preferences together, it
seems that the postfunctional consensus for polity formation is pretty large and
it mostly depends on how policymakers will balance the preferences of voters
who prefer a pooled or a reinsurance polity.
Such a possible coalition between respondents of the centralized, pooled and

reinsurance polities nonetheless faces a powerful minority expressing support
for the decentralized polity: almost 24 per cent of respondents. This powerful
minority is however not as consequential as in other policy domains: while it
is bigger than in refugee policy domain (21.8 per cent), it is smaller than in the
domain of foreign policy (26.4 per cent) and defence policy (27.6 per cent).

4.2 Territorial: Preferences for Polity Types by Country
The energy policy domain is marked by high heterogeneity between the coun-
tries in our sample given different levels of energy dependence on Russia.
Figure 10 offers a visualization of this heterogeneity. The left-hand graph plots
total gas imports from Russia (as share of all gas imports) against the burden
of public debt (as a share of GDP). It shows how countries are dependent on
Russia for their gas, and how fragile they are in terms of public capacity to
fund alternatives and, perhaps most importantly, to cushion the blow of any
sanctions via fiscal transfers for their electorates.
In this two-dimensional space, we can group countries into four categories

and we predict that these four categories should on average have different pref-
erences for the EU polity in the realm of energy policy. The first group encom-
passes countries that are dependent on Russia for gas, but robust economically
(bottom right corner: this group includes Germany, Poland, and Finland13 in

13 Finland, like France, is special also because it has quite a particular energy mix with high
nuclear energy capacity.
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Figure 10 Public debt to GDP and Russian energy dependence across the EU
Data source: Data on energy are taken from Eurostat, which calculates the volume of
energy imports compared to the volume of energy consumption. Note that some coun-
tries import more gas than they need because they re-export it. Data on public debt are
taken from the World Economic Outlook of the International Monetary Fund (Version
of October 2022). In the figures, ‘countries exposed to Russia’ means either border-
ing Russia or having in the recent past experienced conflicts with Russia (e.g., former
communist countries).

our sample but also other countries such as Luxembourg, Netherlands, or Den-
mark). These countries should prefer, on average, a pooled polity that helps to
withstand the cost of sanctions but does not centralize policymaking to such
an extent that it curtails sovereignty and imposes costs on economically robust
countries.
The second group comprises countries that are dependent on Russia for

gas, and weak economically (top right corner: this group includes Hungary
and Italy in our sample, but also others such as Greece, Austria, and Cro-
atia). These countries should prefer a centralized polity that would help with
solidaristic safety nets and socialize solidarity in order to spread the cost of
sanctions.
The third group consists of countries that are not dependent on gas for Russia

and economically vulnerable and thus could fall pray to a spillover of costs from
energy markets to other markets or to inflation – and which could as a result
back opposition to energy sanctions and/or more polity building in the field of
energy (top left corner: Portugal and France, in our sample). These countries
should, on average, display stronger profiles for the reinsurance polity, that is,
a polity that intervenes in a decentralized manner only if the unforeseen need
arises to deal with a vulnerability.
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Figure 11 Preferences for polity types by country

The fourth group includes countries that are neither dependent on Russia
for gas nor vulnerable economically in terms of budgetary power (Malta,
Ireland, and Romania). These countries should have a strong preference for a
decentralized polity. However, none of these countries fall within our sample.
In terms of territorial divides, Figure 11 shows a fair amount of country het-

erogeneity and our hypotheses are only partially confirmed. Respondents in
Italy, Portugal, and Poland all prefer a centralized polity to the other types,
with the pooled polity category coming in as a far second. Hungary, Germany,
and France stand out as the most divided countries. In these three countries
preferences for a centralized polity and for a decentralized polity have similar
values indicating a bigger societal divide in the kind of polity respondents want.
Nevertheless, while in Hungary this societal divide really is just split between
centralized-decentralized, in France and Germany, the pooled polity type also
enters the mix indicating that in these countries, those that are not loyal to the
polity are heavily split in their pooling preferences. Finally, in what regards
energy sharing, Finland is the country that stands out as the only one in which
respondents are more strongly in favour of a decentralized polity compared to
all other polity types. Preferences for a decentralized polity are followed by
preferences for a reinsurance one, indicating that respondents in Finland are
heavily against the pooling of resources in the energy policy domain. This is
quite surprising given the high reliance of Finland on Russian energy and the
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heavy consequences of sanctions on rethinking energy sources and mitigating
price rises.

4.3 Functional: The Effect of Individual Attitudes
on Polity Types

We now move on from territorial divisions to functional divisions. We start
with the output legitimacy. Figure 12 suggests higher satisfaction with EU
sanctions increases preferences for a centralized polity at the expense of the
decentralized polity (with an effect size of more than 20 percentage points if
one were to move on the opposite sides of the satisfaction scale) and the less
one wants a decentralized polity (with an effect size of almost 25 percentage
points). Thus, EUmeasures have the potential to mitigate polity skepticism and
consequently polity preferences are at least partially endogenous to European
crisis responses. Satisfaction with the EU measures also slightly increases the
probability of being in the reinsurance group and slightly decreases the prob-
ability of being in the pooled polity group, suggesting that satisfaction might
be coupled more with loyalty towards the polity, than preferences for pooling
means and decisions.
When it comes to satisfaction with the actions of the Member States’ gov-

ernments, we observe an inverse relationship between this and preferences for
a centralized polity. Granted, if one is already satisfied with what the actions
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Figure 12 Performance evaluations and support – energy
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Figure 13 Ideology, threat, trust – energy

of the strong sub-units of the polity, the incentive to centralize is lower. In line
with this, there is also a positive effect of national satisfaction on decentral-
izing (albeit smaller than the one on centralizing), while there are little to no
effects on the mixed polity types – pooled and reinsurance. Finally, in terms
of support for sanctioning Russia, irrespective of the level at which it is imple-
mented, we observe results similar to those obtained for the satisfaction with
the EU measures.
In Figure 13 we turn to ideational and security factors. The results show a

strong effect of ideology and trust in Ukraine on polity preferences, while it
suggests that security factors – economic vulnerability and threat perceptions
stemming from the invasion – play a much smaller role even in the energy
domain, a domain with strong asymmetric implications in what regards the
economic outcomes of the policies taken. The top left plot shows the strong
effect of ideology: the more a respondent self-places themselves to the right,
the more they support a decentralized policy when it comes to sharing energy
costs (25 percentage point increase along the 0–10 ideology scale) and the less
they want a centralized policy (38 percentage point decrease along the 0–10
ideology scale). Along similar lines, the bottom right plot shows strong effects
of trust in Ukraine: the more one trusts Ukraine, the more one prefers a central-
ized polity and the less one prefers a decentralized one. Furthermore, trust in
Ukraine is also positively associated with preferences for a reinsurance polity
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and negatively associated with preferences for a pooled polity, suggesting a
strong association with the polity loyalty of respondents in particular. By con-
trast, threat perceptions and economic vulnerability have no to small effects net
of the other factors included in the model.

4.4 Dynamics over Time
We nowmove on to the analysis of change asking which polity category is most
preferred and most stable over time, and if respondents change preferences,
which polity category do they switch to? Our empirics suggest that the cen-
tralized and decentralized categories are the biggest and the most stable, while
respondents tend to move in and out of the pooled and reinsurance polities to
the other two categories. Most importantly, our empirics confirm to a certain
extent the coalitional politics between groups preferring pooled, reinsurance,
and centralized polities are very much possible, which indicates that policy-
makers have some leeway in shaping polity formation – provided they can
convince their electorates.
These changes vary in our three waves. Let us have a look in turn, starting

with switches fromwaves 1 to 2 (see Table 4). The most stable polity categories
are centralized and decentralized: here, 67 and 63 per cent of respondents
respectively stay in their initial categories. Most of the respondents who opted
for centralized polity in wave 1 moved on to the pooled polity (15 per cent)
and the reinsurance polity (12 per cent). Those who opted to move away from
the decentralized polity rather moved towards the pooled polity (24 per cent)
than the reinsurance polity. By contrast, very few people move between the
centralized and the decentralized polity types (between 6 and 7 per cent of
respondents). All in all, the change between waves 1 and 2 suggests that peo-
ple either stick to their guns in terms of polity preferences or move towards
more pooling in general. The change between waves 2 and 3 provides fur-
ther evidence for the stability of the centralized and decentralized polity types
and the flexibility offered to respondents by the pooled and reinsurance types

Table 4 Changes in polity groups from waves 1 to 2 – energy

Initial cat. Centralized Decentralized Pooled Reinsurance N

1 Centralized 67% 7% 15% 12% 1,726
2 Decentralized 6% 63% 24% 7% 657
3 Pooled 18% 27% 48% 8% 711
4 Reinsurance 36% 21% 13% 30% 592
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Table 5 Changes in polity groups from waves 2 to 3 – energy

Initial cat. Centralized Decentralized Pooled Reinsurance N

1 Centralized 73% 4% 11% 12% 1,546
2 Decentralized 8% 62% 22% 8% 837
3 Pooled 21% 23% 49% 6% 811
4 Reinsurance 40% 13% 14% 33% 460

Figure 14 Energy policy change and stability across waves

(see Table 5). There is still very little movement between centralized and decen-
tralized polity types, while the pooled and reinsurance types of polities function
as a flexibility valve for respondents who change their minds on what polity
type is best in their opinion in terms of energy policy.
Figure 14 shows that the largest change occurs between waves 1 and 2, as

the centralized and reinsurance groups shrink and the pooled and decentralized
grow. While there are also intense flows between waves 2 and 3, the rela-
tive sizes of groups do not change. What is visible, through the thickness of
the flows, is the relative stability of the centralized and decentralized groups,
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Figure 15 Analysis of change – energy

compared to pooled and reinsurance. The majority of respondents in the former
two groups retain their status, while for the latter a majority switch in and out.
It is also noteworthy who switches in and out of the pooled and reinsurance
groups. The centralized group contributes to both, but receives more support
from the reinsurance group, suggesting that it is easier to persuade to pool
resources and/or decisions those who already have loyalty towards the polity.
Conversely, the decentralized group both loses and gains individuals from the
pooled category, suggesting that policy attitudes are more malleable than polity
ones.
What determines then the change of polity preferences? In Figure 15, we

focus on the effect of performance evaluations and security factors asking
whether a change in polity preferences is endogenous to the evaluation of
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responses to a crisis (satisfaction) or whether it is driven by interactions with
external factors (threat and economic vulnerability).14 The results suggest that
change between polity types is mostly driven by satisfaction, and to a much
lower extent by the materiality of the crisis in energy policy itself. The higher
the change in satisfaction with EU sanctions between waves 1 and 2 of our
survey, the higher the probability of remaining centralized and slightly higher
probability of switching to reinsurance, and almost zero probability of switch-
ing from centralized to decentralized. To a certain extent this pattern remains
when we analyse the change from waves 2 to 3, with the only change being that
more satisfied respondents now are less likely to switch to a reinsurance polity
type. Likewise, satisfaction with national sanctions presents a mirror image:
the more respondents become satisfied between waves 1 and 2 with national
sanctions, to less likely they are to remain in the centralized polity and the more
likely they are to switch to the pooled polity (although this pattern disappears
in the change from waves 2 to 3).
The magnitude of the effects for threat perception and economic vulnerabil-

ity are smaller, but their effects are still substantively worth noting. Increasing
threat perceptions have a flat effect on remaining in the centralized polity but
a positive impact on the probability of switching to a reinsurance polity. This
makes sense, since greater threats increase the need for strengthening already
existing national capacity, rather than transferring such capacity (and creating
it ex nihilo) to the EU level. Interestingly, increased threat perception reduces
the probability of switching from centralized to decentralized to almost zero.
Respondents hence seem to prefer some form of engagement of the EU level
under threat to having national-level policymaking only. Finally, while the
effect of change in economic vulnerability is small, the pattern of remain-
ing in the centralized polity and switching to other types of polities changes.
Respondents who are more vulnerable economically are as likely to stay in the
centralized polity but are also more likely to choose the pooled polity.

4.5 Conclusion
In the realm of energy policy, respondents clearly demand a centralized polity
(with the pooled polity coming second in preferences), which is in line with
other findings in the literature (Nicoli, Duin, and Burgoon 2023) and signals
that a European risk-sharing logic is desired by respondents. Similar to refugee
policy domain, here as well preferences for polity types are strongly associ-
ated with performance evaluations in this domain, suggesting that the way the

14 Ideational and other factors are included in the model and are explored in Appendix Section 2.
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European polity reacts to a crisis deeply influences polity preferences. Like-
wise, over-time change in polity preferences is mostly influenced by changes
in such policy satisfaction. Thus, the EU’s responses to crises can ease or harden
the democratic postfunctional constrain on policymakers. This is surprising for
energy policy, given the strong asymmetries in energy dependence and fis-
cal capacity to meet energy needs and compensate those affected. We note
however, that there are important territorial divisions that might be hard to
overcome, with respondents in Italy, Portugal and Poland being more in favour
of a centralized polity, respondents in Finland being the least in favour, and
Hungary, Germany, and France showing mixed preferences for polity types.

5 Foreign Policy
In this section, we look more closely at public preferences regarding the EU’s
foreign policy. The foreign policy of the EU is both a source of strength
and weakness for the EU polity: due to the structure of its consensus-based
decision-making, the EU can either manage to speak with one voice or can
quickly descend into paralysis as even the smallest of its Member States can
veto decisions. The latter problem can be dubbed the Polish minority problem
or the ‘minority of one’, in the words of Rousseau: in the eighteenth-century
Polish-Lithuanian parliament (Sejm), any member could effectively veto any
bill through liberum veto (Wheeler 2011). One consequence of this system was
that vetoes could easily be exploited by foreign powers who could manipulate
members of the Sejm.As a result, American founding fathers deemed the Polish
system poisonous and sought to avoid it (Levitsky and Ziblatt 2023). The EU
faces a similar dilemma whereby individual governments can veto and, hence,
the structure of foreign policy decision-making can be exploited both by indi-
vidual member states and by geopolitical adversaries (for example, Russia may
exploit Hungary’s veto on sanctions and Ukraine aid).
In foreign policy, this problem is exacerbated in compound polities like the

EU because each sub-unit wants to maintain autonomy and sovereignty as
economies of scale are much less tangible in diplomacy than in material pol-
icies like defence or energy. Path dependence and geography can reinforce this
demand for autonomy. Countries bordering a crisis-prone region may want to
upload their policy solution to the whole polity, while countries far away may
be reluctant to share the cost of a problem that is not theirs. For instance, Portu-
gal and Ireland may not necessarily share Poland’s and Finland’s hypothetical
view that defence policy should be strengthened. Conversely, countries border-
ing revisionist empires may not want to endorse polity-wide positions that are
conciliatory rather than defence-oriented.
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The findings of this section can be summarized as follows. First, the descrip-
tive evidence points out that the lion’s share of respondents (around 38 per cent)
support a centralized polity in foreign policy and almost 20 per cent prefer a
pooled polity. Consequently, almost 60 per cent of respondents support a more
unified EU foreign policy. However, a strong minority favours a decentralized
polity.
Second, regarding territorial divisions, the relative symmetry of the crisis

means that respondents from several countries lean towards a centralized polity.
Support for a centralized polity is highest in Portugal, Italy, Poland, Hungary,
and Germany. Contrary to Macron’s rhetoric of European strategic autonomy,
French respondents are the most supportive of a decentralized polity. This dis-
crepancy indicates that the hands of French policymakers are tied by a reluctant
public opinion.
Third, functional variables underline that satisfaction with national and EU

actions is an important driver of polity preferences, suggesting that policy
responses to crises can shape preferences for the polity. Examining the role of
ideology, we show that left-wing respondents prefer a centralized and reinsur-
ance polity. Respondents who feel more threatened and more economically
vulnerable in light of the invasion show greater support for a centralized polity.
Fourth and finally, our dynamic analysis reveals that, similarly to the other

policy domains, the size of the polity groups is quite stable between waves 2
and 3 (we do not have measures of foreign policy support for our wave 1).
Nevertheless, we can observe that while the centralized group has symmetric
gains and losses in respondents from the pooled and reinsurance group, the
decentralized group loses more than it gains, especially from the pooled group,
resulting in a net decrease in this group. In terms of the predictors of change,
again similar to the other policy domains, changes in performance evaluations
are strongly associated with switching groups, whereas changes in threat per-
ceptions and economic vulnerability have little predictive power net of these
other factors.

5.1 Descriptives: General Preferences for Polity Types
We begin by analyzing how respondents from our survey cluster in the four
polity types that represent our dependent variable. Figure 16 presents the size
of these four groups by operationalizing loyalty towards the polity with pref-
erences for further European integration and policy attitudes with preferences
for centralization in the foreign policy domain.
The graph indicates that when it comes to the EU’s foreign policy, the

most preferred polity type when it comes to foreign policy is the centralized
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Figure 16 Polity versus policy attitudes on foreign policy

polity (policy centralization with high loyalty for the polity) with 39 per cent
of respondents. The second most preferred category however is now the decen-
tralized polity: these are respondents who neither support EU integration, nor
would like foreign policy to be centralized. In the third category are those
in favour of a pooled polity (centralization without strong loyalty) and the
fourth and smallest category is now the reinsurance polity (coordination with
strong loyalty). What is worth underlining from these descriptives is that a pro-
centralization coalition between those respondents who are primarily in favour
of a centralized polity and those who prefer a pooled polity represents a major-
ity of respondents: 57.97 per cent. In Schattschneiderian terms (Hacker and
Pierson 2014; Busemeyer, Abrassart, and Nezi 2021), it means that EU poli-
ticians could rest their policies on this coalition of respondents that all prefer
pooling foreign policy. The calculus of the pooled polity group is more utili-
tarian than idealistic: therefore, as long as a centralized foreign policy delivers
for national governments, these respondents are likely to remain supporters of
a centralized foreign policy.

5.2 Territorial: Preferences for Polity Types by Country
It is difficult to predict the preferences of states when it comes to pooling
their foreign policies. On the one hand, small countries should tend to
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bandwagon and align behind more powerful states as well as exploit the power
gained by being able to co-decide the foreign policy of a bigger centralized pol-
ity. Giving up certain policy positions would then be compensated by greater
power and coercive capacities at the European level. Big states, by contrast,
should also embrace this policy because they can influence a common foreign
policy much more. Thus both big and small states should be in favour of a
centralized polity. On the other hand, however, small states may be reluctant to
pool foreign policy especially if it would be too misaligned with their own pref-
erences – for instance, the Baltics may fear that bigger countries would prefer
to appease a revisionist power rather than confront it. Likewise, bigger coun-
tries would be wary of giving a seat at the table to small countries and allow
them to ‘upload’ and ‘Europeanize’ their foreign policy goals. More import-
antly, big powers looking to coordinate their foreign policy should be wary of
small states that can veto collective action.
We therefore have no strong theoretical expectations. Figure 17 suggests

that the respondents most convinced about the centralized polity are to be
found in Italy, Portugal, and Poland. The same applies to Hungary and Ger-
many but here respondents are very much divided between the centralized
and the decentralized polity, with the pooled polity coming a close third in
Germany. Finland is even more divided as the preferences between the two
extremes are almost equal and a sizeable share of the respondents (above 20
per cent) expresses preferences for the pooled polity. French respondents are
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Figure 17 Preferences for polity types by country
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the most idiosyncratic: their preferences for the centralized polity are the low-
est (which goes against French policymakers’ aim of ‘strategic autonomy’) and
their preferences for a decentralized polity are the highest (around 35 per cent
of respondents). However, the French respondents wanting to build foreign
capacity in the centre of the European polity are still a majority.

5.3 Functional: The Effect of Individual Attitudes
on Polity Types

The section on descriptives suggested that amajority of respondents is in favour
of a centralized EU foreign policy, with their degree of loyalty for the EU polity
varying.We nowmove on to a more inferential analysis, asking what predictors
shape support for our four ideal polity types in foreign policy.
Figure 18 visualizes the effect of output legitimacy predictors and predictors

related to general support for the policy (satisfaction with EU military aid to
Ukraine, satisfaction with nationalmilitary aid to Ukraine, support for military
aid to Ukraine and support for increasing national military capacity). Satis-
faction with EU military aid to Ukraine primarily impacts preferences for the
centralized and the decentralized forms of polity: the more one is satisfied
with the EU’s aid to Ukraine, the more one prefers the EU to take the shape
of a centralized polity. Conversely, higher satisfaction decreases preferences
for a decentralized polity (the same results apply to support for military aid
to Ukraine). Satisfaction with national military aid has the opposite effect: the
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Figure 18 Performance evaluations and support – foreign policy
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Figure 19 Ideology, threat, trust – foreign policy

more national governments are seen as well-performing units, the more there
is support for a decentralized but also for a pooled polity and the less support
there is for a centralized polity. In other words, respondents do not necessar-
ily think in binary terms about the EU: satisfaction does not lead to a trade-off
between a centralized and decentralized polity but leaves place for other types
of polities to be supported (results are similar for support for increasing national
military capacity).
Figure 19 vizualises the effect of ideational and security factors. Three vari-

ables go in a similar direction as far as preferences for a centralized polity in
foreign policy go: the higher the perceived threat, the higher the economic vul-
nerability, and the higher the trust in Ukraine, the higher the preferences for
a centralized polity in EU foreign policy and the lower the preferences for a
decentralized polity. Threat and economic vulnerability show very small effect
sizes, above and beyond trust in Ukraine and ideology. Concerning ideology, on
the left respondents prefer most strongly a centralized polity and then a reinsur-
ance polity, while right-wing respondents would rather have a decentralized
polity first and a pooled polity second.

5.4 Dynamics over Time
If in the previous section we looked at the static predictors of preferences
for polity types, in this section we focus on explaining the extent to which
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Table 6 Changes in polity groups from waves 2 to 3 – foreign policy

Initial cat. Centralized Decentralized Pooled Reinsurance N

1 Centralized 72% 4% 10% 14% 1,537
2 Decentralized 8% 61% 25% 7% 999
3 Pooled 25% 24% 44% 7% 696
4 Reinsurance 44% 13% 14% 29% 499

our respondents change their polity preferences over time and the predictors
associated with such change.
Table 6 and Figure 20 show the extent to which individuals in each polity

type switched to a different polity type from waves 2 to 3 in our survey.15

We first note the high stability of the centralized category, with 72 per cent of
respondents maintaining their preference over time. Second, we also note sub-
stantive shares of individuals in the pooled and reinsurance groups who switch
to the centralized category. These two categories are also the most dynamic
ones in our data (losing and/or gaining more respondents over time).
Examining Figure 20 in more in-depth we also note that the centralized type

gains equal and substantive shares of respondents from both the reinsurance
category and the pooled category over time, whereas the decentralized type
mostly gains respondents from the pooled category. This indicates that it is
mostly those respondents without loyalty to the polity to begin with that can
turn against pooling resources over time. Furthermore, while the gains and
losses in the centralized category are rather symmetric, making the size of this
group quite stable over time, the decentralized group ‘loses’ more respondents
than it ‘gains’ (especially in what regards the pooled group) resulting in net
decreases of this group in wave 3.
Figure 21 shows our multinomial analysis of change. Two findings from the

figure are similar to the findings in other policy domains. First, the strongest
predictor for remaining in the centralized category is satisfaction with EUmili-
tary aid to Ukraine. Those respondents whose satisfaction with military aid
increases are more than 75 per cent likely to remain in the centralized category.
Furthermore, increases in satisfaction are coupled with decreases in switching
to any other category. Second, similar to the other policy domains, we can see
that changes in the threat stemming from the war and economic vulnerability
are poorer predictors of change in polity types, at least when taking into account

15 As in the previous analyses we only examine changes from wave a 2 to 3 when it comes to
foreign policy due to question availability in only these two waves.
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Figure 20 Foreign policy change and stability across waves 2 and 3

ideational and output legitimacy factors. This further underscores the idea that
polity attitudes are heavily dependent on performance and output legitimacy,
more so than on the threats stemming from the crisis. Finally, the impact of sat-
isfaction with national policy is similar to that of its impact in waves 2 to 3 for
military and energy policy, namely null. In the other policy fields, we saw that
there was a negative impact of satisfaction with national policy on remaining
in the centralized group, but that effect was mostly visible at the beginning of
the crisis, from waves 1 to 2.
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Figure 21 Analysis of change – foreign policy

5.5 Conclusion
Foreign policy falls in the middle of the policy domains we study when it
comes to support for the centralized polity type, with slightly lower support
than refugee and energy policy, and more support than military policy. Com-
pared to refugee policy, foreign policy shows starker territorial divisions. The
same three countries have the highest share of respondents in favour of a cen-
tralized polity: Italy, Portugal, and Poland, followed by Hungary and Germany
who are also more heterogeneous. Finland and France show deeper divisions,
with majorities in favour of a decentralized polity. In functional terms, we
see that satisfaction with EU military policy plays a similar role to other pol-
icy fields, increasing the probability of favouring a centralized compared to
a decentralized polity. National satisfaction shows the opposite, although less
pronounced, trend. Interestingly, and differing from military policy, pacifism
(proxied through lack of support for increasing national military capacity) does
not play a role in shaping polity preferences when it comes to foreign policy.
Ideology is an important driver of support with the left being more in favour
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of centralizing while the right is more in favour of decentralizing. Differently
from energy and refugee policy, but similarly to military policy, threat and eco-
nomic vulnerability have a significant, if small, effect. Higher threat and higher
economic vulnerability are related to stronger support for a centralized polity.
However, these results are not confirmed in our analysis of change, where
changes in neither has an important impact in driving changes in support.

6 Military Policy
This section looks at polity preferences in the military domain. An EU army,
perhaps the oldest of the European failed institutions, was the first truly cen-
tralized policy to be on the cards even before the Treaty of Rome in 1957.
The Treaty of Paris, first discussed in 1950 and finally rejected in 1954 by the
French, would have established a common European force within NATO only a
few years after the most devastating conflict that the continent had ever experi-
enced. This road not taken has been back on the agenda due to the increasingly
isolationist stance of the Republican party in the United States, Trump’s com-
ments undermining NATO, and a resurgent and belligerent Russia. Studying
the defence domain is particularly important for examining the bellicist logic
of polity formation: the threat stemming from the Russian invasion of Ukraine
should result in greater demand for centralization in this domain. Nevertheless,
given the structure of the polity and the distribution of competencies in the
defence domain, with strong sub-units and virtually exclusive competence at
the level of the Member States, but also with security guarantees coming from
the NATO umbrella, we expect to see lower support for centralization in the
defence domain, especially in the short term (Moise, Truchlewski, and Oana
2024).
Our findings in this section can be summarized as follows. In terms of

descriptive findings, the biggest share of respondents (around 33.2 per cent)
support a centralized polity in the defence domain (which is significantly less
than in all other policy domains that we investigate), and 18.6 per cent prefer
a pooled polity. Almost 51.8 per cent, therefore, support a common European
army in some form. Nevertheless, in line with the expectations above, defence
is also the policy domain with the highest preferences for a decentralized polity
(27.6 per cent).16

In what regards divisions at the territorial level, country preferences are
divided into two groups, with one country being free-standing. On one side,
Hungarian, German and Finnish respondents prefer a decentralized polity, with

16 See Table 11 for a comparative summary off all the descriptive data on our four policy fields.

use, available at https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms. https://doi.org/10.1017/9781009497596
Downloaded from https://www.cambridge.org/core. IP address: 216.73.216.14, on 23 Jul 2025 at 22:13:23, subject to the Cambridge Core terms of

https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms
https://doi.org/10.1017/9781009497596
https://www.cambridge.org/core


Demand for EU Polity Building in Shadow of the Russian Threat 59

preferences for a centralized and reinsurance polity coming second. On the
other, respondents in Italy, Portugal, and Poland clearly want a centralized pol-
ity. Given that Poland is strongly pro-NATO, this suggests that respondents do
not necessarily see a trade-off between NATO and a possible EU army. Finally,
French respondents give an almost equal weight to a pooled, a centralized, and
a decentralized polity. Forming decisive coalitions for an EU army in France
would, therefore, be difficult.17 When it comes to individual-level predictors
of support, satisfaction with and support for EU military aid to Ukraine and
support for increasing national military capacity positively impact preference
for a centralized polity and negatively those for a decentralized polity. Threat,
economic vulnerability, and trust in Ukraine, have similar effects. In terms of
ideology, (very) right-wing voters prefer a decentralized polity.
Finally, in terms of dynamics over time, not only is military policy the least

supported, but support is the least stable, compared to other policy domains.
Only 64 per cent of those wanting a centralized polity in wave 1 remain in
this group in wave 2. At the same time, a majority of those switching from
pooled and reinsurance go to the decentralized category. The result is a dras-
tic shrinking of support for a centralized polity and a growth of support for
a decentralized one from waves 1 to 2 (although centralized still remains the
largest category). However, similarly to other policies, waves 2 to 3 see a sta-
bilization and even a slight reversal, as most of those switching from the pooled
and reinsurance types go to the centralized type. The analysis of change shows
similar patterns to other policies, as satisfaction with the EU increases the
probability of remaining in the centralized category, and satisfaction with the
national government decreases it. Differently from other policy areas, change
in economic vulnerability has a positive effect on remaining in the centralized
group.

6.1 Descriptives: General Preferences for Polity Types
Figure 22 shows the size of the group supporting each polity type when it comes
to the defence domain. Similar to the other policy domains, the respondents
preferring either a centralized polity (33.18 per cent) or a pooled polity (18.64
per cent) constitute a majority of respondents. This indicates that respondents
have a strong preference for an EU army, whether in a centralized or pooled
form, suggesting that there is a relatively strong coalitional basis for such an
institutional reform at the EU level.

17 See Table 10 for a comparative summary of findings across countries.
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Figure 22 Polity versus policy attitudes on military policy

Nevertheless, the results also show high levels of preference for the decen-
tralized and the reinsurance groups: 27.65 per cent of respondents express
preferences for the former and 20.53 per cent of them for a reinsurance polity.
The reinsurance group, pro-Europeans but skeptical of pooling resources, is
the largest when compared to the size of this group in the other policy domains
and, together, with the decentralized group, while still a minority, amounts to
the biggest opposition towards centralization.

6.2 Territorial: Preferences for Polity Types by Country
Theoretical guidance on country preferences on military spending highlights
three structuring dimensions: the context and the presence of a threat, the geo-
graphical proximity of the threat and the trade-off between guns and butter –
that is between social and defence spending (Bartels 1994; Williams 2019;
Barnum et al. 2024). In general, military spending preferences can be seen
as a function of perceived external threat, which varies in time and space.
Defence spending during the Cold War was much higher and much more sup-
ported than during the golden age of globalization (1989–2014), during which
the ‘peace dividend’ allowed countries to dramatically reduce defence spend-
ing (apart from the United States, engaged in two wars). However, the rise
of China as a strategic challenger and the resurgence of a revisionist Russia
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Figure 23 Defence spending in Western countries, in % of GDP
Data source: SIPRI Military Expenditure Database. The shaded area represents the
range of spending in Western countries (minimum and maximum) for context. Western
countries include: Austria, Belgium, Canada, Denmark, France, Germany, Greece, Ire-
land, Italy, the Netherlands, Norway, Portugal, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, the United
Kingdom, and the United States.

with the invasion of Ukraine in 2014 have ended this ‘peace dividend’ and
have even spurred some divergences within NATO. Countries which are geo-
graphically close to a potential threat, such as the Baltic states and Poland,
should witness a higher support for military spending. Finally, the literature
also points to the theoretical trade-off between guns and butter: public prefer-
ences and actual spending on defence should decrease when the welfare state
has a prominent place in the political economy of a country, especially in times
of austerity (Hübscher, Sattler, and Truchlewski 2023). The evidence on this
point is quite mixed however, as voters often internalize the Keynesian logic
of defence spending (Williams 2019): every dollar or euro spent on defence
generates jobs and growth which benefit the broader political economy.
Figure 23 suggests that some of these patterns hold. First, as the Cold

War started to vanish in the rear-view mirror of history, military spending
did decrease significantly and converged among countries to lower levels of
GDP, especially after 2000 (the grey area represents the mean and ± standard
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Figure 24 Preferences for polity types by country

deviation ofWestern countries). Second, military spending decreased faster and
to lower levels in some countries than in others: take for instance landlocked
Hungary, whose defence spending dropped below 1 per cent of GDP in 2014, or
Germany, whose defence spending never increased beyond 1.4 per cent of GDP
since 1997 (even after Russia attacked Ukraine in 2014). Their military spend-
ing is even lower than that of Portugal and Italy, who should not be threatened
by a resurgent Russia. By contrast, other countries, like Russia-weary Poland,
tried to maintain defence spending at around 2 per cent of GDP despite the
tribulations of the post-communist transition. France followed the same goal
due to the necessity to maintain its nuclear deterrent capacities and its role in
forging security in Africa and the Middle-East. Finally, Finland does not fit the
geography argument: its military spending does not reflect the perception of a
Russian threat, which should be exacerbated by Finland’s lack of NATO secur-
ity until 2022. This is perhaps explained by the guns versus butter trade-off:
countries with high social spending (Finland is in the top five, together with
Italy and France18) should tend to have lower defence spending.
Figure 24 shows country-level preferences for polity types surrounding mili-

tary policy. First, as suggested in the previous section, compared to other policy
fields, respondents are much more lukewarm towards the centralized polity

18 See https://data.oecd.org/socialexp/social-spending.htm.
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but still form the largest group. In terms of territorial divides within the EU,
three countries have the largest group of respondents preferring a decentral-
ized polity: Hungary, Germany, and Finland. In both Hungary and Finland
the reinsurance type of polity comes second, while in Germany the centralized
polity comes second, suggesting a polarized electorate. By contrast, respond-
ents in a second group of countries – the same as for foreign policy, that is,
Italy, Portugal, and Poland – express clear preferences for a centralized polity
for defence. This is somewhat counter-intuitive: neither Portugal nor Italy are
directly threatened by a resurgent Russia. Poland is indeed, but is always per-
ceived as putting its bets on NATO and aligning with the only credible military
power, the United States. France is once more the idiosyncratic case: this is
the only country where the pooled polity comes first. Respondents are almost
equally divided into three groups, which points to difficult coalition-building of
voters on the national level and a harder postfunctionalist constrain (30 per cent
of respondents prefer a decentralized polity). However, a push for a European
level army could be feasible if policymakers cobble a coalition out of respond-
ents preferring a pooled or a centralized polity (slightly above 60 per cent of
respondents).
All in all, countries where most respondents prefer a centralized or a pooled

polity and form a majority that ease the postfunctional constraint are Italy
(around 55 per cent), Portugal and France (around 60 per cent), and Poland
(around 56 per cent). Countries where the coalition constrains on any form of
pooling (decentralized and reinsurance preferences being highest) are Hungary
and Finland (around 60 per cent).

6.3 Functional: The Effect of Individual Attitudes
on Polity Types

We now move on to the multinomial results on the individual level. As for
foreign policy, our previous results suggested that there is a significant amount
of public support for an EU army which could be embedded into a centralized
or a pooled polity. But which predictors on the individual-level shape support
for each particular polity type?
We start with output legitimacy factors, displayed in Figure 25. Concerning

satisfaction with military support for Ukraine, it appears that the more satis-
fied respondents are with aid, the more likely they are to prefer a centralized
polity (when satisfaction increases from 0 to 10, support increases from a 20
per cent probability to a 50 per cent probability). In other words, support for a
centralized polity increased 2.5 times. Conversely, support for a decentralized
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Figure 25 Performance evaluations and support – EU army

polity drops from 42.5 to 12.5 per cent, a decrease of 3.4 fold. Thus, satisfac-
tion with EU aid to Ukraine has an asymmetric effects on polity preferences,
the implication being that there is an important elasticity of satisfaction on
polity type, as the potential support coalitions change dramatically in the two
opposite ideal types (centralized vs. decentralized polity), but not in the pooled
and reinsurance types of polity, which remain flat. We observe the same empir-
ical patterns for general support for military aid to Ukraine, which reflects the
results we obtained for the EU’s foreign policy. Naturally, almost the opposite
is observed with satisfaction for national aid to Ukraine: the more respondents
are satisfied with it, the more they support a decentralized polity at the cost
of a centralized one. This suggests that the way a polity responds to a crisis
influences the preferences for the polity itself.
Next, we continue with the ideational and security factors shown in Figure

26. First, examining ideology we see that respondents from the centre and the
left opt for a centralized and a reinsurance polity, while respondents from the
right prefer a decentralized or a pooled polity. Next, the greater the threat, the
greater the demand for a centralized polity and the lower the demand for a
decentralized polity (note that whatever the threat level, the decentralized polity
is never preferred). Furthermore, vulnerability also has an impact on the type of
polity preferred: the effect on the two ideal types of polities goes in the expected
direction (more vulnerability leads to higher preferences for a centralized polity
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Figure 26 Ideology, threat, trust – EU army

Table 7 Changes in polity groups from waves 1 to 2 – EU army

Initial cat. Centralized Decentralized Pooled Reinsurance N

1 Centralized 64% 7% 15% 15% 1,667
2 Decentralized 4% 72% 15% 9% 792
3 Pooled 18% 25% 50% 6% 692
4 Reinsurance 23% 27% 7% 43% 730

and lower preferences for a decentralized polity), while the effect on pooled and
reinsurance polities is marginal. Trust in Ukraine has a similar impact (with
the exception of the reinsurance polity, where the effect of trust in Ukraine is
strong).

6.4 Dynamics over Time
We now consider the dynamics of change in preference for polity types over
the course of the crisis. Table 7 shows that from waves 1 to 2, 64 per cent
remained in the centralized category, with 7 per cent switching to decentralized,
15 per cent to pooled and 15 per cent to reinsurance. In contrast to the other
policy fields, when it comes to the EU army, the decentralized group is the

use, available at https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms. https://doi.org/10.1017/9781009497596
Downloaded from https://www.cambridge.org/core. IP address: 216.73.216.14, on 23 Jul 2025 at 22:13:23, subject to the Cambridge Core terms of

https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms
https://doi.org/10.1017/9781009497596
https://www.cambridge.org/core


66 European Politics

Table 8 Changes in polity groups from waves 2 to 3 – EU army

Initial cat. Centralized Decentralized Pooled Reinsurance N

1 Centralized 70% 4% 13% 13% 1,377
2 Decentralized 5% 68% 17% 11% 1,067
3 Pooled 23% 19% 52% 6% 745
4 Reinsurance 30% 16% 6% 48% 669

Figure 27 EU army change and stability across waves

most stable one. Thus, not only are respondents overall less likely to support
a centralized polity for military policy, but they are also more likely to defect.
However, similarly to other policy fields, we see a stabilization from waves 2
to 3 in Table 8, with the centralized group retaining its size and also gaining
respondents from the pooled and reinsurance groups. These patterns can also be
seen in Figure 27. Here we see the drastic decrease in centralized and increase
in decentralized from waves 1 to 2, whereas waves 2 to 3 show a stabilization
of centralized and a slight shrinking of decentralized. While in other policy
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Figure 28 Analysis of change – EU army

fields reinsurance moved more towards centralized, in military policy in waves
1 to 2 more move from reinsurance to decentralized. This is reversed in waves
2 to 3, with both pooled and reinsurance switching more to centralized than
decentralized.
In terms of the predictors of change, Figure 28 shows the predicted probabil-

ity plot for the output legitimacy and security relate variables: satisfaction with
EU and national military aid to Ukraine (both from waves 1 to 2 and 2 to 3) and
threat and economic vulnerability (only waves 2 to 3). We see similar effects to
those already shown in the foreign policy and energy policy domains. Grow-
ing satisfaction with EU military aid to Ukraine is associated with a drastic
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increase in the probability to stay in the centralized group, and a shrinking
probability to switch to the others. Satisfaction with national military aid has
the opposite effect, lowering the probability of staying in centralized or switch-
ing to reinsurance, and increasing the probability of switching to pooled, and
to a lesser extent, to decentralized. Increasing one’s satisfaction with national
military aid to Ukraine therefore does not decrease support for the policy since
respondents are more likely to prefer a pooled polity but less likely to prefer
a reinsurance polity. Interestingly, and similarly to foreign policy and energy,
satisfaction with national military aid is no longer predictive in waves 2 to 3.
Unlike other policy fields, we note a substantive effect of change in economic
hardship. Those who report being more greatly affected by rising energy prices
in wave 3 compared to wave 2, are more likely to remain in the centralized
category and less likely to switch to pooled.

6.5 Conclusion
Military policy stands out as the domain with the largest dissensus among the
ones we study. Both the centralized and the pooled groups are considerably
smaller than in other policy areas, although together they still form a narrow
majority. As such, our results differ from amore optimistic literature that is con-
fined toWestern Europe (Burgoon, Van Der Duin, and Nicoli 2023). The small
number of respondents favouring a pooled polity suggests that respondents can-
not imagine pooling military competencies in a unified army without overall
greater political integration. The fact that defence is a core state power may
explain why it is much more polarizing for individuals. It may also explain why
we see more territorial divisions. Our usual pro-centralized group of countries,
Italy, Portugal, and Poland, contrast with Hungary, Germany, and Finland,
which all have majorities for the decentralized type. France, on the other hand,
is the most divided, with no clear majority. In terms of functional divides, we
see similar patterns to other policy areas, as greater satisfaction with EU mili-
tary aid increases the likelihood of supporting a centralized polity, while satis-
faction with national aid decreases it. Differently from foreign policy, respond-
ents who do not want to see any national military increase, that is, pacifists, are
most in favour of a reinsurance polity, where they do not want to see military
buildup at the EU level but support further political integration. Also differently
from other policy fields, we see that both economic vulnerability and threat
perception are positively related to supporting a centralized polity, albeit with
smaller effects than other variables. When it comes to how opinions change
over time, we note that military policy is also one of the most volatile. Only 64
per cent of those supporting a centralized polity in wave 1 remain supportive
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in wave 2. At the same time, a majority of those switching from supporting the
pooled and reinsurance types go to the decentralized category. The result is a
drastic shrinking of support for the centralized type and a growth of support for
the decentralized one from waves 1 to 2. However, similarly to other policies,
waves 2 to 3 see a stabilization and even a slight reversal as the centralized type
gains in size. The analysis of change shows similar patterns to other policies,
as satisfaction with the EU increases the probability of remaining supportive
for the centralized type over time, while satisfaction with the national gov-
ernment decreases it. Differently from other policy areas, change in economic
vulnerability has a positive effect on remaining in the centralized group.

7 Conclusions
7.1 Contributions to the Literature

In this Element, we set out to analyse the state of public opinion on the EU
in the aftermath of the Russian invasion of Ukraine. We argued that focusing
on public opinion is important given the politicization of the European polity
and criticisms of its democratic deficit and weak voice channels. Conversely, a
supportive public opinion can offer an enabling environment for policymaking
at the EU level and could take the wind out of Euroskeptic parties’ sails.
While this Element is definitely not the first to focus on public opinion in the

EU in times of crises, it aims to bring several important contributions to this
literature. These contributions have been inspired by the polity approach to the
EuropeanUnion (Bartolini 2005; Caramani 2015; Ferrera, Kriesi, and Schelkle
2024). The key insight that we take from the polity approach is that the build-
ing of the EU polity does not necessarily need to imply a full transfer or
new creation of ‘core’ institutions to the EU at the expense of the Member
States. By contrast, the authoritative centre of the EU can be further ‘built’
by, for example, improving the coordination between member states and fur-
ther developing the compound polity where member states play first fiddles
(Ferrera, Kriesi, and Schelkle 2024). Scholars have proposed concepts such
as ‘extensive unification’ (Ferrera, Kyriazi, and Miró 2024; Truchlewski et al.
2025) or ‘coordinative Europeanization’ (Ladi and Wolff 2021) to refer to
forms of polity building that do not necessarily imply a full centralization of
powers at the EU level. We leverage this insight related to the variety of path-
ways that EU polity formation can take to further conceptualize demand-side
support for the EU in two ways.
First, starting from the idea of the diversity of pathways that the EU polity

formation can take, we also went beyond conceiving public support for the EU
as uni-dimensional – that is, more or less pro-integration. For this, we proposed
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a new typology of public support for the EU that would allow us to capture a
more diverse array of attitudes while maintaining parsimony. This typology
conceives of EU support as playing out in two dimensions stemming from a
distinction between ‘policy’ (specific) and ‘polity’ (diffuse) support (Easton
1975). By policy support, we refer to support for pooling resources and/or
decisions at the EU level in specific policy domains. By polity support, we
refer to a more general positive attitude toward the EU based on a deeper loy-
alty towards the polity. While the concepts of specific and diffuse EU support
are not novel and have been related to one another in the literature, we argue
that there is merit in studying their intersections rather than solely their (posi-
tive) correlation. Cross-tabulating these two dimensions opens a rich, four-fold
analytical space in which public support for the EU can be categorized into four
types: support for a centralized polity, a decentralized one, a pooled polity, or a
reinsurance polity. While the existing literature assumes that the two attitudes
go hand in hand, we have shown that what might be thought of as inconsistent
views (wanting more EU integration but not wanting to centralize a specific
policy or vice-versa) (Zaller 1992) are widespread. Indeed, we argue that these
views are not inconsistent but point to alternative potential development path-
ways for the EU.A pooled polity would combine less direct political integration
with more cooperation or coordination of specific policies. A reinsurance pol-
ity would combine more political integration with a decentralized approach to
specific policies. We show that both groups are sizable and vary across pol-
icy fields. Our analysis, therefore, sheds light on two groups of citizens that
are usually ignored in studies of EU support: those that support what we call a
pooled polity and those that support a reinsurance type of polity.
The second theoretical assumption inspired by the polity approach that we

started with and that guided our results was the fact that neither are crises
monolithic threats nor do EU polity formation pathways need to be the same
across policy domains. Our descriptive findings point to the utility of looking
not only at attitudes towards the polity but also within each policy domain.
Support for types of EU polity can vary across these domains as a function
of the asymmetries that they exacerbate between countries and social groups,
of the performance of European and Member state actors, or of previous atti-
tudes. These factors drive out territorial divisions – between citizens in different
Member States – and functional divisions – between groups of citizens across
Member States.
The third contribution of the Element is to compare how respondents weight

internal and external drivers of polity formation. The internal drivers refer
to output legitimacy and ideology, while external drivers refer to security-
related factors such as threats stemming from the invasion. As the classical
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Table 9 Comparative results from descriptive preferences for polity types
(percentage by polity type and policy domain)

Polity\Policy Refugees Energy Foreign Army

Centralized 39.8 39.5 38.9 33.2
Pooled 24.4 21.4 19.1 18.6
Reinsurance 13.9 15.1 15.6 20.5
Decentralized 21.8 23.9 26.4 27.6

field of European integration focused mainly on internal drivers, studying
external drivers has gained prominence only more recently and particularly
following the Russian invasion. As such, our contribution is a response to
such recent debates about how wars shape polities and the European one
in particular. Leveraging a classical argument in political science (Riker
1964; Tilly 1975), Kelemen and McNamara (2022) have argued that Euro-
pean polity formation is incomplete and that external threats like war would
spur further centralization and capacity building. By contrast, Genschel
(2022), Genschel, Leek, and Weyns (2023), Moise, Truchlewski, and Oana
(2024) argue that this is not necessarily the case due to the compound nature
of the European polity (Ferrera, Kriesi, and Schelkle 2024). Despite the deep
intellectual aggiornamento that the Russian invasion in Ukraine has forced
upon European elites (together with the American threat to withdraw from
NATO), our results suggest that the external drivers of polity formation are still
weaker than classical internal drivers. In what follows we further summarize
these findings across policy domains.

7.2 Summary of Our Results
Our results underscore the complexity of the paths that lie ahead for the EU.
When it comes to public opinion there are varying degrees of consensus for dif-
ferent types of polity formation. While across policy domains we see that the
group preferring a centralized polity is the largest one, we show that respond-
ents in each country are not necessarily split between preferring a centralized
polity or a decentralized one, with a pooled polity or a reinsurance one being
viable alternatives in all policy domains (see Table 11).
When comparing policy domains descriptively, we see that the refugee pol-

icy domain has the highest share of respondents supporting a centralized polity
type (see Table 11). Importantly, for refugee policy, the pooled type is also the
second-largest category. Taken together these groups imply that the refugee
policy domain is the one where we can find the widest consensus in regards to
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Table 10 Comparative results from territorial preferences for polity Types

Polity\Policy Refugees Energy Foreign Army

Centralized DE*, FI*, HU*, DE*, HU*, DE*, IT, PT,
IT, PT, PL IT, PT, PL IT, PT, PL PL

Pooled FR FR
Reinsurance
Decentralized HU FI, FR* FR*, FI* HU, DE, FI

NB: Countries with a star (*) have the most polarized respondents on the issue, for
example, with one big group in favour of the decentralized polity and another big group
in favour of the centralized polity in a given policy domain.

pooling resources and/or decisions at the EU level. This domain is followed by
energy policy, foreign policy, and, finally, military policy, which has the low-
est share of respondents preferring a centralized polity and the highest share
preferring a decentralized one relative to other policies (yet note that it still has
centralized as the largest group). What makes for a more permissive consensus
in refugee and energy policy? One aspect might be that they do not involve giv-
ing up core state powers, as would be the case in the foreign policy and military
fields. In both arenas EU security is enhanced by the fact that most EU mem-
ber states belong to NATO, which provides external security, thus lessening the
functional pressure on the EU.
In terms of territorial divides, we note important country differences among

our respondents across policy fields. Thus, Table 10 shows the country divi-
sions in terms of preferences for refugee policy are relatively muted, with only
Hungary having a majority of respondents in favour of the decentralized pol-
ity and France having a majority for pooled, while the rest of the countries all
have a plurality of respondents in favour of a centralized polity. Across the
other three policy fields, we see a consistent ‘pro-centralized polity coalition’
formed by Poland, Portugal, and Italy. In energy and foreign policy, they are
joined by Hungary and Germany. Military policy remains the most polarizing
across countries. Finnish respondents, perhaps surprisingly, have a plurality for
the decentralized polity. This might be surprising given Finland’s geographical
proximity to Russia and, hence, its higher threat level. However, as our indi-
vidual results show, threat plays a minor role in driving support for polity types
and its change over time.
When it comes to our static analyses, several patterns stand out (see

Table 11). First, we note several similarities across policy fields. Support
for polity types is driven not by external, security-related conditions, such
as threat and economic vulnerability, but by internal, ideational and output

use, available at https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms. https://doi.org/10.1017/9781009497596
Downloaded from https://www.cambridge.org/core. IP address: 216.73.216.14, on 23 Jul 2025 at 22:13:23, subject to the Cambridge Core terms of

https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms
https://doi.org/10.1017/9781009497596
https://www.cambridge.org/core


Demand for EU Polity Building in Shadow of the Russian Threat 73

Table 11 Comparative results from functional preferences for polity types

Polity\Policy Refugees Energy Foreign Army

Centralized Output Output Output Output
Ideational Ideational Ideational Ideational
Security Security Security Security

Pooled Output Output Output Output
Ideational Ideational Ideational Ideational
Security Security Security Security

Reinsurance Output Output Output Output
Ideational Ideational Ideational Ideational
Security Security Security Security

Decentralized Output Output Output Output
Ideational Ideational Ideational Ideational
Security Security Security Security

NB: We put in the cells the factors that substantively impact the probability of choos-
ing a polity category (in black). If they do not matter, they are in grey. We group out
independent variables into three categories: Output (satisfaction with national and EU
levels of government), Ideational (political ideology) and Security (threat and economic
vulnerability).

legitimacy-related factors, including satisfaction with EU and national pol-
icy, ideology, and trust in Ukraine.19 Importantly, quite stable across policy
domains, satisfaction with the EU and national policy have strong effects on
preferences for polity types and play opposite roles, the first being positively
related to more polity centralization while the latter being negatively related.
We note the same dynamic in our analysis of change between our three waves.20

Taken together, these results suggest that within countries, preferences for these
four polity types are more strongly rooted in output legitimacy and deep attitu-
dinal variables rather than in factors directly related to the security or economic
threats raised by the war when taking all attitudes into account. One exception

19 Appendix Section 6 shows that the effects for threat and economic vulnerability remain largely
the same even when excluding satisfaction with EU policy.

20 We cannot conclusively prove with our data which way the causal arrow goes. It may be that
those who are in favour of a centralized polity are more predisposed to be satisfied by EU pol-
icy. However, we note that our temporal analysis supports our interpretation. Given that polity
attitudes shift less than satisfaction with policy, and that satisfaction with policy is more dir-
ectly connected to the war and its evolution across time, we consider it plausible that changes
in satisfaction drive changes in polity preferences. In the Appendix Figure 5.1 we show that
even controlling for initial attitudes, changes in satisfaction are still strongly associated with
polity attitudes. Irrespective of which way causality goes, our conclusion regarding the import-
ance of satisfaction and ideational factors compared to security ones, which have almost no
relationship with polity types net of the other factors, stands.
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is military policy, where threat and economic vulnerability have significant
effects even net of output legitimacy and ideational factors. In the military
field, higher perceived threat and higher economic vulnerability increase the
propensity towards the centralized polity type and decrease that towards the
decentralized type.
Second, we also note important differences between policy domains. Most

notably, refugee policy stands out as having the largest permissive consensus
across ideological groups, as well as satisfaction with both the EU and national
policy. Even at low levels of satisfaction with the EU and high levels of satis-
faction with national policy, the centralized and pooled groups are the largest.
At very high levels of satisfaction with the national government, the pooled
group is similar in size to the centralized group. Military policy stands out as
having the largest constraining dissensus and some of the largest heterogen-
eity by ideology and satisfaction, with right-wing respondents being more in
favour of a decentralized polity and the left wing being split between central-
ized and reinsurance. Interestingly, pacifist respondents (who are completely
against increasing national military capacity) are the only group that forms a
majority for the reinsurance category. This is intuitive given that this group
opposes not only national military increases but also increased military cap-
acity and centralization at the EU level, while still supporting the EU polity in
general. Since these individuals are more likely to be left-wing, this can explain
the split we see in left-wing individuals in this policy field. The defence pol-
ity domain is, hence, the least likely case for centralization when looking at
the demand side. Given that defence is a core state power and that (most) EU
countries have external security guarantees throughNATO, this is unsurprising.
Given the asymmetries in energy dependence and fiscal capacity, we note

that energy policy also initially appeared to be a least likely case for high pref-
erences for centralizing or pooling. However, as our analyses showed, security
considerations played a minor role in attitude formation or change. This may
explain why, despite the asymmetries, energy policy shows less conflict than
what might be expected from an asymmetric policy, such as the case of the
2015 refugee crisis. The consensus on refugee sharing despite the asymmet-
ric burden of Ukrainian refugees in 2022 shows that in certain instances, such
asymmetries are not important when more powerful factors are at play such as
output legitimacy, ideology, and views on the war.
Finally, when we look at our results over time we note that polity attitudes

are not as stable as one might initially expect. Even in the short timeframe
that we use here, from March to December 2022, we see intense volatility in
polity preferences. The first months of the war saw many shifts in the political
position of governments and the EU as policy adapted to the initial shock and
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to later developments in the war. Public opinion followed suit. Our results point
to a decrease in support for a centralized polity from our waves 1 to 2, likely
indicating an eroding rally-around-the-flag effect in line with previous results
(Truchlewski, Oana, and Moise 2023). However, from waves 2 to 3, the size of
support for each polity type begins to stabilize. One exception to this trend is
again refugee policy, which saw a small reversal of the fading rally trend as the
pro-centralized polity group grew larger in wave 3 while the pro-decentralized
polity group shrank, ‘losing’ respondents to the pooled group.
Our temporal analysis of the centralized group confirmed our static findings

from wave 2.21 Growing satisfaction with the EU increased the probability of
remaining in the centralized category, while growing satisfaction with national
policy decreased it. In the case of refugee and energy policy, respondents who
were very satisfied with the national government were more likely to switch
from centralized to pooled, while for military policy this resulted in a gain
for the decentralized group. Results for the change between waves 2 and 3
were broadly similar. For both foreign and military policy the second wave
saw a fading of the effect of satisfaction with national military policy, with
a small effect for energy policy. Similarly to our static analysis, the role of
threat perceptions and economic vulnerability is limited. We note that growing
economic vulnerability increases the probability of staying in the centralized
group for military policy while increasing threat perception has a small posi-
tive effect on switching from centralized to reinsurance. Overall, however, it is
again output legitimacy-related and ideational factors that are strongly related
to changes in preference for polity types rather than external, security-related
factors.

7.3 The Future of the EU after the Russian Invasion
of Ukraine

What are the implications of our findings? First, our polity approach helps us to
see that European politics are not frozen in a binary integration/anti-integration
or pro/anti-EU cleavage, but rather that oftentimes respondents prefer different
forms of polity formation that maximize the scale of the response to common
problems without sacrificing sovereignty (e.g., pooled or reinsurance polity). A
corollary of this proposition is that there is not necessarily a trade-off between
European and national polity formation: strengthening one does not need to
come at the expense of the other. Instead, we see a strong demand for the

21 Section 4 of the Appendix shows results for the analysis of the other three groups, showing
that effects are symmetric to those of the centralized group.
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co-evolution of these two levels of the polity, where the European polity does
not supersede the national one but enhances it.
Second and consequently, our results also underscore that there is a strong

potential for coalitions among respondents. While the demand for a centralized
polity is strongest, particularly, in those policy domains that do not involve core
state powers (energy and refugee policy), in the foreign policy and defence
domains Euroskeptical respondents do not necessarily all prefer the decentral-
ized polity but demand, for instance, a pooled type of polity. This creates ample
space for policymakers to ‘craft’ coalitions among their constituencies to gather
support for policies that can shape the EU. For instance, policymakers and pol-
itical elites seeing a need for further resource pooling in a policy domain can
craft a coalition of respondents between the centralized and the pooled polity
groups. Across all policy domains, these two groups together form a majority
of respondents (as compared to the decentralized and reinsurance groups).
Third, such coalitions can lead to novel forms of centre building that do not

necessarily entail a transfer of sovereignty but can rather involve novel forms
of resource-pooling and risk-sharing. The key EU response to the COVID pan-
demic was the ‘Next Generation EU’ instrument which is a case in point of a
compromise between those states that need solidarity and those that are reluc-
tant to pay for it. The result is a temporary coordinated structure (for now)
that pools common economic power to disburse fiscal stimulus to the national
level (instead of centralizing it in Brussels). Likewise, military help to Ukraine
is channelled through the European Peace Facility which reimburses Member
States for the military hardware they transfer to Ukraine. Such flexibility in
coalitions and forms of centre-building in the European polity enables a var-
iety of polity pathways for the EU, pathways that can also vary across policy
domains.
Fourth, the cost of this is that the EU is not necessarily bound to evolve as

a coherent polity that can be designed ex-ante, but rather that the EU evolves
piecemeal into a compound polity without a teleology or finalité along varying
polity formation pathways by policy domains. This is the price to pay to assuage
voters who may be skeptical of the EU and to avoid a strong backlash against
integrationist leaps forward. The failed European Constitution of 2005 and the
difficult ratification of the Lisbon Treaty have put such ‘big bang’ strategies to
rest. However, the benefit of such a development is that the EuropeanUnion can
still form and reform as a polity even though crises may polarize its territorial
and functional constituencies.
Finally, our results show that external threats do not automatically push pub-

lic opinion to demand a more centralized polity in all policy fields. Despite the
predictions of the ‘bellicist’ school of polity formation (Tilly 1975; Riker 1964;
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Kelemen and McNamara 2021), leveraging a classical argument in political
science, we rather see that internal drivers of polity formation are equally
contributing to centralized polity preferences in all policies (while threat for
instance only matters for foreign policy and defence). The external threat of
Russian imperialism and war-mongering thus mostly operates through other
channels than the security logic, as we show in this Element.
The fact that public opinion favours different forms of polity formation that

are not the centralized ideal type also has implications in terms of which public
goods the EU produces. The pooled and reinsurance types of polities suggest
that public goods like energy or military security would still be produced at the
national level, not the European one which would rather act as either a backstop
or a coordination device. In other words, member states are responsible for their
own public goods. If we see international organizations as clubs creating public
goods, which therefore raise the costs of staying out (Anghel and Jones 2024),
the implication is that the impact of Russia’s war on Ukraine may perhaps
undermine the procurement of centralized, truly common European goods.
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