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2 FRAMING TURKEY 

 
Since the beginning of the European Community, enlargement has been 

considered as an important policy area and as part of the European 

integration process (European Commission, 2003). From only 6 members 

at the foundation of the first European Community, the European Union 

now counts 27 member states, one acceding country (Croatia), five 

candidate countries (Iceland, Macedonia, Montenegro, Serbia, and Turkey) 

and three potential candidates (Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina, and 

Kosovo). Of all enlargements (past and potentially planned in the future), 

Turkey’s prospective EU membership is probably the most contested ever, 

both among political elites (Grigoriadis, 2006) and the general public 

(McLaren, 2007). Opposition is even so wide spread that we should 

probably not speak of Turkey’s prospective EU membership, but of Turkey’s 

potential EU membership. 

Not only the level of contestation of the issue makes Turkey’s potential 

accession an interesting case, but also the multifaceted nature of the debate, 

revolving around issues of democracy, economics, security and identities 

(Redmond, 2007). Moreover, some argue that the debate on Turkey’s 

potential EU membership has acted as ‘a proxy for a larger and overdue 

debate on the future shape of the European Union’ (Grigoriadis, 2006), 

because hidden perceptions and fears of the EU come to surface in the 

debate on Turkey’s potential accession (Nicolaidis, 2001). Following a 

similar line of reasoning, several authors (e.g., De Vreese, Boomgaarden, & 

Semetko, 2008; Gerhards & Hans, 2011; McLaren, 2007) argue that 

explanations of support for Turkey’s potential EU membership may show 

similar patterns as explanations of public opinion towards EU integration. 

As such, in this dissertation we will focus on the case of Turkey’s potential 

accession, not only as an interesting case in itself, but also to learn more 

about the EU.  

The role of public opinion in the European integration process 

With European cooperation starting as a project to prevent war and with 

an unprecedented long period of peace between the countries participating 

in the European cooperative project, one might think that public opinion 

towards the project would be rather favourable. However, one might 

describe public opinion in the early days as rather uninterested. Scholars 
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called this a period of permissive consensus. European cooperation was for the 

elite, and citizens approved of what the elites did as long as it did not 

(negatively) affect them (e.g., Steenbergen, Edwards, & de Vries, 2007). But 

with the treaty of Maastricht and the founding of the European Union, the 

competences of the EU expanded and European issues began to enter the 

public and political debate (Hooghe & Marks, 2009). As a result, citizens 

also became more critical of what happened ‘in Europe’. With politicians 

now looking over their shoulder when negotiating European issues, to 

ensure whether there is public support for their actions, the permissive 

consensus seems to have made way for a constraining dissensus (e.g., Down & 

Wilson, 2008; Hooghe & Marks, 2005).  

The idea of a constraining dissensus illustrates two things. First, it shows 

that the public is not undivided in favour of European integration. Second, 

it shows that public opinion about European integration matters. Thus it is 

important to understand how attitudes towards European issues are 

formed. But how do citizens form an opinion about EU matters? Public 

opinion towards the EU has been studied along various lines. But one may 

cluster these lines along two dimensions: (1) EU attitudes depend on 

information about the EU, such as for instance provided by the media, and 

(2) EU attitudes depend on how antecedents, mostly at the individual level, 

relate to characteristics of European integration.  

Information about the EU 

One source of information is national politics. Although we cluster it 

under information sources, the actual argument here is that with a general 

lack of information, citizens turn to national politics (something they do 

have information about) to form attitudes about the EU (about which they 

have relative little information). Some scholars argue that citizens turn to 

cues from political parties (e.g., Anderson, 1998; Gabel, 1998; Van der Eijk 

& Franklin, 1996; Wessels, 1995), although the relation between party 

positions and attitudes of their followers would depend on levels of 

disagreement among parties, party unity, issue salience and party attachment 

(Ray, 2003). Others argue that opinion about the EU depends on 

evaluations of the national government (e.g., Crum, 2007; Franklin, Van der 

Eijk, & Marsh, 1995; Hix, 2007). With the Council of Ministers central to 
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European policy making, the national government is a central actor at the 

European level. As a consequence, most of the news about the EU policy 

making that citizens are exposed to revolves around members of 

governments meeting and negotiating about these policies. Thus, if citizens 

perceive the national government to take part in the integration process, 

they are also likely to form evaluations of the integration process based on 

their support for the national government (Anderson, 1998). 

News media are another source of information. According to Norris 

(2000), the media are most likely to influence citizens’ attitudes towards a 

particular issue, when citizens rely on the media as their main source of 

information for that issue. Given that over the last decades citizens 

repeatedly report to rely on television and newspapers as their main source 

of information about the EU (Eurobarometer, n.d.), news media are likely 

to influence EU attitudes. Indeed, several (mostly experimental) studies 

showed that exposure to specific news content affected levels of support 

for the EU, general enlargement and accession of specific countries (e.g., 

De Vreese & Boomgaarden, 2003; De Vreese, Boomgaarden, & Semetko, 

2011; Lecheler & De Vreese, 2010; Maier & Rittberger, 2008; Schuck & De 

Vreese, 2006). As news media are likely to vary both visibility and tone of 

EU issues over time, exposure to news media is also likely to predict 

dynamics in EU attitudes. But if citizens are easily persuaded by news 

media, it raises the question whether citizens actually hold systematic and 

meaningful (to themselves) attitudes about the EU. Scholars did find 

citizens to hold systematic and meaningful attitudes about the EU, due to 

factors in the second cluster: the antecedents of EU support.  

Antecedents of EU attitudes 

Already in the early 1970s, when European integration was perhaps still 

presumed an elite affair, Inglehart proposed that support for European 

integration depends on cognitive skills (Inglehart, 1970a; Inglehart, Rabier, 

& Reif, 1991). The assumption is that information concerning European 

integration is of a very abstract nature and an individual needs a certain 

amount of cognitive skills to understand this information. And those who 

understand what is being communicated about Europe would perceive 

Europe as less threatening.  
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Related to this, Inglehart (1970b; 1990) also argued that political values 

would affect support for European integration. The argument holds that 

citizens with post-materialistic values, i.e. being more in favour of 

improving democracy and environmental protection over issues of 

economic and physical security, would be more in favour of European 

integration, as European integration could be used to further these post-

materialistic goals. Later studies, however, show that the impact of values 

was rather minimal (Gabel, 1998) or only function through individuals with 

post-materialist values also having higher cognitive skills (Janssen, 1991). 

With European integration starting primarily as an economic project, a 

second strand of explanations of EU attitudes revolves around explaining 

support using economic considerations. The general idea behind the 

economic utilitarian models is that those individuals who are likely to profit 

or expect to profit from European integration are also more supportive of 

European integration (e.g., Gabel & Palmer, 1995). As Hooghe and Marks 

(2005) show, within the realm of economic models we can differentiate 

between ‘objective’ and ‘subjective’ factors, and ‘egocentric’ and 

‘sociotropic’ evaluations. This leads to predictors as, for instance, the level 

of education or type of occupation (objective and egocentric: e.g., Gabel, 

1998), whether one’s country is a net recipient or donor of the EU 

(objective and sociotropic: e.g., Anderson & Reichert, 1996), personal 

economic prospects (subjective and egocentric: e.g., Anderson, 1998), and 

national economic prospects or perceived economic threat to the national 

economy (subjective and sociotropic: e.g., Gabel & Palmer, 1995; McLaren, 

2002).  

With the European project increasingly exceeding economic dimensions 

and increasingly moving towards political integration, scholarly attention 

also broadened and turned to community and identity related factors to 

explain EU attitudes (e.g., Carey, 2002; De Vreese & Boomgaarden, 2005; 

De Vreese et al., 2008; Hooghe & Marks, 2004; McLaren, 2002).1 Central to 

these explanations is the question how individuals make sense of their own 

                                                 
1 Interestingly, although scholarly attention only focused on the identity factors when 

European integration became more political, Van Klingeren et al. (in press) showed in an 
analysis of Eurobarometer data from the 1990s that identity factors were already of 
importance, only not noted by the academic community.  
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identity and the identity of other Europeans. 

Identity factors 

In this dissertation, the identity factors will have a central role (with a 

special interest towards anti-immigrant attitudes). Several studies show that 

identity factors are at least as important as utilitarian consideration (e.g., 

Carey, 2002; Hooghe & Marks, 2005) or have even stronger effects (e.g., De 

Vreese et al., 2008). And since ‘the EU is not just a free trade zone, but 

rather […] making policies that were formerly within the prerogative of the 

nation-state’ (McLaren, 2002, p. 554) and ‘citizens care – passionately – 

about who exercises authority over them’ (Hooghe & Marks, 2009, p. 2) it is 

all the more important to understand how citizens define ‘us’ and what 

effects this has.  

Several scholars focus on identity factors as explanations of EU 

attitudes, in which national identity plays a central role. For instance, Carey 

(2002) argues that national identity may stem from the attachment to several 

territorial entities. Important is here the concept of ‘terminal community’ 

(Deutsch, 1966; Peters & Hunold, 1999), which is the highest political unit 

an individual feels he owes allegiance to. When an individual perceives the 

nation state to be the terminal community, which according to McLaren 

(2002) most citizens are socialized to do, further European integration takes 

away power from where this individual believes it should actually be (Carey, 

2002). This leads to the conclusion that identification with or attachment to 

the nation would result in more negative attitudes towards the EU, and this 

has been found in several studies (e.g., Carey, 2002; Hooghe & Marks, 

2005).  

Of course, the terminal community does not necessarily have to be the 

nation state. Younger and better educated citizens have been found to see 

themselves less as part of a particular national group and more as 

Europeans (e.g., Duchesne & Frognier, 1995). Identification with Europe 

would lead to increased support for EU integration, and several authors 

found evidence for this to be the case (e.g., Carey, 2002; Karp & Bowler, 

2006).  

From the idea of the terminal community, strong levels of national 

attachment are likely to be associated with low levels of European identity. 
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But several authors have witnessed cases of ‘double allegiances’, where 

strong national attachment correlates with strong European identity (e.g., 

Diez Medrano, 2003; Haesly, 2001; Marks, 1999). Van Kersbergen (2000) 

argues that this European identity is derived from allegiance to the nation 

state, when European allegiance facilitates perceived national interests. This 

has led Hooghe and Marks (2004) to make a conceptual difference between 

national attachment and exclusive national identity. 

What binds these explanations is that they revolve around the idea that 

the degree of national identification results in individuals evaluating the EU 

in terms of what it does to (the sovereignty of) the nation state. Linked to 

this idea, but subtly different is the idea that EU attitudes are not about how 

individuals perceive ‘themselves’, but stem from fear and rejection of the 

‘other’. In terms of social identity theory: EU attitudes can be understood 

by looking at attachment to the in-group, or by looking at fear and rejection 

of the out-group. 

The idea is that individuals may perceive a ‘realistic threat’ (threats of 

economic nature) or a ‘symbolic threat’ (threats of cultural nature) to the in-

group from this ‘other’ (McLaren, 2002; 2007). In the context of the EU, 

the nation state is often defined as the in-group, where other member states 

and/or candidate countries are defined as out-group (based on differences 

in nationality, ethnicity, culture and religion: De Vreese & Boomgaarden, 

2005).  

Several scholars have linked these fears for realistic and symbolic threats 

from other countries to threats perceived from immigrants. The idea is that 

those who see threats from one group are likely to see the same threat from 

other groups. For instance, De Master and Le Roy (2000) argue that 

xenophobia is the fear of the unknown stranger, and as they know the 

nation but not the EU, xenophobes are also likely to fear the EU. McLaren 

(2002) argues that those who fear changes in national culture or national 

control over resources from minority groups are likely to fear similar 

changes from the process of European integration.  

De Vreese and Boomgaarden (2005) explain this linkage by arguing that 

negative attitudes towards immigrants do not say so much about the 

immigrants, but more about the individual holding these attitudes. The 

central factor in the formation of attitudes towards immigrants is argued to 
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be the degree to which people categorize themselves and others into ‘us’ 

and ‘them’. This comes from the work of Sniderman, Peri, De Figueiredo 

and Piazza (2000), who show that tone of individuals’ evaluations about 

immigrants doesn’t vary when varying groups of immigrants (although one 

may expect different groups of immigrants have different characteristics and 

are thus likely to be judged differently). They conclude that attitudes 

towards immigrants are purely the result of a general categorizing of 

immigrants as ‘other’. De Vreese and Boomgaarden (2005) consecutively 

argue, that if an individual has negative attitudes towards immigrants (and 

this is because this individual strongly sees the world in ‘us’ versus ‘them’) 

this individual is also likely to see other Europeans as ‘them’ because of 

their differences in nationality, ethnicity, culture and/or religion. Adding, 

finally, another premise from social identity theory, this means that because 

other Europeans are defined as ‘other’, they are also evaluated negatively 

merely because they are the other (see Brown, 2000; Tajfel, 1981). And 

evaluating other Europeans negatively, also results in evaluating cooperation 

with them negatively, i.e., the EU.  

Framing 

A central concept we will use in relation to explaining EU attitudes is 

framing. Framing is about giving meaning to a particular issue. According to 

Scheufele (1999) frames should be considered as schemes for both 

presenting and comprehending information. To present information, 

frames are present in communicating texts as media frames. A media frame is 

defined by Gamson and Modigliani as ‘a central organizing idea or story line 

that provides  meaning to an unfolding strip of events … The frame 

suggests what the controversy is about, the essence of the issue’ (Gamson & 

Modigliani, 1987, p. 143). To comprehend information, frames are also 

argued to be present in the mind as individual frames. Entman defines 

individual frames as ‘mentally stored clusters of ideas that guide individuals’ 

processing of information’ (Entman, 1993, p. 53). 

Framing is often used in EU studies, but primarily as media framing. 

These studies look at the presence of media frames in news coverage (e.g., 

De Vreese, Peter, & Semetko, 2001; Semetko & Valkenburg, 2000) or how 

media frames affect EU attitudes (e.g., De Vreese & Boomgaarden, 2003; 
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Schuck & De Vreese, 2006). In this dissertation, we will focus on the use of 

individual frames. Scholars explaining how antecedents affect support for 

EU integration all argue that citizens have a particular frame in mind that is 

used to form an opinion about EU integration. For instance, when Gabel 

(1998) argues that the higher educated are more in favour of EU integration 

than the lower educated, he argues that individuals with a higher education 

are more likely to profit from EU integration and that this potential profit is 

used to evaluate EU integration. Thus, he argues that individuals frame the 

issue in terms of (potential) profits and losses, i.e. in utilitarian terms. 

Similarly, other explanations are built on the idea that a particular frame, 

related to the antecedent the scholar uses to explain support for EU 

integration, is used to evaluate EU integration. However, how individuals 

actually frame EU issues has rarely been studied (for an exeption, see Ruiz-

Jimenez & Torreblanca, 2007). 

Research questions 

Although scholars found consistent results with respect to the effect of 

anti-immigrant attitudes on EU attitudes and they agree that this has to do 

with framing other Europeans as an out-group, there are still important 

questions left unanswered. Credible as these explanations may be, 

assessments of the degree to which citizens frame the EU in terms of in-

groups and out-groups are rare, and no study has tested whether this 

framing actually facilitates the effect of anti-immigrant attitudes on EU 

attitudes. In this dissertation we will try to fill that gap. We do so by first 

asking the question which frames citizens use to explain their support or opposition 

towards Turkey’s potential accession. Second, as it is not likely that all citizens 

frame the issue of Turkey’s potential membership in terms of identities, we 

ask the question what explains the use of the frame. Third, given the explanation 

of the effect of anti-immigrant attitudes on EU attitudes, we ask whether this 

effect is indeed mediated by citizens with anti-immigrant attitudes framing the other 

Europeans as out-groups.  

In this dissertation, we will also try to make a next step in understanding 

what anti-immigrant attitudes mean for EU attitudes. We do this, by 

merging the antecedent explanation of anti-immigrant attitudes with the 

‘information based’ explanations mentioned above: political cues and 
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exposure to media content. Above we discussed that citizens use political 

cues to form opinions. These cues can have direct effects on support, but 

also have effects through altering weights of different considerations 

(Sniderman, Hagendoorn, & Prior, 2004). We thus ask the question to what 

degree political and media cues influence the effect of anti-immigrant attitudes (i.e., 

framing in terms of out-groups) on EU attitudes. The other ‘information 

based’ explanation mentioned above is exposure to media content. It is 

unlikely that all individuals will react similarly to the same information 

(Perse, 2001). Therefore, several authors have looked (also in the realm of 

EU attitudes) at how different individuals are affected by exposure to media 

content. In these studies the focus is primarily on political knowledge, with 

the assumption that individuals with high political knowledge will be less 

affected by exposure because they have stronger predispositions and the 

arguments to counter information in the media (e.g., Lecheler & De Vreese, 

2010; Schuck & De Vreese, 2006). Under the assumption that the way 

information about other Europeans (or Turks) is evaluated depends on 

whether an individual is already more inclined to think of the other 

European (or Turks) as an out-group, we will test whether anti-immigrant attitudes 

influence the reception of evaluations in the news. 

Answers to the first set of questions are important, because they will 

confirm theoretical ideas of how citizens give meaning to European 

integration. Answers to the second set of questions are consecutively 

important, because they shed light on (1) the systematic differences in anti-

immigrant attitudes effects (i.e., in framing in terms of out-groups) and (2) 

on the dynamics of EU attitudes and the role of individual framing in terms 

of out-groups therein. But answers to these questions are not only 

important to fill the gaps in the literature, but there is also a strong societal 

relevance. Identification with a political system is essential for the legitimacy 

of that system (Scharpf, 1999). 

The case of Turkey’s potential EU membership 

For this project, we will look at the specific case of Turkey’s potential 

accession. Turkey’s wish to become a member has already a long history. In 

1959 Turkey applied for an associate membership in the European 

Economic Community. In the so called ‘Ankara Agreement’ of 1963, 
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agreements were made to integrate Turkey into a custom union, with the 

eventual goal that Turkey would become a full member. In 1987, Turkey 

finally applied for full membership, but it encountered a veto from Greece. 

In 1999 Greece gave up their opposition and Turkey was recognized by the 

EU as a candidate country. Accession negotiations were opened in 2005, 

but are still open and with no final decision of Turkey’s membership in 

sight.  

But why is the case of Turkey’s potential EU membership an interesting 

case for this study? Apart from the already discussed multifaceted nature of 

the issue and the high contestation of the issue, it is also an issue that most 

citizens know about. Compared to this issue, most EU policies are rather 

complex, both in terms of what they are actually about and in terms of what 

possible decisions could be taken (and what they mean). Enlargement issues 

are relatively simple, as most citizens have a clear idea what it means (maybe 

not in technical details, but at least in general terms). Also, comparing 

Turkey’s potential membership with other applicant countries, this 

enlargement issue has received relative much attention in public debates 

(Timmerman, Rochtus, & Mels, 2008). The relative straightforwardness of, 

the familiarity with and the relative large attention in the media towards the 

issue will make it likely that citizens have already thought about the issue 

and have real opinions about it (Converse, 1970). Also, the Turkish case is 

perhaps a most likely case to look at identity related factors, as most Turks 

differ from most Europeans by their nationality, ethnicity, culture and 

religion. That means that compared to other enlargements or other EU 

issues, identity issues are more likely to be relevant in the Turkish case and 

more easily assessable.  

These characteristics, however, do not imply that we cannot learn from 

the Turkish case and generalize to other enlargements or more general 

support of European integration. Turks may differ from most European by 

their nationality, ethnicity, culture and religion, but so do many other 

Europeans. And as McLaren (2002) shows, there was no difference in effect 

of attitudes towards immigrants on support for Turkey’s membership and 

support for membership of all countries joining in 2004 and 2007. Similarly, 

Boomgaarden, Schuck, Elenbaas and De Vreese (2011) distinguish five 

different dimensions of EU attitudes. Although not all antecedents have the 



12 FRAMING TURKEY 

 
same effect on the different dimension (e.g., economic outlook has a 

positive effect on the dimension of EU performance evaluations, but not 

on the dimension of support for strengthening of the EU), anti-immigration 

attitudes have a clear negative effect on all dimensions. And this is 

supported by multiple studies with attitudes towards immigrants explaining 

different operationalizations of EU attitudes finding similar effects (De 

Vreese & Boomgaarden, 2005; McLaren, 2002; 2007). We would argue that 

this is because every dimension or operationalization of EU attitudes is 

about cooperation with ‘other’ Europeans. 

So because Turkey’s potential membership is a special case, it is ideal to 

study effect of identity factors. But although Turkey’s potential membership 

is a special case, we argue that it is sufficient to make claims about the 

relation of identity factors and more general EU attitudes.   

Data 

We constructed and used three datasets to answer our research 

questions. These datasets were the result of a collaborative research effort at 

the University of Amsterdam, funded by a NWO VICI project (grant # 

453-07-002).  

The first dataset was a citizen survey held in the Netherlands in December 

2008. After we developed the questionnaire on the base of previous 

research and deliberation within the group, the actual interviewing was 

outsourced to a professional polling agency with a high quality online panel 

(TNS-NIPO). In the survey, we asked respondents open-ended questions 

on why they had their opinion on Turkey’s potential accession. By coding 

this open-ended question, we were able to answer which individual frames 

are present among citizens. Also, with the coded answers to the open-ended 

question in dataset, we could test whether the effect of anti-immigrant 

attitudes on support for Turkey’s EU membership is indeed mediated by 

citizens framing the issue in terms of out-groups.  

The second dataset came from a panel survey held in 21 countries of the EU. 

Due to financial limitations not all EU member states could be included in 

the survey. In selecting the countries in the sample, we made sure to include 

larger and smaller member states, countries from North, South, East and 

West, and long terms and new members to the EU. The countries included 
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were Austria, Belgium, Bulgaria, the Czech Republic, Denmark, Finland, 

France, Germany, Greece, Hungary, Italy, Ireland, Latvia, Lithuania, the 

Netherlands, Poland, Portugal, Slovakia, Spain, Sweden and the UK. The 

questionnaire was based on findings and experience with the Dutch survey 

(e.g., we did not opt for open-ended questions as coding was not feasible, 

but used the results of the open-ended questions in Dutch survey to 

construct closed-ended questions in the panel survey). In collaboration with 

TNS in Brussels (who also perform the Eurobarometer studies) the 

questionnaire was translated in the languages of the different countries and 

set out in each country by TNS’ subsidiaries. The first wave of the panel 

was held three weeks prior to the 2009 European Parliament Elections and 

the second wave directly after the elections.  

With the closed-ended questions in the panel, which were based on the 

open-ended questions in the Dutch survey, we could assess for who uses 

certain frames. The fact that we had 21 countries to compare made it 

possible to also test contextual variables to explain the use of frames. To 

answer the question how cues from national politics and national media 

influence the effect of anti-immigrant attitudes, a comparison between 

countries was also necessary. To be able to answer this question, we added 

to the dataset some contextual variables, with the information coming from 

Eurostat data, the PEW forum and the Chapil Hill Expert Survey.  

The panel component of the survey was used to answer the question on 

the effect of exposure to media evaluations and the moderation effect of 

anti-immigrant attitudes. In the panel we could assess change between the 

waves and which media outlets respondents frequently used. To be able to 

actually test the effect of exposure to media content, we needed data from 

the third dataset we constructed: the media content analysis data.  

The media content analysis was performed in collaboration with a team of 

scholars of the University of Exeter within the larger project of European 

Election Studies/PIREDEU. In collaboration, a codebook was developed 

(partly based on previous EES media content analyses to ensure 

comparability over time; partly with new insights), tested and eventually 

used to analyze both television news and printed press in all 27 EU member 

states. For the analysis, students from each country were approached so 

coding could be done in each native language. Part of the coders was in 
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Amsterdam and the rest was in Exeter. To ensure that coding was not 

dependent on the location of coding, the persons who trained the coders 

did both training in Amsterdam and Exeter. Analysis of inter-coder 

reliability showed that the data was sufficient reliable.  

By linking the media content analysis data to a self-reported media 

exposure measure in the survey, we were able to test whether exposure to 

actual media content explained change in support for Turkey’s EU 

membership. 

Outline 

We conclude this introduction with an outline of the dissertation. In 

Figure 0.1, we give an overview of the different chapters and how they 

relate to each other.  

In chapter 1, we will assess the question how citizens actually frame the 

issue of Turkey’s potential membership. As we are interested in what 

individuals have to say themselves, we coded the answers to an open-ended 

question on why they were in favour or not of Turkey becoming a member.  

After having established in chapter 1 that citizens indeed frame the issue 

in utilitarian terms and identity we proceed in chapter 2 to investigate for 

whom the different frames are more or less important. Using survey data 

from 21 EU countries, we argue that framing depends on more general 

values of what is important. Which individual frame is used thus transcends 

the specific issue of Turkey’s potential EU membership. 

 In chapter 3, we turn to the question whether anti-immigrant attitudes 

indeed affect EU attitudes through the framing of other Europeans as out-

groups. Using the coded answers to open-ended questions mentioned in 

chapter 1, we proceeded to perform a mediation analysis, and found that 

the more negative an individual’s attitude towards immigrants, the more 

likely he frames Turks as an out-group and because of that the more he is 

opposed to Turkey becoming a member. 

In chapter 4, we turn to the question under what conditions anti-

immigrant attitudes are more or less important in opinion formation about 

the EU. We argue that this can be explained by looking at how important 

immigration issues are in each country. Differently than chapter 1, we here 
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do not only focus the importance within the public, but look at cues from 

national politics and national media as predictors.  

In chapter 5, we look at how these anti-immigrant attitudes, as a 

characteristic of individuals themselves, affect how these individuals 

perceive information. For this we link citizen panel survey data to a media 

content analysis of television news and newspapers. By assessing the change 

between the panel waves in support for Turkey’s membership, we test for 

the effects of exposure to evaluations of Turkey’s membership in the media.  

We will conclude with a summary of our key findings and a discussion of 

their implications and methodological reflections.  

  

Figure 0.1. Outline of the dissertation. As chapter 1 is not about a causal relation, 
but a measurement of that one concept, the label is inserted inside the box. 
Chapter 2 is about a causal relation between values and frames, the label is added 
to the causal arrow. As chapter 3 is about the entire mediation, the label is added 
to the dashed box around the concepts in the mediation. Chapters 4 and 5 are 
about moderated effects, and are thus added to the moderator arrows. 
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CHAPTER 1 

 

Thinking of Turkey. Assessing Individual Frames in Citizens’ Arguments 

Favouring or Opposing Turkey’s EU Membership. 

 

 

 

Abstract 

Several studies have found that media and political elites frame the issue 

Turkey’s potential accession in terms of Turkey’s development, Turkey’s 

identity and utilitarian consequences. In other studies is argued that citizens 

also use these frames, but this has never sufficiently been tested. We fill this 

gap using a survey held in 2008 in the Netherlands (N = 700). By coding 

answers to an open-ended question, we found that citizens indeed use the 

frames also used in the media and by political elites. These findings give an 

insight in how the debate on Turkey’s potential accession is structured and 

support previous explanations of how attitudes towards Turkey’s EU 

membership are formed.  
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Knowledge of public opinion towards Turkey is important. Many studies 

have explained attitudes towards EU topics by looking at antecedent factors 

as cognitive abilities (e.g., Inglehart, 1970a; Janssen, 1991), economic 

circumstances (e.g., Anderson & Reichert, 1996; Gabel, 1998), or identities 

(e.g., Carey, 2002; De Vreese & Boomgaarden, 2005; Hooghe & Marks, 

2005). All these explanations share that it is argued that citizens perceive 

EU issues in a particular way, and consecutively react accordingly. These 

studies find significant and substantial effects of these antecedent factors, 

but do not test whether citizens actually indeed see European issues as the 

explanations describe. So if we really want to understand public opinion 

towards Turkey’s potential accession, it is important to also assess how 

citizens make sense of the issue.  

To understand how citizens make sense of the issue of Turkey’s 

potential EU membership, we use the concept of framing. A frame 

indicates what an issue is about and what is important in an issue. Framing 

scholars argue that frames exist at different locations: in the media as media 

frames, defined by Gamson and Modigliani as ‘a central organizing idea or 

story line that provides meaning to an unfolding strip of events’ (Gamson & 

Modigliani, 1987, p. 143); and in individuals’ thoughts as individual frames, 

defined by Entman as ‘mentally stored clusters of ideas that guide 

individuals’ processing of information’ (Entman, 1993, p. 53).  

Several studies have looked at how media or political elites frame the 

issue of Turkey’s potential membership (e.g., De Vreese et al., 2011; 

Koenig, Mihelj, Downey, & Bek, 2006; Negrine, Kejanlioglu, Aissaoui, & 

Papathanassopoulos, 2008). Some studies focused on the public discourse 

around Turkey’s potential EU membership(e.g., Steunenberg, Petek, & 

Rüth, 2011; Wimmel, 2009). But in these studies, public discourse is studied 

by, again, focussing on the media. These studies thus may tell us much 

about the public debate, but they may tell us little about the actual public (as 

what is in the media is what opinion leaders write and editors seem fit to 

publish). In one exception, Ruiz-Jimenez and Torreblanca (2007) look at the 

use of individual frames among citizens. They do this by testing for the 

effect of attitudes towards these considerations in these frames on support 

for Turkey’s accession. Although they find these considerations to have 
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significant effects on support for accession, it leaves the question whether 

citizens would use these frames when they are not prompted by the 

questionnaire, and to what degree these frames tap citizens’ individual 

framing. We will thus look at to what degree citizens follow media and 

political elites when framing the issue of Turkey’s potential EU 

membership. 

In this study, we will focus on the actual public. We do so through a 

survey, held in the Netherlands in December 2008 (N = 700). Because we 

are interested in how citizens themselves frame the issue of Turkey’s 

potential EU membership, we ask in an open-ended question for their 

reasons to be in favour or not of Turkey’s accession. Our findings will show 

that in line with studies of media frames and Ruiz-Jimenez and Torreblanca 

(2007), citizens frame the issue of Turkey’s EU membership in terms of 

Turkey’s development, European and Turkey’s identity, and utilitarian 

considerations. Our findings show that these frames cover the vast majority 

of citizens. That does not mean that the issue cannot be framed differently, 

but that it happens only sporadically. 

Previous studies 

In the media and elite debate on Turkish accession to the EU, three 

main frames can be distinguished. The first frame is closely associated with 

the so called Copenhagen criteria, which describe the criteria the EU sets 

for candidate countries. In this frame, the focus is on the degree to which 

Turkey has developed to meet the criteria set by the EU and development 

towards ‘western values’ more in general. With the rapid reform process, 

arguments opposing Turkey’s EU membership within this frame lost much 

of their momentum, and as a result opponents of Turkey’s accession started 

using different frames. These frames revolve around two major issues: 

culture and identity on the one hand and utilitarian consequences of 

Turkish membership on the other (Karlson, 2008; Rochtus, 2008).  

The first frame is related to three sets of criteria set by the Copenhagen 

European Council, which a candidate country must meet to become a 

member: 

- political criteria, relating to the stability of institutions guaranteeing 

democracy, the rule of law, human rights and respect for and 
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protection of minorities;  

- economic criteria, relating to the existence of a functioning market 

economy and the capacity to cope with competitive pressure and 

market forces within the Union;  

- the acceptance of the acquis communautaire, relating to the ability to 

take on the obligations of membership, including adherence to the 

aims of political, economic and monetary union (European 

Commission, n.d.). 

Within this frame, the discussion is whether Turkey has developed 

“sufficiently” to fulfill these Copenhagen criteria. This is a discussion of 

whether the bottle is half full or half empty (Gangloff, 2008). On the one 

hand, one cannot deny that Turkey has made impressive steps towards 

fulfilling these criteria, such that this progress was denoted (by some 

scholars) as “Turkestroika” (Rochtus, 2008). On the other hand, however, 

one cannot say that Turkey has completely fulfilled the criteria: as for 

instance journalists or writers who mention the Armenian genocide still risk 

prosecution and the repression of Kurds in the southeast (Gangloff, 2008). 

Adding to the debate here, is whether the EU should only accept candidates 

as members when they completely fulfil the criteria or should the EU embrace 

the idea that an EU membership will further develop and consolidate the 

large progress already made – which was seen as a valid argument with the 

Spanish accession (Redmond, 2007). 

The second frame in media and political debates revolve around 

identities. The questions this frame revolves around is whether Turkey is 

European. The Treaty of Rome states in article 237 that any European 

country may apply for membership. Although it does not say whether non-

European countries can join, Redmond (2007) argues that it was probably 

the intention of the article to prohibit non-European countries from 

becoming a member and that it has certainly been interpreted that way. But 

when is a country defined as being European or not? Two ways are most 

commonly used to define who is European and who is not: geography on 

the one hand and culture and religion on the other. 

Commonly defined, Europe ends geographically speaking at the 

Bosporus, with 95% of Turkey being in Asia. But what does that mean? On 
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the one hand it is argued that Turkey is European because a part of its 

territory is in Europe. But on the other hand it is argued that the majority of 

the country is outside of Europe, and Turkey is therefore not European 

(Redmond, 2007).  

Within the same frame, another way of defining Europe is through culture 

and religion. According to Karlson (2008), the idea that the EU is based on 

Christian values is gaining ground, especially in Catholic Europe. In this 

view, EU integration is only possible when countries share a Judeo-

Christian religious and Greco-Roman political heritage (Grigoriadis, 2006, 

p. 152). With 99% of the Turks born in an Islamic culture, Turkey is said to 

lack this heritage and accessing would not be an option. Others, however, 

argue that the EU is based on liberal democratic values and as long as one 

commits himself to these liberal democratic values differences in culture 

and religion is no obstacle (Grigoriadis, 2006). So, although one cannot 

deny that Turks are primarily Muslims, it is debatable whether being a 

Muslim prevents someone from being European.  

The third frame revolves around utilitarian issues. The central question is 

what the consequences of Turkey’s accession would be and to what degree 

member states or citizens in member states would profit or lose from 

Turkey’s accession. In political and media debates, consequences are often 

discussed on three terrains: the economy, immigration and security.  

The most discussed consequences of Turkey’s potential membership are 

about economics. Although there is a clear consensus that membership will 

be economically profitable for Turkey (Chislett, 2008; Flam, 2004), the 

economic consequences for the present EU members is fiercely debated. 

Some argue that the size, (alleged) inefficiency and backwardness of 

Turkey’s economy and agriculture, will have budgetary consequences and 

seriously strain the EU economy (Chislett, 2008; Grigoriadis, 2006). Others 

emphasize that Turkey’s membership opens ‘a large and tempting market 

that is far from reaching the saturation point’ (Grigoriadis, 2006, p. 153) and 

that ‘Turkey’s young population can be seen as an asset, not a liability for 

the EU’s greying labour market’ (Chislett, 2008, p. 73). 

Within the same frame, a second commonly mentioned consequence 

that is debated is the possible migration flow from Turkey to the present 

members. By becoming a member of the EU, obstacles for Turks coming 



22 FRAMING TURKEY 

 
to live in other EU member states will disappear and Turks are feared to 

move to other EU members in search for a better future (Arnold, 2008). 

This argument is however challenged by emphasizing that an EU 

membership would generate more economic growth and this would 

decrease the urge to migrate from Turkey (Chislett, 2008; Gangloff, 2008). 

A third consequence often used in this frame relates to security issues, 

either from the geostrategic position of Turkey or perceived threats from 

Islam. Turkey’s proximity to the Middle East, the Caucasus and Central 

Asia – volatile and crucial regions – makes Turkey an important strategic 

partner. Of course, Turkey is already a partner through NATO, but it is 

argued that anything short of full membership will alienate Turkey from the 

EU, so membership is important for securing EU influence in these regions 

(Grigoriadis, 2006). In opposition to membership it is argued that EU 

presence in the region itself will also bring threats to the EU: external from 

neighbouring countries as Iraq and internal through the lack of a common 

foreign policy (Gangloff, 2008; Grigoriadis, 2006). 

The other security issue is about the perceived threat from Islam. Islam 

is here often seen as a religion that is intolerant, creates fanatics and massive 

despotism. ‘Do we want the river of Islam to enter the riverbed of 

secularism?’ said former French Prime Minister Raffarin in September 2004. 

Islam as a threat is challenged by three different arguments. First, Islam is 

not new in Europe, as 15 million Muslims already live in the EU and as 

such it should be regarded as a mainstream religion within the EU (Karlson, 

2008). Second, Turkish society is said to be more secular than some of the 

present members’ societies. This is illustrated for instance by the widespread 

popular opposition against a proposed (Islamic) law criminalizing adultery 

(Gangloff, 2008). This also makes a caricature of the idea that all Muslims 

are intolerant fanatics. The third argument countering Islam as a threat is 

that Islam should actually be considered an opportunity rather than a threat: 

‘The admission of a Muslim country into the European Union would 

constitute the most effective guarantee of its secular, inclusive, and 

multicultural character and provide a powerful example to the rest of the 

world’ (Grigoriadis, 2006, p. 152). 
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Citizen frames 

But to what degree citizens also use these frames? The above described 

debate about the Copenhagen criteria is rather technical and complex, and 

one may wonder whether citizens are competent enough to discuss within 

this frame. But these Copenhagen criteria are related to the idea that also 

citizens have an idea about a ‘set of shared principles on which the Union is 

based’ (Ruiz-Jimenez & Torreblanca, 2007, p. 6), revolving around 

‘universal principles such as democracy, human rights and the rule of law’. 

Citizens may not literally frame the question of Turkey’s EU membership in 

terms of the Copenhagen criteria, but, as Ruiz-Jimenez and Torreblanca 

argue, citizens will evaluate Turkey’s EU membership on whether they 

believe Turkey complies with the set of ‘universal principles’. 

The identity frame is likely to be used by citizens, as the idea of identities 

is central to the explanations of the effects of national identity and anti-

immigrant attitudes on support for enlargement and Turkey’s accession 

(e.g., De Vreese & Boomgaarden, 2005). Several scholars (e.g., Carey, 2002; 

De Vreese & Boomgaarden, 2005; McLaren, 2007) argue that individuals 

with a strong national identity and strong anti-immigrant attitudes are 

negative towards enlargement because they perceive the applicant country 

as ‘the other’, and because the applicant country is not part of the in-group 

it is negatively evaluated and membership is opposed (for a more elaborate 

discussion, see chapter 3). 

In a similar vein, the utilitarian frame is likely to be used as the 

considerations within this frame are central in the utilitarian models of 

explain EU support (e.g., Anderson & Reichert, 1996; Gabel, 1998). For 

instance Karp and Bowler argue that ‘[...] responses towards enlargement 

are likely to be driven by short-term instrumental concerns such as, for 

example, a concern over how the entry of new countries may provide 

additional benefits or costs’ (Karp & Bowler, 2006, p. 372).  

In one study, Ruiz-Jimenez and Torreblanca (2007) found that 

considerations within these three frames indeed affect support for Turkey’s 

accession. This is indeed an indication that citizens make use of these 

frames, the question that remains is to what degree citizens make use of 

these frames when they are not prompted and how large is the share of 

citizen framing these frames cover? 
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Methods 

To assess the individual frames used by citizens, a survey was held in the 

Netherlands in December 2008. Out of the online panel of TNS-NIPO (N 

= 143,807) a sample of 2400 was taken, of which 1427 filled in the 

questionnaire (response rate 59.4%). From the sample 700 respondents 

were randomly selected to receive the open-ended question from which we 

coded the presence of the frames.  

We proceeded in four steps to arrive at our data. The first step was 

asking the respondents (on a 7-point scale) whether they were not at all in 

favour (1) or very much in favour (7) of Turkey becoming a member of the 

EU and next asking in an open-ended question why that was their opinion. 

The second step was to identify the different arguments that respondents 

used. This resulted in a list of 65 different arguments2. 

The third step was to merge the 65 different arguments into three 

categories relating to the three frames, and a rest category. In the development 

frame we merged arguments about the state of Turkey’s development and 

whether that development is sufficient to become an EU member, as for 

instance the functioning of Turkey’s democracy, the degree to which Turkey 

respects human rights, or the position of women in Turkey’s society. In 

essence, these arguments refer to factual information about Turkey, but not 

in every case do respondents accurately reflect these facts. For instance, 

several respondents oppose Turkey’s membership because they argue that 

there is no separation of state and religion. Turkey’s constitution, however, 

defines Turkey as a secular state (with the army in the role of protector of 

the secular state, and having intervened multiple times when the army 

assumed the secular character of the state was compromised), and, although 

there are political parties with Islamic roots, the role of religion is far less 

compared to several longstanding EU members as for instance Denmark, 

the Netherlands or the United Kingdom. But for coding which frame a 

respondent uses, it is not necessary whether an individual has the facts 

correct. We care if the respondent believes, in this case, whether there is no 

                                                 
2 . These 65 different arguments could in principle all be used in favour and against 

Turkish membership, and thus leading to 130 arguments. For a full list of the 65 
arguments, see Appendix 1A. 
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separation of state and religion and whether the respondent uses that 

argument.  

In the identity frame we merged arguments about whether Turkey or the 

Turks belong to ‘us’ or ‘them’. As this is about the European Union, often 

this is referred to as whether Turkey is European. And whether Turkey is 

European, is often assessed on geographical, historical, cultural and/or 

religious grounds. Of course, these items are far less fact driven, as how 

someone defines ‘us’ or ‘them’ is very subjective. Some issues may be fact 

related, as for instance most Turks are Muslims or that Turkey is a NATO 

member, but more subjective is whether an individual believes that religion 

or NATO membership is of any importance when deciding on what is 

Europe or not.  

Arguments about how Turkey’s accession may affect respondents were 

merged in the utilitarian frame. These arguments were often about how 

accession would affect the Dutch or EU economy (either positively or 

negatively), but also for instance mentioning threats of increased 

immigration or opportunities of remigration, or strategic consequences with 

the EU having a presence in the Middle East. As these arguments are about 

what would happen in the future, one cannot say whether an argument is 

really true or false. But again, we are not interested in whether an argument 

is valid or not, but whether someone uses it.  

Since we are interested in to what degree citizens use these three frames, 

we merged arguments that did not fit one of the three frames in an ‘other’ 

category. In this category, we also included the arguments which were 

unclear how they should be interpreted. This included, for instance, 

references to the environment or multiple nationalities of Turks living in 

Europe. Also several respondents argued in favour or opposition of 

Turkey’s membership by referring to how membership would affect Turkey 

or the Turks. As the utilitarian frame is about what ‘we’ gain or lose with 

Turkey’s membership, these arguments will only fall under the utilitarian 

frame when Turkey is considered to be part of the in-group. Since we do 

not know this, we opt for the conservative route and merged the arguments 

about the effects on Turkey in the ‘other’ category.  

In the fourth step, the answers of respondents were coded on the use of 

the different frames (based on the merged 65 arguments), together with 
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whether the frame was used to support or oppose Turkey’s membership 

and which frame was used first in the response (in case more than one 

frame was used).3 

Results 

The descriptive statistics of the presence of the frames are presented in 

Table 1.1. It shows that in the answers of 270 respondents the development 

frame was found present, in 240 responses the identity frame was present, 

and in 205 responses the utilitarian frame. Within all 700 respondents, Table 

                                                 
3 The last step was also performed by a second coder. The inter-coder reliability was 

high, with percentages of agreement between the coders ranging between 92.4% and 99.4% 
and Krippendorff’s alpha ranging between .81 and .96 for the presence of (valenced) 
frames. For first frame and first argument the percentages of agreement were respectively 
88.7% and 89.1%, and Krippendorff’s alpha respectively .85 and .87. For full details, see 
Appendix 1B. 

Table 1.1 
Arguments used 

 
Absolute 

Relative 
to 700 

Relative 
to 593 

Absolute 
Relative 
to 700 

Relative 
to 593 

Development 
frame 

270 38.6% 45.5% 
   

Positive 
   

13 1.9% 2.2% 

Negative 
   

255 36.4% 43.0% 

Identity frame 240 34.3% 40.5% 
   

In-group 
   

44 6.3% 7.4% 

Out-group 
   

197 28.1% 33.2% 

Utilitarian frame 205 29.3% 34.6% 
   

Opportunities 
   

60 8.6% 10.1% 

Threats 
   

147 21.0% 24.8% 

Other argument 87 12.4% 14.7% 87 12.4% 14.7% 

Total respondents 
with arguments 

593 84.7% 100.0% 593 84.7% 100.0% 

No argument 107 15.3% 
 

107 15.3% 
 

Total n 700 100.0% 
 

700 100.0% 
 

Note: Entries are numbers of respondents from whom we found the particular frame 
to be present in their answer. Values do not add up to total, because respondents 
could use more than one frame. 48 respondent (8.1% of respondents who presented 
an argument; 6.9% of all respondents) who presents at least one argument do not use 
one of the above mentioned frames. 
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1.1 shows that in respectively 38.6%, 34.3% and 29.3% the three frames are 

present. However, 107 respondents actually didn’t respond with an 

argument (but for instance only stated they had no idea or only inserted 

question marks). Looking at the 593 responses that actually present an 

argument, the proportions of responses to have the development frame, 

identity frame and utilitarian frame the frames present are respectively 

45.5%, 40.5% and 34.6%. These results show that large portions of the 

respondents make use of these frames. 

The percentages of the present frames add up to more than 100%. As 

we coded and counted the presence of each frame in each response, it is of 

course possible to have responses in which more than one frame is present. 

In Figure 1.1, we split the percentages to show how large a share of 

Development Identity 

Utility 

27.5% 22.1% 

17.5% 

7.8% 

6.4% 6.7% 

3.9% 

Figure 1.1. Percentages of individuals that are covered by the different frames. N = 593 
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respondents we found to only one specific frame present, a combination of 

two specific frames or all three frames. It shows, for instance, that 22.1% of 

respondents (who gave an argument) only have the identity frame present 

and not either of the other two frames. Combining the identity frame with 

the other two, we find that 7.8% of respondents have both the identity 

frame and the development frame present, 6.7% have both identity frame 

and utilitarian frame present, and 3.9% have all three frames present. 

Adding the percentages in different parts of the figure that cover the 

presence of identity frame, we find the 40.5% already found in Table 1.1. 

Finally combining all the percentages in the figure, we find that 91.9% of 

respondents who gave an argument have at least one of these frames 

present. These results show that the three frames indeed have a strong 

presence in how individuals frame the issue.  

Going a little deeper into the data, we see that all frames are being used 

Positive 
1,0% 

Negative 
32,9% 

Development 
(no valence) 

0,5% 

Ingroup 
6,4% 

Outgroup 
25,8% 

Identity 
(no 

valence) 
0,2% 

Opportunity 
7,4% 

Threat 
15,9% 

Utility (no 
valence) 

0,2% 

Other 
9,8% 

Figure 1.2. Distribution of frames/arguments of the first argument in an answer. 
Respondents who gave no argument are not included. N = 593. 
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both to support or oppose Turkey’s EU membership. The ratio between 

positive and negative is most extreme for the development frame. It is used 

only 13 times to express that Turkey has developed sufficiently and/or is 

ready for EU membership, but 255 times to do the opposite. Although less 

skewed, we find a similar tendency for the other frames to be used 

negatively towards Turkey’s accession, with a majority of out-group 

arguments over in-group arguments and a majority of threat arguments over 

opportunity arguments. 

Finally, we turn to the first argument each respondent presents. In 

Figure 1.2, we plotted the distribution of the first arguments in a circle 

diagram. The three frames cover more than 90% of the first arguments. In 

58 (9.8%) responses we could not identify one of our three frames in the 

first argument. Again, this suggests that for the overwhelming majority of 

respondents the three frames or most important. Comparing the use of the 

frames and valence of the frames, we see similar patterns as before. Most 

respondents use the development frame, followed by the identity frame. 

And all frames are in majority used negatively, with the ratio between 

positive and negative most extreme for the development frame, followed by 

the identity frame.  

Conclusion 

In this chapter, we asked the question how ‘ordinary’ citizens frame the 

issue of Turkey’s potential EU membership. Following the literature on 

media framing of the issue, we argued that citizens are likely show similar 

individual frames, namely a Turkey’s development frame, an identity frame 

and a utilitarian frame. Using an open-ended question, we assessed to what 

degree these frames were present in respondents answers and thus in their 

minds. We found that the three frames cover the fast majority of the 

respondents and that only a fraction of the arguments is not part of these 

frames. 

Since we found that citizens on one side, and media and political elites 

on the other, use similar frames to discuss Turkey’s potential accession, it 

raises the question who is cuing whom? Scheufele (1999) argued that in a 

process model of framing, researchers should focus on both the possibility 

that individual frames are affected by exposure to media frames, but also on 
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the possibility that individual frames, through for instance journalists 

exposed to interpersonal communication, affect media frames. Steenbergen 

et al. (2007) found evidence that political elites are both cued by their 

constituencies. Thus, given the similarities between public, media and 

political elites, an interesting question would be to see who follows who, 

and where potential shifts in frame use originate.  

Our findings also showed that all frames are in majority used to oppose 

Turkey’s EU membership, which is in line with previous findings that 

Turkey’s accession is highly contested among citizens (e.g., McLaren, 2007). 

But if one would try to persuade the public to be in favour of Turkey’s 

accession, he would do well to reckon with the different characteristics in 

each frame. Individuals using the development frame are probably most 

easily persuaded, provided that Turkey sufficiently fulfils the Copenhagen 

criteria and political elites succeed in communicating this to the general 

public. Individuals using the utilitarian frame may also be persuaded when, 

for instance through economic growth in Turkey and the economic crisis in 

the EU, consequences of Turkey’s accession are perceived differently. 

Persuasion of individuals using the identity frame is probably much harder. 

Many identities are the result of a socialization process and are thus hard to 

alter. The implications of identities, however, emerge from debate (Hooghe 

& Marks, 2004) and thus also users of the identity frame can potentially be 

persuaded.  

Finally, we turn to the explanations of EU attitudes and support for 

enlargement and Turkey’s accession. As we discussed in this chapter, 

scholars assume that citizens frame the issue in terms consistent with their 

explanation. That is, economic circumstances affect support because 

individuals frame the issue in terms of economic consequences (e.g., 

Anderson & Reichert, 1996; Gabel, 1998); identity factors affect support 

because individuals frame the issue in terms of identities (e.g., Carey, 2002; 

De Vreese & Boomgaarden, 2005). This study shows that these scholars are 

right. Or at least that they are partially right.  

With the utilitarian models and identity models being the most 

prominent and powerful explanations of support for EU, enlargement and 

Turkey’s EU membership, this study shows that the frames consistent with 
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these explanations are indeed very prominent in individual framing. But this 

study also shows that not everybody uses these frames. That leads to the 

next question on who actually uses particular frames and why they do so. 

Future studies should focus on these questions, not only to understand who 

uses which frame, but also to better understand when certain models of 

explanations lead to better results. 
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Framing Turkey. Explaining Citizen Framing of Turkey’s Potential EU 

Membership in 21 Countries. 

 

Manuscript under review 

 

Abstract 

Scholars argue that individual frames affect attitudes by assigning weights to 

different issue specific considerations. Where previous studies have focused 

on issue-specific values to explain the use of frames, we argue that general 

values affect which frame is used. We test our hypotheses on the issue of 

Turkey’s potential accession. Using cross-sectional survey data from 21 

countries (N = 34.412), we find that utilitarian framing and identity framing 

depend on general importance of economic and immigration issues. This 

implies that individual framing in a specific case depends on more general 

ideas of what is important. We discuss these findings in relation to the 

theory of framing effects.  
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To make sense of the world around them, individuals frame the world. 

That is, when looking at events, happenings, problems or issues, individuals 

select certain aspects while neglecting others. Framing helps the individual 

to ‘locate, perceive, identify, and label’ (Goffman, 1974, p. 21)  Individuals 

thus give meaning to the world through frames, and attitudes about the 

world depend on these frames (Scheufele, 1999). Not only individuals use 

frames to make sense of the world, in the news media frame are used to 

guide their stories and give meaning to the issue at hand (Entman, 1993). A 

large body of literature focusses on how specific political issues are framed 

in the media (e.g., Koenig et al., 2006; Schuck & De Vreese, 2006) and how 

exposure to these media frames affect political attitudes (e.g., De Vreese & 

Boomgaarden, 2003; Nelson, Clawson, & Oxley, 1997) or individual frames 

(e.g., Gamson, 1992; Price, Tewksbury, & Powers, 1997). Much less 

attention is given to how citizens frame particular issues (although there are 

exceptions: e.g.,  the first chapter in this disseration, Van Drunen & 

Boomgaarden, 2011) and in particular what factors predict the manner in 

which citizens frame particular issues. 

In this study we aim to fill that gap by focussing on the relationship 

between values and individual frames. Several scholars have linked values to 

the perception of news frames, for instance by looking at how values 

prohibit or facilitate affects from exposure to media frames (e.g., P. R. 

Brewer, 2001; Druckman & Nelson, 2003; Shah, Domke, & Wackman, 

1996; Shen & Edwards, 2005). In this study, we will argue that values are 

important in the actual use of individual frames. Defining frames as weights 

assigned to different considerations, we argue that values, as one’s 

judgement of what is important in life, influence the weights assigned to 

different considerations.  

To test the effect of values on the use of frames, we focus on the case of 

Turkey’s potential accession into the European Union. This is an issue that 

is longstanding and perceived to be of importance by political elites. It is 

also politically contested, which makes it likely that citizens have knowledge 

of different frames concerning the issue. Previous literature on attitudes 

towards EU enlargement and Turkey’s potential membership focus on two 

distinct explanations: utilitarian consequences of enlargement (e.g., Gabel, 
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1998; Karp & Bowler, 2006) and identity considerations (e.g., Carey, 2002; 

Hooghe & Marks, 2004). In the first chapter of this dissertation, we showed 

that citizens, in line with attitudinal explanations of support for Turkey’s 

EU membership, frame the issue of Turkey’s potential EU membership in 

terms of utilitarian consequences (i.e., what does Turkey’s accession bring 

us) and in terms of identities (i.e., is Turkey European?).  

Following our argument that the use of individual frames depend on 

previously-held values (i.e., one’s judgement of what is important), we argue 

that individuals who value economic issues in general as important are likely 

to frame the issue of Turkey’s EU membership in terms of utilitarian 

considerations, and that individuals who value immigration issues in general 

as important are likely to frame the issue in terms of identity considerations. 

Also, we argue that frame use depends on contextual factors, namely the 

importance attributed to economic and immigration issues in the country 

where an individual lives. To test our hypotheses, we make use of a survey 

held in 21 EU member states (N = 34,412). 

The results of this study add to the body of knowledge of framing by 

citizens and opinion formation in general. If we understand when an 

individual frame is likely to be applied, we also understand what comes into 

play in forming an opinion. If, indeed, individual framing depends on 

personal values, this would mean that opinion formation actually transcends 

each specific issue. Use of similar individual frames is to be expected across 

different issues, as long as the specific value leads to applicable frames. 

Also, if frames in use are indeed in line with an individual’s values, this is 

good news for democracy. Several authors raised the claim that if public 

opinion is easily affected by media framing, it illustrated the incompetence 

of (most) citizen to perform their democratic duties (for a discussion, see: 

Druckman, 2001). But our study shows that frames used by citizens are in 

line with what citizens believe to be important, and thus their opinion is not 

based arbitrarily on new information. 

Theory 

Framing scholars argue that frames exist in communicating texts (as 

media frames), but also in individuals’ thoughts (as ‘internal structure in the 

mind’ called individual frames) (e.g., Kinder & Sanders, 1990; Scheufele, 
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1999). Similarly, Entman describes media frames as ‘attributes of the news 

itself’ (1991, p. 7) and individual frames as ‘mentally stored clusters of ideas 

that guide individuals’ processing of information’ (1993, p. 53). Individual 

frames are used to process information and how an individual frames a 

certain issue is thus important for the attitudes that individual holds on that 

issue. 

Scholars argue that individuals frame an issue in a particular way (i.e., use 

particular considerations) when it is available, accessible and applicable 

(Chong & Druckman, 2007a; Price et al., 1997). Several scholars (e.g., 

Chong & Druckman, 2007a; Nelson et al., 1997) connect these aspects to 

expectancy-value models (e.g., Fishbein, 1980). According to these models, 

an attitude is the result of the sum of a collection of weighted beliefs and 

considerations, with the outcome attitude depending on the (relative) 

weights assigned to each consideration. Availability refers to that a 

consideration must be stored in one’s memory. Of course, when a certain 

consideration cannot be retrieved from one’s memory, it also cannot affect 

one’s opinion.  

Accessibility refers to the ease in which a certain consideration is retrieved 

from one’s memory (Chong & Druckman, 2007a; Scheufele & Tewksbury, 

2007). Some considerations may be stored deep down in long-term 

memory, while others are readily accessible in short-term memory. Of 

course, the easier a consideration is accessible, the more likely the 

consideration is weighted against other considerations and used in forming 

an opinion. Scholars argue that repeated exposure to a frame (for instance 

by exposure to news media) leads to frequent processing in the mind, which 

subsequently leads to increased accessibility (e.g., Chong & Druckman, 

2007b). 

Applicability refers to when a certain accessible consideration is 

considered appropriate to apply, i.e., the weight of the consideration in 

forming an opinion (Chong & Druckman, 2007b). A certain consideration 

may be highly accessible, but when this consideration is perceived to be 

irrelevant (i.e., assigned no weight) it is unlikely to affect one’s opinion. 

Scholars argue that citizens deem what is appropriate through exposure to 

media frames. This would constitute the actual media framing effect. 
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Scholars describe framing effects (i.e., the effects on individuals through 

exposure to frames in communicating texts) as ‘altering the weight of 

particular considerations’ (Nelson, Oxley, & Clawson, 1997), which, in turn, 

‘carry greater weight for the final attitude’ (Nelson et al., 1997). This idea of 

belief importance change is widely supported by experimental studies (e.g., 

Lecheler & De Vreese, 2012; Nelson et al., 1997; Nelson & Oxley, 1999; 

Slothuus, 2008) and also in combination with EU enlargement (e.g., De 

Vreese et al., 2011; Lecheler & De Vreese, 2010).  

Accessibility and applicability, however, do not only depend on 

information from the media. Several authors link the use of frames to 

previously-held values and principles (e.g., P. R. Brewer, 2001; Chong & 

Druckman, 2007b; Shah et al., 1996; Sniderman & Theriault, 2004). Some 

authors argue that values lead to increased accessibility of certain frames. 

For instance, Shah et al. (1996) argue that frames related to (moral or 

ethical) values are ‘likely to be closely related to one’s self-conception and 

thus be both highly accessible and particularly functional’ (Shah et al., 1996, 

p. 516). Frames related to values are likely to be highly accessible, because 

through frequent processing values are chronically accessible (Higgins, 

1996). 

Also, scholars argue that values influence the applicability of certain 

frames. Individuals decide on the appropriateness of a frame, by evaluating 

the strength and relevance of the considerations on the basis of previously-

held preferences and values (e.g., Chong & Druckman, 2007b; Nelson et al., 

1997; Sniderman & Theriault, 2004). Following this line of reasoning, 

several authors argue that media framing effects are limited when the media 

frames contradict prior beliefs and values (e.g., P. R. Brewer, 2001; 

Druckman & Nelson, 2003; Shah et al., 1996). Brewer argues that 

individuals exposed to media frames consciously deliberate on the values in 

the frame and that the effects of frames depend on ‘how favorable or 

unfavorable citizens respond to them’ (P. R. Brewer, 2001, p. 49). He 

concludes that citizens are not ‘passive receivers’ but thoughtfully process 

the information. In line with this, Higgins (1996) argues that people are able 

to suppress knowledge that is activated (i.e., considerations being made 

accessible) when they judge this information to be irrelevant. 



38 FRAMING TURKEY 

 
According to Nelson and Kinder (1996) media frames are most likely to 

have an effect, when citizens hold multiple relevant but contradicting 

considerations: media frames can help to resolve the confusion in such 

situations. Sniderman and Theriault (2004), however, argue that this also 

works the other way around. Political struggle leads to a competitive 

framing environment, where frames themselves are contested and 

competing frames may cancel each other out. Testing their ideas in an 

experiment, Sniderman and Theriault (2004) find that individuals 

simultaneously exposed to competing frames turn to the frame consistent 

with their values. Thus, exposure to contradicting consideration in media 

frames is resolved by individuals by turning to the individual frame 

consistent with their values. From this, we conclude that personal values are 

important for individuals in weighing the importance of different 

considerations, i.e., in their framing of particular issues. 

The question that remains is how issue-related these values need to be to 

influence the use of particular frames. In studies focussing on belief 

importance change, the focus is on specific issue related beliefs (e.g., 

Lecheler & De Vreese, 2012; Nelson et al., 1997)(e.g., Lecheler & De 

Vreese, 2012; Nelson et al., 1997). For instance, Nelson and Oxley (1999) 

study the effect of an economic frame and an environmental frame, and 

measure belief importance by asking how important economic beliefs or 

environmental beliefs about the issue are when deciding on the issue. An 

exception to the above mentioned studies (where beliefs are assessed that 

are issue specific) is by Nelson, Clawson and Oxley (1997). They study the 

effect of a free speech frame and a public order frame on tolerance towards 

hate groups. Apart from using the specific issue related beliefs, they also 

focus on general support for civil liberties and concerns for public order. 

They argue that as their frames send implicit messages about which 

considerations should dominate opinion, the effect of general attitudes 

towards civil liberties and public order on tolerance towards hate groups 

should differ between experimental conditions (Nelson et al., 1997). 

Following this line of reasoning, we propose to extend the idea that the 

importance of general values in deciding on specific issue changes when 

individuals are exposed to specific frames, and argue that general values are 
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important in which individual frame an individual uses to decide on issues. 

We will test this by focussing on our case that is perceived of high 

importance, longstanding and highly contested: the case of Turkey’s 

potential accession into the EU.  

The Turkish case 

So how do citizens frame the issue of Turkey’s EU membership? 

Previous research on public opinion towards EU issues shows, among 

others, two important explanations of EU attitudes in general and attitudes 

towards enlargement in particular. Hooghe and Marks (2005) denote the 

distinction between these two explanations as calculation versus community 

considerations, and De Vreese, Boomgaarden and Semetko (2008) speak of 

hard and soft factors. In this study, we will further focus on these two 

explanations. 

With the EU originating from economic cooperation, support for this 

cooperation is argued to be found in hard economic and utilitarian factors, 

and citizens calculating their profits or losses (Gabel, 1998). Karp and Bowler 

argue that ‘[...] responses towards enlargement are likely to be driven by 

short-term instrumental concerns such as, for example, a concern over how 

the entry of new countries may provide additional benefits or costs’ (Karp, 

Banducci, & Bowler, 2003, p. 372) and that ‘[...] citizens  going through 

tough economic times may want little or nothing to do with enlargement’ 

(p. 372). Scholars operationalized these utilitarian conditions both 

‘objectively’ (e.g., the higher educated are more likely to profit from 

European integration, thus higher educated are more likely to support 

integration, Gabel, 1998) and ‘subjectively’ (e.g., individuals with positive 

perceptions and future evaluations of the economy are more likely to 

support EU enlargement, De Vreese et al., 2008). McLaren (2002) added 

that utilitarian considerations were not only defined by individual self-

interest, but also in terms of group interest. But regardless of whether 

enlargement would have objective or subjective prospects, or of whether 

these prospects would affect the individual or the in-group, all these 

explanations build on the idea that citizens evaluate enlargement by 

considering the consequences enlargement would have, i.e., frame it using 

utilitarian considerations.  
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With the European Union exceeding the economic cooperation and 

moving more towards also political integration, scholarly attention also 

broadened and turned to soft identity and community related factors to explain 

EU attitudes (e.g., Carey, 2002; De Vreese & Boomgaarden, 2005; De 

Vreese et al., 2008; Hooghe & Marks, 2004; McLaren, 2002). The general 

idea is that support for the EU or for EU enlargement depends on the way 

individuals make sense of their own (usually national) identity and how they 

perceive the identity of other Europeans (in other member states or 

(potential) applicant countries). The effect on EU attitudes is consecutively 

explained by a premise from social identity theory, which holds that 

members of the out-group will be negatively treated, either relative to in-

group members through in-group favouritism or in absolute terms through 

out-group rejection(e.g., M. B. Brewer, 1999; Brown, 2000; Tajfel, 1981). 

Following these lines of thought, Carey (2002) shows that individuals who 

feel strongly attached to the nation state are less supportive of the EU and 

we will show in chapter 3 that opposition towards Turkey is driven for a 

large part by defining Turks or Turkey as an out-group or as ‘the other’. 

Thus, identity factors are argued to be driven by whether individuals see 

other Europeans as part of their in-group or as an out-group, i.e., 

individuals framing the issue in terms of identities. 

As described above, these two explanations argue that individuals frame 

EU enlargement in general and Turkey’s potential EU membership in 

particular in terms of utilitarian or identity considerations. Interestingly, 

these considerations are also found in studies focussing on how (news) 

media and (political) elites frame the issue of Turkey’s potential accession. 

Redmond (2007) describes that Turkey’s potential membership is usually 

assessed along four lines: Turkey’s political development, Turkey’s security-

strategic position, Turkey’s economic performance, and the cultural and 

religious differences, of which the latter two are likely to correspond with 

the utilitarian and identity considerations. Grigoriadis (2006) writes that 

Turkey’s Islamic character is used to both argue in favour or against 

Turkey’s EU membership. He also argues that ‘Turkey’s geographical 

position, demographic size and level of economic development […] are 

used as arguments for and against Turkey’s EU membership (Grigoriadis, 
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2006, p. 153), and illustrates this by describing how these issues may lead to 

advantages or disadvantages consequences. In other studies, different 

authors find that (among certain other frames) utilitarian and identity 

considerations play an important role in media content (e.g., De Vreese & 

Boomgaarden, 2003; De Vreese et al., 2011; Koenig et al., 2006; Negrine et 

al., 2008; Schuck & De Vreese, 2006; Steunenberg et al., 2011; Wimmel, 

2009). 

Actually, to what degree do citizens use a utilitarian and/or identity 

frame for the issue of Turkey’s potential EU membership? A variety of 

experimental studies, explaining citizens’ opinions about enlargement in 

general or membership of specific (candidate) countries (e.g., Bosnia-

Herzegovina, Macedonia, Serbia, Turkey), found effects of either a 

utilitarian frame (e.g., De Vreese & Boomgaarden, 2003; Lecheler & De 

Vreese, 2010; Schuck & De Vreese, 2006) or an identity frame (e.g., Maier 

& Rittberger, 2008), or both (e.g., De Vreese et al., 2011). As scholars argue 

(e.g., Lecheler & De Vreese, 2012) that exposure to a frame can only affect 

opinion when the frame is recognized (i.e., available), we can expect from 

these experimental studies that the utilitarian and identity frame are indeed 

available in citizens’ memory. And given that in political and media debates 

the frames are also prominent, and that scholars have argued that 

accessibility increased with increased exposure, we can also expect the 

frames to be accessible to most citizens.  

This is, however, indirect ‘evidence’ of citizens’ potential use of the 

utilitarian frame and identity frame. Direct evidence is scarce. In chapter 1 

we found evidence that a substantial part of Dutch citizens actually applied 

a utilitarian and/or an identity frame. In chapter 1 we coded answers to an 

open-ended question why respondents were in favour or against Turkey’s 

EU membership and found an identity frame to be present in just over a 

third of responses. In about the same amount of responses a utilitarian 

frame was present. There was some overlap between the two frames, but in 

about 65% of the responses at least one of these frames was present.4 But 

                                                 
4 In chapter 1, we actually also found a third prominent frame, which revolved around 

the rather technical considerations of whether Turkey is ready (on issues as democratic 
performance, human rights and economic development) to join the EU. This frame 
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apparently, not all individuals used these frames. So can we make sense of 

who uses these frames by focussing on general values? 

Hypotheses 

We start off with the premise that the issue of Turkish potential EU 

membership can indeed be framed in utilitarian terms and in terms of 

identity. Which of either of the two frames an individual applies, depends 

on how important considerations in these frames are believed to be (i.e., 

depends on the weights assigned to these considerations). We argue that 

individuals, who value certain considerations in these frames important, do 

so because they value these considerations important in general. Thus, those 

who frame the issue of Turkey’s EU membership in utilitarian terms 

perceive utilitarian considerations more important in this specific issue, but 

are also likely to perceive utilitarian considerations more important in 

general. To test this, we will link general importance of utilitarian 

considerations to the importance individuals attribute to a particular 

utilitarian topic: economic issues. We thus hypothesize: 

 [H1a] The more importance an individual attaches to 

economic issues, the more important the utilitarian 

frame is in deciding on support for Turkey’s EU 

membership. 

Similarly, individuals who frame the issue in terms of identities value 

identity considerations more important in this specific issue, and do so 

because they value identity considerations more important in general. To 

test this, we will link the general importance of identity considerations to 

the importance individuals attribute to a particular identity related topic: 

immigration issues. This leads to a similar hypothesis for the identity frame:  

 [H1b] The more importance an individual attaches to 

immigration issues, the more important the identity 

frame is in deciding on support for Turkey’s EU 

membership. 

                                                                                                                        
combined with the utilitarian and identity frame covered more than 90% of the 
respondents. 
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Of course, as framing is about weighing certain issue related 

considerations, the application of a certain frame is the result of the relative 

weights assigned to these considerations (Chong & Druckman, 2007a). But 

this relative nature of weights is also likely to apply when general 

considerations are weighted. If, as we hypothesized, application of a 

utilitarian frame depends on the importance assigned to general importance 

attributed to economic issues, then the relative nature of weights would 

suggest it is about whether importance of economic issues are perceived as 

more important than other issues. The consequence of this would be that 

increasing perceived importance of other issues, would lead to relative 

stronger weights of considerations in other frames, i.e., reduce the 

likelihood of application of the utilitarian frame and increase the likelihood 

of the application of another frame. Thus, given our frames and general 

issues of interest, we also hypothesize: 

[H1c] The more importance an individual attaches to 

immigration issues, the less important the utilitarian 

frame is in deciding on support for Turkey’s EU 

membership. 

 [H1d] The more importance an individual attaches to 

economic issues, the less important the identity frame is 

in deciding on support for Turkey’s EU membership. 

The explanation of importance belief change in framing literature 

focuses in specifically on the individual. Studies on public discourse on 

Turkish potential accession (Steunenberg et al., 2011; Wimmel, 2009), 

however, usually focus on countries, indeed find country differences and 

explain these differences with country-specific details. For instance, 

Wimmel (2009) argues that differences in the national discourse on support 

for Turkey’s EU membership can be explained by differences in how each 

country perceives Europe’s finality (i.e., where the EU should be heading 

towards). From this, we may also want to focus on how national contexts 

may influence the use of frames. 

In a national context were particular issues are valued of high 

importance, likely there will be much attention for these issues. Elenbaas, 

De Vreese, Boomgaarden and Schuck (2012) argue that when information is 
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widely available in the media, effects of this information would not depend 

on individual exposure. In other studies, scholars argue that individuals do 

not need to be individually exposed to media content to be influenced, as 

information is likely to be widely dispersed though interpersonal 

communication (e.g., Hopmann, Vliegenthart, De Vreese, & Albaek, 2010; 

Jerit, Barabas, & Bolsen, 2006). Much attention in the media context may 

lead to changes in both accessibility of certain considerations and weights 

assigned to these considerations. Mirroring our hypotheses on individual 

importance, we hypothesize the following on contextual importance: 

[H2a] The higher the average importance attached to 

economic issues in a country, the more important the 

utilitarian frame is in deciding on support for Turkey’s 

EU membership. 

[H2b] The higher the average importance attached to 

immigration issues in a country, the more important the 

identity frame is in deciding on support for Turkey’s 

EU membership. 

[H2c] The higher the average importance attached to 

immigration issues in a country, the less important the 

utilitarian frame is in deciding on support for Turkey’s 

EU membership. 

[H2d] The higher the average importance attached to 

economic issues in a country, the less important the 

identity frame is in deciding on support for Turkey’s 

EU membership. 

Methods 

Survey 

We conducted a survey in 21 countries of the EU in the spring of 2009. 

In selecting which countries to include, we took into consideration that the 

sample would include larger and smaller member states, countries from 

North, South, East and West, and long term and new members to the EU. 

The countries included were Austria, Belgium, Bulgaria, the Czech 
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Republic, Denmark, Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Hungary, Italy, 

Ireland, Latvia, Lithuania, the Netherlands, Poland, Portugal, Slovakia, 

Spain, Sweden and the UK. From the TNS databases and their partners, a 

sample was drawn, with quota’s enforced on age, gender and education to 

ensure representativeness. A total of 34,412 respondents participated. The 

average response rate (AAPOR RR1) was 23% (with a minimum of 13% in 

Denmark and a maximum of 46% in Lithuania). 

The questionnaire was developed in English and translated by TNS (who 

also translate the Eurobarometer surveys) into the different languages. As 

an additional check, all translated questionnaires were retranslated back into 

English. Irregularities and problems arising from this process were resolved 

by deliberation.  

Variables 

As we define individual framing as the weights assigned to certain 

considerations, we test this by examining for whom considerations within a 

particular frame have a stronger weight in deciding on the issue of Turkey’s 

EU membership (see Nelson et al., 1997; Ruiz-Jimenez & Torreblanca, 

2007). We will look at the relationship between considerations and support 

for Turkey’s membership, and consecutively focus on whether importance 

of certain issues change (i.e., moderate) that relationship (i.e., change the 

weight of the considerations in deciding on the issue, which implies change 

in use of the frame). We will thus model with support for Turkey’s EU 

membership as the dependent variable, frame considerations as 

independent variables, and individual and contextual importance of 

economic and immigration issues as moderators.  

Support for Turkey’s EU membership. To measure support for 

Turkey’s EU membership, we asked respondents on a 7 point scale whether 

they were in favour of (6) or against (0) Turkey becoming a member. As 

predicted by previous literature, on average the sample was sceptical about 

Turkey’s accession (M = 2.07; SD = 1.93). 

Frame considerations. Following the question on support for Turkey’ 

EU membership, we asked the respondents to answer on a 7-point scale 

whether they agreed or disagreed with a number of considerations regarding 

Turkey’s potential membership. The considerations we asked respondents 
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about were derived from our results in chapter 1. For the utilitarian frame 

we asked whether respondents thought that Turkey’s EU membership 

would have more negative than positive consequences for (1) his/her 

country, (2) for the EU, and (3) for his/her personal situation; for the 

identity frame we asked whether respondents thought that Turkey was part 

of Europe (1) geographically, (2) economically, and (3) culturally. The order 

in which the items were presented to the respondents was randomized. 

Using exploratory factor analysis, we found that the items group along the 

lines of utilitarian and identity considerations, with two factors explaining 

69.8% of the total variance (Factor 1: EV = 2.603, 43.4% explained 

variance; Factor 2: EV = 1.588; 26.5% explained variance). This shows that 

consequences of Turkey’s accession and Turkey’s identity as European can 

indeed be distinguished and are not just representations of one overarching 

concept of support for Turkey’s EU membership. For both dimensions, we 

constructed scales by calculating the mean score of the three items. The 

scales were recoded so that respondents with low scores (0) would 

theoretically be expected to oppose Turkey’s membership and respondents 

with high scores (6) would be expected to support membership (utilitarian: 

Cronbach’s alpha = .787, M = 3.157, SD = 1.564; identity: Cronbach’s 

alpha = .776, M = 2.352, SD = 1.491). The two frame considerations are 

weakly correlated (r = .240). 

Importance of economic and immigration issues. The moderators 

we are interested in are the degree to which respondents attribute 

importance to economic and immigration issues, and the importance 

attributed to these issues in the polity in which the respondent resides. For 

this, we asked respondents to scale on a 7-point scale whether they thought 

economic and immigration issues were not important at all (0) or very 

important (6). In the same battery we also asked about the importance of 

environmental issues, terrorism, crime, and EU integration issues. Again, 

the order in which the items were presented was randomized. For 

respondents’ individual importance of economic and immigration issues, we 

used the individual-level scores (economic issues: M = 5.15, SD = 1.20; 

immigration issues: M = 3.86, SD = 1.75). For importance in the polity, we 
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aggregated these scores to the national level (ncountries = 21; economic issues: 

M = 5.15, SD = 0.46; immigration issues: M = 3.88, SD = 0.53).5 

Data analysis 

We use multilevel modelling techniques, because a significant portion of 

the variation is found at the national level (5.9%). As described before, we 

will examine the use of frames by focussing on the effect size of 

considerations in these frames on support for Turkey’s EU membership 

(see Nelson et al., 1997; Ruiz-Jimenez & Torreblanca, 2007). We analyze the 

effect of importance of economic and immigration issues on frame use by 

assessing how they affect the relation between considerations and support 

for membership (i.e., how the importance indicators moderate the effect of 

considerations on support). We start with establishing a baseline model with 

only the frame indicators (Model 1). Consecutively, we add to the model the 

individual moderators and interactions to analyze whether the model 

improves and how the moderators affect the use of the frames (Model 2). 

Next, we turn back to a baseline model, but now set the effects of the frame 

considerations to vary across countries (Model 3), and consecutively add the 

contextual moderators and interactions (Model 4). Finally, we run a model 

with moderators and interactions of both levels (Model 5).6 

The models we present have no additional controls. We did, however, 

run the same models while controlling for the most relevant factors in 

recent literature on support for enlargement and/or Turkey’s EU 

membership of support for Turkey’s EU membership and demographics. 

This includes anti-immigrant attitudes (De Vreese et al., 2008; McLaren, 

2007), exclusive national identity (Carey, 2002; Hooghe & Marks, 2004; 

Hooghe & Marks, 2005), government satisfaction (Franklin et al., 1995), 

economic evaluations (Gabel & Palmer, 1995), ideology (Gabel, 1998), 

                                                 
5 Respondents received the importance questions before the questions on Turkey’s EU 

membership and the frame considerations. The rating of economic and immigration issues 
are thus unbiased by the Turkey issue. Of course, answers to the Turkey questions may be 
influenced by the previously asked importance questions. However, since we asked about 
the importance of more issues, and several questions on multiple issues were asked in the 
survey between the importance questions and the Turkey questions, we argue that 
influence would be minimal.  

6 We also ran models with only one moderator interaction added each time. As this 
didn’t lead to substantially different results, we decided to present models where all 
moderators are added simultaneously.  
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religiosity (Boomgaarden & Freire, 2009), age, gender, income and ethnicity. 

Adding these factors as controls to the models did not substantively change 

the results and for reasons of conciseness we decided to present the results 

without the controls. 

Results 

We first look at Model 1 of Table 2.1. As would be expected, both frame 

considerations have positive coefficients. Compared to an intercept-only 

model (not shown in table), adding the frame considerations significantly 

improves the model (χ2 = 16,270.384, df = 2, p < .001) and strongly reduces 

the variance at both the individual level (39.4%) and the national level 

(77.0%) 

To test our first set of hypotheses (H1a through H1d), we turn to Model 

2 of Table 2.1, where the individual moderators and interactions have been 

added. The addition of the interactions in Model 2 significantly improves 

the model (compared to model I: χ2 = 168.889, df = 6, p < .001; compared 

to a model with the main effects of the moderators but without the 

interactions: χ2 = 134.461, df = 4, p < .001). As H1a predicts, we find a 

significant positive coefficient for the interaction between the utilitarian 

considerations and importance of economic issues (b = 0.009, p = .018). 

This implies that the more importance individuals attribute to economic 

issues, the stronger the effect of the utilitarian considerations on support for 

Turkey’s membership, and thus the more the utilitarian frame is applied. 

This finding supports H1a. Turning to H1b, we find similar results. The 

interaction between the identity considerations and importance of 

immigration issues in Model 2 is significant and positive (b = 0.018, p < 

.001), thus implying more application of the identity frame and supporting 

our hypothesis. 

In model 2, we also find support for H1c and H1d. We find a significant 

negative effect of the interaction between utilitarian considerations and 

importance of immigration issues (b = -0.031, p < .001), implying that the 

more importance is attributed to immigration issues, the weaker the 

application of the utilitarian frame. For the interaction between the identity 

considerations and importance of economic issues, we have similar findings 

(b = -0.026, p < .001). 
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To further examine these findings, we plotted the marginal effects of the 

frame considerations against different values of individual importance of 

economic issues (Figure 2.1) and immigration issues (Figure 2.2). The black 

line in Figure 2.1 (representing the marginal effect of the utilitarian 

Table 2.1 
Multilevel models explaining support for Turkey's EU membership 

  1 2 3 4 5 

Intercept -0.609*** 
(0.054) 

-0.844*** 
(0.11) 

-0.623*** 
(0.036) 

-0.951* 
(0.492) 

-0.981* 
(0.498) 

Utilitarian considera-
tions (Util.Cons.) 

0.390*** 
(0.005) 

0.464*** 
(0.025) 

0.390*** 
(0.012) 

0.411** 
(0.148) 

0.405** 
(0.146) 

Identity considerations 
(Id.Cons.) 

0.622*** 
(0.006) 

0.683*** 
(0.027) 

0.627*** 
(0.021) 

0.534* 
(0.259) 

0.542* 
(0.256) 

Individual importance 
economy (Ind.Econ.) 

 0.019 
(0.017) 

  0.020 
(0.018) 

Individual importance  
immigration (Ind.Imm.) 

0.034** 
(0.012) 

  0.037*** 
(0.012) 

Util.Cons. * Ind.Econ.  0.009* 
(0.004) 

  0.003 
(0.005) 

Util.Cons. * Ind.Imm.  -0.031*** 
(0.003) 

  -0.026*** 
(0.003) 

Id.Cons. * Ind.Econ.  -0.026*** 
(0.005) 

  -0.018*** 
(0.005) 

Id.Cons. * Ind.Imm.  0.018*** 
(0.003) 

  0.010** 
(0.003) 

Contextual importance 
economy (Con.Econ.) 

   0.075 
(0.076) 

0.057 
(0.079) 

Contextual importance  
immigration (Con.Imm.) 

  -0.015 
(0.068) 

-0.049 
(0.070) 

Util.Cons. * Con.Econ.    0.035+ 
(0.023) 

0.034+ 
(0.023) 

Util.Cons. * Con.Imm.    -0.052** 
(0.020) 

-0.027+ 
(0.020) 

Id.Cons. * Con.Econ.    -0.042 
(0.040) 

-0.025 
(0.040) 

Id.Cons. * Con.Imm.       0.080* 
(0.035) 

0.068* 
(0.035) 

Variance of random components     

Residual 2.143*** 2.132*** 2.120*** 2.120*** 2.112*** 

Intercept 0.051*** 0.052*** 0.017* 0.015* 0.016* 

Util.Cons.   0.003** 0.002** 0.002* 

Id.Cons.   0.008** 0.006** 0.006** 

-2log likelihood 116735.721 116566.832 116451.591 116440.769 116331.034 

Note: *** p < .001; ** p < .01; * p < .05; + p < .1 (one-sided) 
Source: Panel data 
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considerations) rises slightly, matching the positive coefficient in Model 2 in 

Table 2.1. However, when we look at the 95% confidence interval, we 

should question whether the slope is substantial enough to speak of 

significant differences in effect size between the minimum and maximum 

value of importance of economic issues7. This would suggest that 

perceptions of importance of economic issues do not affect the application 

of the utilitarian frame and thus not support hypothesis 1a.  

In the same figure, the grey line represents the marginal effect of identity 

considerations, and here we do find a steady decrease of the marginal effect. 

This indicates that within the scale of importance of economic issues, lower 

scores of importance lead to smaller effects of identity considerations on 

support for Turkey’s membership (i.e., lower score of importance lead to 

less application of the identity frame). This also supports hypothesis 1d.  

                                                 
7 The upper bound of the 95% CI of the marginal effect at the minimum value of 

importance of economic issues lies at 0.391, and is higher than the lower bound of the 95% 
CI of the marginal effect at the maximum value of importance of immigration issues (at 
0.371). 

Figure 2.1. Marginal effects of framing considerations on support for Turkey’s 

membership for different values of individual importance of economic issues, 

based on Model 2. Black curve is the marginal effect of utilitarian considerations; 

grey curve is the marginal effect of identity considerations. The dashed lines 

indicate the 95% confidence interval. 
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In Figure 2.2, we see that with increasing importance of immigration 

issues, the marginal effect of utilitarian considerations (and thus the 

application of the utilitarian frame) decreases and the marginal effect of 

identity considerations (and thus the application of the identity frame) 

increases. This is also in line with hypotheses 1b and 1c.  

Combining these findings and giving them a more substantial 

interpretation, we can also illustrate the magnitude of the effects. The model 

predicts that for individuals who attribute high importance to economic 

issues (M + 1SD)8 and low importance to immigration issues (M – 1SD) a 

coefficient for the effect of utilitarian considerations on support for 

Turkey’s membership of b = 0.467 (p < .001); for individuals who attribute 

low importance to economic issues and high importance to immigration 

issues the model predicts a coefficient of b = 0.358 (p < .001). The 

difference of 0.109 is quite substantial. For the effect of identity 

                                                 
8 The mean plus one SD is actually 6.350, which is above the maximum score of the 

scale. Instead, we used the maximum score of 6 here.  
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Figure 2.2. Marginal effects of framing considerations on support for Turkey’s 

membership for different values of individual importance of immigration issues, 

based on Model 2. Black curve is the marginal effect of utilitarian considerations; 

grey curve is the marginal effect of identity considerations. The dashed lines 

indicate the 95% confidence interval. 
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considerations on support for Turkey’s membership, we find coefficients 

for the relative low and high on the importance scales of b = 0.658 (p < 

.001) and b = 0.533 (p < .001). There is, again, a substantial difference in 

coefficients (of 0.126). 

We now turn to our contextual hypotheses (H2a through H2d) and add 

the contextual moderators. The results are shown in Model 4 of Table 2.1. 

Adding the cross-level interactions significantly improves the model 

(compared to a main effect model only without interactions: χ2 = 9.925, df 

= 4, p < .042). We find a similar picture as with the individual moderators: 

as our hypotheses predict, we find a significant positive coefficient for the 

interaction between utilitarian considerations and contextual importance of 

economic issues (b = 0.035, p = .071) and for the interaction between 

identity considerations and importance of immigration issues (b = 0.080, p 

= .017). This implies that higher importance of economic issues in a 

country, the stronger the effect of utilitarian considerations (and the more 

the utilitarian frame is applied). Similarly, higher importance of immigration 
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Figure 2.3. Marginal effects of framing considerations on support for Turkey’s 

membership for different values of national importance of economic issues. Black 

curve is the marginal effect of utilitarian considerations; grey curve is the marginal 

effect of identity considerations. 
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issues in a country leads to stronger effects of identity considerations and 

thus to a stronger application of the identity frame. Also, we find negative 

coefficients for the crossed interactions, although not significant for the 

interaction between contextual importance of economic issues and identity 

considerations (for contextual importance immigration * utilitarian 

considerations: b = -0.052, p = .009; for contextual importance economy * 

identity considerations: b = -0.042, p = .156). We thus find support for 

hypotheses 2a, 2b and 2c, but not for hypothesis 2d. 

We also illustrated these findings in Figure 2.3 and Figure 2.4. The black 

line in Figure 2.3, which represents the marginal effect of utilitarian 

considerations on support for Turkey’s membership, increases when 

importance attributed to economic issues at the contextual level increases. 

And the grey line, representing the marginal effect of identity considerations 

on support for Turkey’s membership, decreases as importance attributed to 

economic issues at the contextual level increases. Mirroring Figure 2.3, 

Figure 2.4 shows that the black line (marginal effect of utilitarian 
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Figure 2.4. Marginal effects of framing considerations on support for Turkey’s 

membership for different values of national importance of immigration issues. 

Black curve is the marginal effect of utilitarian considerations; grey curve is the 

marginal effect of identity considerations. 
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considerations) decreases and the grey line (marginal effect of identity 

consideration) increases as importance attributed to immigration issues at 

the contextual level increases.  

What does this substantially mean? The model predicts a gap between 

countries one SD above the mean of importance of economic issues and 

countries one SD below the mean of importance of economic issues of 

0.032. The gap for one SD above the mean en one SD below the mean of 

immigration issues is predicted at 0.039. Combining both (low importance 

economic issues and high importance immigration issues on the one side, 

and high importance economic issues and low importance immigration 

issues on the other), the model even predicts gaps of 0.087 for the utilitarian 

considerations and 0.123 for identity considerations. On main effects of 

0.390 of utilitarian considerations and 0.627 of identity considerations, these 

gaps in effect size are quite substantial. 

Finally, we turn to Model 5 of Table 2.1. In the full model, we find 

similar results as presented above. We find significant coefficients in the 

expected direction for all importance indicators, except for the interaction 

between individual importance of economic issues and utilitarian 

considerations (which was significant in Model 2, but not in the analysis of 

the marginal effects), and for the interaction between contextual importance 

of economic issues and identity considerations (also not significant in 

Model 4). So also in Model 5, we find support for hypotheses 1bcd and 

2abc.  

By comparing two sets of individuals, we can illustrate the (maximum) 

impact of importance. The first set of individuals thinks economic issues are 

most important and immigrations issues are of no importance. These 

individuals also happen to live in countries where economic issues are 

relatively important (one SD above the country level mean) and 

immigration issues relatively unimportant (one SD below the mean). For 

this set of individuals, the effect of utilitarian considerations is estimated by 

Model 5 to be b = 0.549 and the effect of identity considerations is 

estimated to be b = 0.468. The second set of individuals thinks immigration 

issues are most important and economic issues are not important, and live 

in countries where immigration issues are perceived to be importance and 
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economic issues less important. For this set of individuals, the effect of 

utilitarian considerations is estimated at b = 0.259 and of identity 

considerations at b = 0.830. The gaps of 0.290 for utilitarian considerations 

and 0.362 for identity considerations illustrate that depending on both 

individual and contextual attribution of importance leads to substantial 

differences in the role the same considerations play in forming an opinion 

about Turkey’s potential EU membership. 

Conclusion 

In this chapter we argued that framing is about assigning weights to 

different considerations, and that the weights assigned to considerations 

depend on prior values. To test this, we focussed on who actually made use 

of a utilitarian frame and an identity frame when deciding on their opinion 

on Turkey’s EU membership. We hypothesized that individuals who value 

economic issues of higher importance, are more likely to frame the issue of 

Turkey’s EU membership in utilitarian terms, and analogous to first 

hypothesis, that individuals who value immigration issues of higher 

importance, are more likely to frame the issue in terms of identities. As 

weights of considerations are always relative to each other, we also 

hypothesized that values may decrease the use of considerations not related 

to the value. Finally, we argued that citizens may also be affected by their 

national context, and hypothesized that importance of certain issues in a 

country affects the use of frames. Analyzing data from a survey held in 21 

EU member states, we found support for most of our hypotheses.  

We didn’t find support for our hypotheses concerning individual 

importance of economic issues and utilitarian framing (in the full model) 

and contextual importance of economic issues and identity framing. At the 

time of this study, the financial and economic crisis roamed across Europe. 

Economic issues are likely to be very important in these times and this is 

indeed illustrated in the mean score of importance of economic issues (both 

individual and contextual). Perhaps this resulted in less variation (which is 

indeed the case compared to importance of immigration issues) and a 

potential ceiling effect.  

Our findings suggest that individual framing in a specific case depends 

on a more general idea about what this individual believes to be important. 
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We have shown this looking at the specific case of Turkey’s EU 

membership, but it is likely to also be the case with other topics. That does 

of course not mean that values have a one-on-one relation with the 

application of individual frames. Frames can only be applied when they are 

available, accessible and applicable (e.g., Chong & Druckman, 2007a; Price 

et al., 1997). Accessibility depends only on the individual and not on which 

issue an individual evaluates. Thus, when values increase accessibility of 

certain considerations, the effect of values on framing is independent of the 

topic under evaluation. Applicability, however, depends on both the 

individual and the topic at hand. Certain frames are not (or hardly) 

applicable in certain issues. No matter how important an individual then 

seems a particular value linked to such a frame, if that frame is not 

applicable to an issue it will not be applied (Scheufele & Tewksbury, 2007). 

So when values increase applicability, the frame will only be (more often) 

applied if it is actual applicable to the issue. With the methods we employed, 

we cannot distinguish between accessibility and applicability. But with 

scholars arguing that framing effects are applicability effects (e.g., Nelson & 

Oxley, 1999; Scheufele & Tewksbury, 2007), we should at least be careful to 

generalize these findings to any random frame and any random topic.  

But if individual frames are dependent on personal values, should we 

then not expect individual framing and opinion to be relative stable? 

Viewing this as an accessibility effect, then instability may arise through 

agenda setting (McCombs & Shaw, 1972). Frequent exposure to certain 

values in the media, would lead to a higher perceived importance of these 

values and consecutively lead to the use of frames in line with these values. 

In this view, however, framing would be a mere priming effect.  

But looking at it as an application effect, there is still reason to expect 

media effects. Media frames emphasizing different values affect individual 

frames and opinions (e.g., Shen & Edwards, 2005). This is perhaps the 

classic framing effect. Although citizens have their individual ‘baseline’ in 

how they frame a particular issue, by exposure to media frames the weights 

to considerations may be altered. That leaves, however, the question how 

persistent these framing effects are (see Lecheler, 2010) especially compared 
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to the effects of previously-held personal values in a competitive framing 

environment (Sniderman & Theriault, 2004).  

But media frames do not only affect individuals through emphasizing 

different values. For instance, Nelson, Lecheler, Schuck and De Vreese 

show that ‘rival frames can also influence opinion when they recruit the 

same value’ (Nelson, Lecheler, Schuck, & De Vreese, 2012, p. 12). They 

argue that this works through a frame not only stating which value is of 

importance, but also framing how the value should be interpreted. If 

framing effects are limited by values of individuals, a frame might actually 

still effect opinion through giving meaning to the actual value. With these 

ideas in mind, it is interesting for future studies to see how over time 

different values may be put forward and how these values are given 

meaning in individual frames.  

So when framing is about which value is important about how this value 

should be interpreted, what does this say about our specific topic? As we 

already saw in our data, both the utilitarian frame and the identity frame 

contain considerations that lead to either support of or opposition towards 

Turkey’s accession. At the moment, popular opinion is mainly against 

Turkey’s accession (e.g., McLaren, 2007). Scholars argue that identities are 

perceived as most important (e.g., De Vreese et al., 2008) and that religion is 

one of the main aspect that defines Turks as ‘the other’ (Azrout, Van 

Spanje, & De Vreese, in press; Van Spanje, Azrout, & De Vreese, 2010). 

But if the current economic crisis endures, we may witness an increase in 

importance of the utilitarian frame. And given the economic developments 

in Turkey and its rapid economic growth, the direction of the utilitarian 

considerations may also change in favour of accession. So it may be the case 

that an enduring economic crisis in the EU may actually be a necessary 

condition for public support to turn in favour of Turkey’s membership. 
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CHAPTER 3 

 

Talking Turkey. Anti-immigrant Attitudes and Their Effect on Support for 

Turkish Membership of the EU. 

 

This article has been published in European Union Politics, 12(1): 3-19 (2011) 

 

Abstract 

Recent studies have shown that attitudes towards immigrants are the most 

important factor explaining opinions towards EU issues. Two arguments 

are given to explain this effect. First, we argue that these arguments are both 

build on the idea that people with anti-immigrants attitudes frame other 

Europeans as an out-group. Second, we test the validity of these arguments 

by measuring how respondents in a voter survey frame the issue of Turkish 

membership. We find that framing the issue in terms of out-group indeed 

mediates the effect of anti-immigrant attitudes on support for Turkish 

membership. This finding offers new insights into why levels of public 

support varies over different EU issues, as opposition is likely to increase 

when an issue is more easily framed in terms of out-groups. 
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Public opinion is important in the process of European integration 

(Gabel, 1998; Jones & Bijl, 2004). In the early years of the European Union 

(EU), public opinion on European issues was characterized as a ‘permissive 

consensus,’ where political elites were believed to have tacit permission to 

act in European affairs (Karp & Bowler, 2006). However, public opinion 

has been shown to be important for policy outcomes in at least two 

different ways: directly, through referendums, where rejection of proposals 

has led the EU to modify its plans (Gabel, 1998), and, more indirectly, with 

officeholders trying to keep their constituencies pleased (Carrubba, 2001; 

Norris, 1997). 

Because public opinion matters, it is also relevant to understand where it 

comes from. In previous studies, opinions on the EU have been explained 

by a variety of different factors, including economic and political ones, and 

identity (e.g., Anderson & Reichert, 1996; Carey, 2002; De Vreese & 

Boomgaarden, 2005; Gabel & Palmer, 1995; Hooghe & Marks, 2005; Karp 

& Bowler, 2006). In recent studies, attitudes towards immigrants have 

appeared to be the most important factor explaining citizens’ views on the 

EU in general as well as on specific EU topics (De Vreese et al., 2008; 

McLaren, 2007). 

Although the relationship between attitudes towards immigrants and 

opinions on the EU has been empirically shown, the explanation of the 

effect has not been tested. Two explanations have been proposed (De 

Vreese & Boomgaarden, 2005; McLaren, 2002). In this article we will argue 

that, although these explanations have different starting points and 

emphasize different aspects, they are actually part of the same explanation: 

citizens with negative attitudes towards immigrants have a general tendency 

to categorize. When confronted with an EU issue, these people employ 

their general tendency to categorize and are then likely to frame other 

Europeans as members of an out-group, subsequently applying the negative 

evaluations shown towards members of out-groups. 

To test the explanations of the effect of attitudes towards immigrants on 

opinions on the EU, we look at the more specific issue of Turkey’s potential 

membership in the EU. Enlargement in general is an important EU policy 

area and the European Commission considers enlargement as a part of the 
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European integration process (European Commission, 2003). As a number 

of different studies have shown, attitudes towards immigrants have similar 

effects on support for EU integration (e.g., De Master & Le Roy, 2000), for 

EU enlargement in general (e.g., De Vreese & Boomgaarden, 2006a) and for 

membership of specific candidate countries (e.g., McLaren, 2007). Thus, by 

learning more about the Turkish case, we can also increase our 

understanding of how, more generally, attitudes towards immigrants 

influence opinion on the EU. 

This study will add to the knowledge on how attitudes towards 

immigrants add to the formation of opinions on the EU. If opinions on the 

EU are indeed dependent on citizens framing others as out-groups, then 

opinion formation depends on the general tendency to categorize, but also 

on the specific context in which citizens are confronted with EU issues. 

When discussing ‘internal’ EU affairs, differences between Europeans may 

well come to the fore. When discussing EU competition with the USA or 

China, however, other Europeans may more easily be seen as fellow 

Europeans. Thus, understanding the relation between attitudes towards 

immigrants and support for the EU may help us to understand how other 

opinions on the EU are influenced. 

Theory 

Previous research has presented two different but related arguments on 

why attitudes towards immigrants affect attitudes towards the EU in 

general, and EU enlargement and potential Turkish membership in 

particular (De Vreese & Boomgaarden, 2005; De Vreese et al., 2008; 

McLaren, 2002; McLaren, 2007). The arguments are both based on 

premises related to the formation of in-groups and out-groups and how 

their members are treated; however, they use these premises in different 

ways. 

The argument made by De Vreese and Boomgaarden (2005) builds on 

two premises from social identity theory. The first of these is that the 

central factor in the formation of attitudes towards immigrants is the degree 

to which people tend to classify themselves and others into groups. In a 

study on prejudice towards immigrants, Sniderman, Peri, De Figueiredo and 

Piazza (2000) gave respondents an extensive list of attributes and asked 
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them whether they associated the items with immigrants. They found that 

the ‘consistency of evaluation, of systematically taking advantage of 

opportunities to express negative views and feelings about a group, is the 

hallmark of prejudice’ (Sniderman et al., 2000, p. 47). 

Sniderman et al. (2000) also established that the degree to which 

immigrants were negatively evaluated was independent of the particular 

group of immigrants. One would expect particular attributes to be 

commonly associated with certain groups of immigrants. For instance, 

residents of an originally Christian country might see Islamic immigrants as 

a greater cultural threat than immigrants from another Christian country. In 

what they called a switch experiment, Sniderman et al. (2000) compared 

how different groups of immigrants – in this case, African and East 

European immigrants – were evaluated on a large number of attributes. 

Respondents were first asked about problems perceived to be related to one 

immigrant group, after which they were asked to list the attributes of either 

the same group or of another group (the ‘switch’). The experiment found 

no difference in the average tenor over a large number of evaluative 

attributes between groups. The authors therefore concluded that anti-

immigrant attitudes measured with these evaluative attributes are not 

inherent to a specific immigrant group, but are purely the result of a general 

categorizing of immigrants as ‘other.’ 

The second premise of De Vreese and Boomgaarden’s (2005) argument 

is that people tend to show a favourable bias towards members of their own 

group and an unfavourable one towards members of other groups (for an 

overview, see Brown, 2000; Tajfel, 1982). As Brown (2000, p. 747) states: 

‘[It] is by now a common-place that group members are prone to think that 

their own group (and its products) are superior to other groups (and theirs), 

and to be rather ready behaviorally to discriminate between them as well.’ 

This effect is even found in minimal group experiments, where the only 

group attribute is that the experimenter calls the participants a group 

(Sniderman et al., 2000). A prime example of this is an experiment 

performed by Tajfel (1981) in which subjects never met, had no common 

history or future, and had absolutely no knowledge of the others’ 

characteristics. The investigators asked the subjects to estimate the number 
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of dots projected by a tachistoscope and then randomly assigned them to 

one of two groups, while telling them that they were part of a group either 

of over-counters or of under-counters. Remarkably, even in such groups, 

people tended to discriminate in favour of their in-group at the expense of 

the out-group. 

Combining the two premises, De Vreese and Boomgaarden argue that 

people ‘holding negative attitudes towards immigrants will show a greater 

readiness to categorize others in general, which is likely to yield 

unfavourable evaluations of these out-groups’ (2005, p. 64). With the EU 

bringing together people of different nationalities, cultures, religions and 

ethnicities, people who have negative attitudes towards immigrants are likely 

to use these differences to categorize other Europeans as an out-group, thus 

developing a negative bias. 

Brewer (1999), however, questioned whether categorizing people as part 

of an out-group is sufficient to understand the negative bias towards them. 

She argues that the negative bias towards the out-group is more likely to be 

‘motivated primarily by the desire to promote and maintain positive 

relationships within the ingroup rather than by any direct antagonism 

toward outgroups’ (1999, p. 442). 

Applying a similar line of reasoning to European enlargement, McLaren 

(2002; 2007) developed an explanation of why the perceived threat from 

immigrants affects support for enlargement, based on perceived threats to 

the in-group from an out-group. She argues that Europeans have been 

socialized to accept the nation as the primary in-group. Combining this with 

previous findings that concerns for the nation as a whole play a larger part 

in attitude formation than concerns for one’s own situation (e.g., Citrin, 

Green, Muste, & Wong, 1997; Funk, 2000), McLaren concludes that ‘the 

same people who fear. . . changes from minority groups living in the 

country . . . are very likely to fear similar changes resulting from the process 

of European integration’ (McLaren, 2002, p. 554). Since protecting the in-

group and the group identity is at stake, one can hypothesize that people 

with anti-immigrant attitudes also fear what Turkish membership in the EU 

may bring. 

How do McLaren’s arguments relate to those of De Vreese and 

Boomgaarden? Both assume that people categorize others into an in-group 
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and an out-group. However, whereas De Vreese and Boomgaarden (2005) 

state that defining Turks as an out-group is sufficient to create a negative 

bias, McLaren (2002) goes an extra step, assuming this to be a zero-sum 

game, where gains for the out-group are losses for the in-group. Using 

Sniderman et al.’s (2000) rationale, these arguments are not necessarily very 

different. In their study on prejudice, these authors have hypothesized that 

perceived threats (not related to immigration) lead to a stronger 

categorization of immigrants. Sniderman et al. (2000) claim that people 

perceive the losses for the in-group as resulting from gains for an out-

group. Having thus defined an out-group, people exhibit a negative bias 

against that group, either just because it is an out-group or to defend the in-

group. Other studies (e.g., Citrin et al., 1997; Quillian, 1995) establishing 

that negative, primarily economic, perceptions are important predictors of 

negative attitudes towards immigrants support this conjecture. In line with 

this, De Vreese et al. (2008), tested whether the effect of hard predictors, 

such as economic evaluations, on support for Turkish membership was 

mediated by soft predictors, such as anti-immigrant attitudes. They did 

ultimately find that negative economic evaluations led to more negative 

attitudes towards immigrants, which in turn led to less support for Turkish 

membership. 

Thus we can conclude that De Vreese and Boomgaarden (2005) and 

McLaren (2002) are actually making the same argument, though they 

approach it from different angles. Basically, both arguments explain the 

effect of attitudes towards immigrants in the following ways: (1) attitudes 

towards immigrants can be seen as a measure of the general tendency to 

categorize others into an in-group and an out-group; (2) when confronted 

with a more specific issue such as the EU, the general mechanism to 

categorize is employed to give meaning to the different nationalities in the 

EU and thus frame the issue (Entman, 1993; Gamson, 1992; Scheufele, 

1999; Scheufele & Tewksbury, 2007) in terms of out-groups; and (3) having 

framed the issue in these terms, the ‘other’ is given a negative bias, either 

through in-group favouritism or out-group rejection. 

We test this argument on the subject of potential Turkish membership. 

Previous research has indeed shown that negative evaluations of immigrants 
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lead to less support for Turkish membership (e.g., De Vreese et al., 2008; 

McLaren, 2007). Turks differ from most other citizens in Europe in 

nationality, culture, religion and ethnicity. Following the previous line of 

reasoning, people with anti-immigrant attitudes are likely to use these 

differences to categorize Turks as an out-group. In turn, defining Turks as 

an out-group, with all the negative associations of an out-group, may result 

in their not supporting the Turkish bid for membership in the EU. To test 

this explanation, we formulate the following hypotheses. 

First we want to test the relations involved. We hypothesize that people 

with negative attitudes towards immigrants frame the issue of Turkish 

membership in terms of out-group more than people who have more 

positive attitudes towards immigrants (H1). Furthermore, we hypothesize 

that people who frame the issue of Turkish membership more in terms of 

out-group show less support for Turkish membership than people who do 

not frame the issue in those terms (H2). 

Testing these relations is, however, not sufficient. Since we argue that the 

degree to which people give meaning to the issue in terms of out-group is 

what explains the effect, we need to establish whether this framing does 

indeed mediate the effect of anti-immigrant attitudes on support for 

Turkish membership (Baron & Kenny, 1986). To test this, we formulate our 

third hypothesis: the degree to which people frame the issue in terms of 

out-group mediates the effect of anti-immigrant attitudes on support for 

Turkish membership (H3). 

Research design 

Sample 

To test our hypothesis, we use data from a survey conducted in the 

Netherlands in December 2008. From the online panel of TNS-NIPO (N = 

143,809), we contacted a sample of 2400 individuals, of whom 1394 filled in 

an online questionnaire (response rate = 58.1%). From the sample, 700 

respondents were randomly selected to receive the open-ended question, 

which was later coded; 163 respondents did not respond, leaving a net 

sample of 537. 9 

                                                 
9 These 537 respondents do not differ significantly from the other respondents in the 

survey in terms of age, education, or income. There are, however, somewhat fewer women 



66 FRAMING TURKEY 

 
Variables 

Framing in terms of out-group. We expect people with negative 

attitudes towards immigrants to interpret or give meaning to the issue of 

Turkish membership in terms of out-group. Thus we need to be able to 

measure how respondents frame this issue. Individual frames are defined as 

‘mentally stored clusters of ideas that guide individuals’ processing of 

information’ (Entman, 1993, p. 53). Mentally stored clusters are of course 

hard, if not impossible, to measure directly, but previous studies have 

shown that frames are manifested in text and speech by ‘the presence or 

absence of certain keywords, stock phrases, stereotyped images, sources of 

information, and sentences that provide thematically reinforcing clusters of 

facts or judgments’ (Entman, 1993, p. 52). It is thus possible to measure 

frames by looking at texts produced by respondents. To do this, we used an 

open-ended question to make respondents produce a text on the issue. 

Respondents were asked to provide arguments for their position on 

potential Turkish membership. Their texts were then coded on the presence 

of four different items. 

As we looked for the degree to which respondents frame the issue in 

terms of out-group, the first item we coded was whether the respondent 

explicitly referred to Turks as an out-group (for instance: ‘They are not 

European’ or ‘They have another culture’); this item was scored 1 when 

explicit mentioning was present and 0 when it was not. The second item we 

coded was whether respondents explicitly mentioned a threat resulting from 

Turkey entering the EU (for instance, ‘Turkish accession will cost us 

money’ or ‘Our country will be flooded by immigrants’). Sniderman et al. 

(2000) argue that the degree to which people categorize immigrants as 

different depends on perceived threats from immigrants, so this also serves 

as a measure of in- and out-group framing. As with the first item, this item 

was scored 1 when respondents mentioned explicit threats and 0 when they 

did not. 

Of course, respondents could also explicitly argue that Turkey or the 

Turks are not an out-group (for instance, saying ‘We are all Europeans’ or 

                                                                                                                        
in our selection (52% compared to 54% among the other respondents, p < .05). We have 
no reason to believe that this would contaminate our results in any way, however. 
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‘We share a common history with Turkey’). This would of course indicate 

that the respondent does not frame the issue in terms of out-group. As this 

also contributes to a measure of the degree to which the respondent gives 

meaning to the issue in terms of out-group, this was the third item coded. 

Of course, it was coded opposite to the first two items, with a score of 0 

when there was an explicit mention of Turks or Turkey not being an out-

group and 1 when it was absent. Finally, we coded whether any positive 

consequence was explicitly mentioned (for instance, ‘Accession will bring us 

needed manpower’ or ‘A larger internal market will stimulate economic 

growth’). Reversing Sniderman et al.’s (2000) argument, we assume that 

perceived positive consequences of immigration will result in less 

categorization of immigrants as others. This item was coded in the same 

way as the third item. 

The four items formed a weak, but sufficiently reliable Mokken scale (H 

= .35).10 By adding the scores for the four items, we constructed a measure 

of the degree to which participants frame the issue in terms of out-group. 

This resulted in a variable that ranges from 0 (respondent explicitly 

mentioned that Turks are an in-group and perceived accession as having 

positive consequences – i.e. respondent does not frame in terms of out-

group) to 4 (respondent explicitly mentions that Turks are an out-group and 

perceives accession as having negative consequences – i.e. respondent does 

frame in terms of out-group), with a mean of 2.34 and a standard deviation 

of 0.87.11 

Support for Turkish membership. Except for the construction of the 

mediation variable, we measured all variables using closed questions. The 

dependent variable – the level of support for Turkish membership – relied 

on a question asking to what extent respondents were in favour of or 

opposed to Turkey becoming a member of the EU (ranging from 1, 

strongly opposed to Turkish membership, to 7, strongly in favour; M = 

2.74, SD = 1.78; for Dutch translation, see Appendix 3). 

                                                 
10 If we were to remove the threat item, the scale would improve (to H = .55). 

However, we have compelling theoretical reasons to leave the item in. 
11 A second coder also scored the items for all 537 respondents. The inter-coder 

reliabilty was high, with Krippendorff’s alpha values ranging between .82 and .89 for the 
four scored items, and a Krippendorff’s alpha of .89 for the framing scale. Full descriptives 
are found in the Appendix 3. 
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Anti-immigrant attitudes. To measure the independent variable ‘anti-

immigrant attitudes,’ we asked the interviewees to react to eight items on a 

seven-point scale (ranging from 1, strongly disagree, to 7, strongly agree). 

The items were as follows: 

1. In schools where there are many children of immigrants, the quality of 

education suffers. 

2. Immigrants abuse the social welfare system. 

3. Immigrants are a threat to security. 

4. Immigrants are given second-rate treatment by the authorities. 

5. The presence of immigrants increases unemployment in the Netherlands. 

6. Immigrants are an important cause of crime in the Netherlands. 

7. Immigrants enrich the cultural life of the Netherlands. 

8. The religious practices of immigrants are a threat to our way of life. 

Items 4 and 7 were recoded and an average was taken of all items. This 

resulted in a highly reliable anti-immigrant scale (Cronbach’s alpha = .88; no 

improvement with deletion of any item) scored from 1 (highly positive 

towards immigrants) to 7 (highly negative) (M = 4.66, SD = 1.18). 

Controls. To prevent the possibility of obtaining biased estimates of our 

effects, we inserted controls in our models that we know are related to both 

anti-immigrant attitudes and support for the EU or for EU enlargement. 

These are: evaluation of the economy (e.g., De Vreese et al., 2008; 

Sniderman et al., 2000), satisfaction with the government (e.g., Franklin et 

al., 1995) and exclusiveness of national identity (e.g., Hooghe & Marks, 

2004; Sniderman et al., 2000). 

Evaluation of the economy. Since the EU was originally primarily an 

economic project, some of the first predictors of support for the EU and its 

policy were economic. It has been argued that attitudes towards the EU in 

general and to enlargement in particular are driven by ‘a healthy component 

of self-interest’ (Karp & Bowler, 2006, p. 371). Gabel (1998) showed that 

perceptions of what respondents thought the EU would bring them were 

indeed an important predictor of support for European integration. Karp 

and Bowler found that ‘responses towards enlargement are likely to be 

driven by short-term instrumental concerns such as, for example, a concern 

over how the entry of new countries may provide additional benefits or 
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cost’, and they conclude that citizens ‘going through tough economic times 

may want little or nothing to do with enlargement’ (2006, p. 372). As we 

discussed earlier, economic evaluations are also related to anti-immigrant 

attitudes (Citrin et al., 1997; De Vreese et al., 2008; Quillian, 1995; 

Sniderman et al., 2000), so controlling for them is important. 

To measure how respondents evaluate the economy, we asked them how 

they viewed the economic situation in the Netherlands over the next 12 

months, how they viewed the economy in the EU and how they viewed 

their personal situation on a seven-point scale (from 1, most negative, to 7, 

most positive). These three items were then averaged on the same scale 

from 1 to 7 (Cronbach’s alpha = .82, M = 3.22, SD = 0.92). 

Satisfaction with the government. The argument that satisfaction with 

governments can predict support for the EU and enlargement is based on 

the premise that people have little information about those matters. This 

lack of relevant information makes people look to national politics for cues 

to evaluate EU issues (Crum, 2007; Franklin et al., 1995; Hix, 2007). 

National governments not only control the national policy agenda, but also 

are central actors at the European level. And because national governments 

have more influence than other national political actors on policy outcomes 

at the European level, people who approve of the government are less likely 

to be Eurosceptic (Hix, 2007). At the same time, we assume that satisfaction 

with government is related to anti-immigrant attitudes. With the 

immigration issue having become more salient in the media over the past 

two decades (Boomgaarden & Vliegenthart, 2007), we assume that the way 

citizens feel about immigrants and immigration is an important factor in the 

way citizens judge the incumbent government. As such it is important to 

control for government satisfaction. 

To measure the degree of satisfaction with the current government, 

respondents were asked how well they thought the government was doing 

in general. In addition, four individual items measured how respondents 

thought the government was handling the issues of European integration, 

the economy, the environment and immigration. All five items were 

measured on a seven-point scale (from 1, very dissatisfied, to 7, very 

satisfied); an average of these five items produced an index with the same 

scale (Cronbach’s alpha = .82, M = 3.89, SD = 0.99). 
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Exclusiveness of national identity. The concept of national identity is clearly 

related to anti-immigrant attitudes. As we know from social identity theory, 

people who identify more strongly with the in-group tend to show a more 

negative bias towards an out-group (Sniderman et al., 2000; Tajfel, 1982). 

The two are, however, conceptually different, because anti-immigrant 

attitudes are about the readiness to show negative out-group bias, which 

depends on more factors – e.g. personality traits, perceived group 

competition, or a general sense of insecurity – than identification with the 

in-group only (M. B. Brewer, 1999; De Vreese et al., 2008; Sniderman et al., 

2000). 

Different studies have, however, shown that in different contexts 

national identities are either positively or negatively correlated with EU 

identities and thereby with support for the EU (for an overview, see 

Hooghe & Marks, 2004). Hooghe and Marks (2004) argue that this disparity 

can be explained by making a distinction between exclusive and inclusive 

national identity, with people who perceive their national identity as 

exclusive of other territorial identities less likely to support the EU than 

those who perceive their national identity as inclusive.  

Following this reasoning, we also chose to use the exclusiveness of 

national identity. The exclusiveness of national identity could not be 

measured directly. Instead, it was coded by comparing the strength of 

national identity and the strength of EU identity. We measured national 

identity using five items. Participants were asked to respond to the 

following statements on a 7-point scale (from 1, very little, to 7, very much): 

1. I am proud to be a Dutch citizen. 

2. Being a citizen of the Netherlands means a lot to me. 

3. The Dutch flag means a lot to me. 

4. Dutch people share a common heritage, culture, and history. 

5. I feel close to my fellow Dutch. 

The responses were averaged to create a reliable index (Cronbach’s alpha 

= .91) of national identity ranging from 1 to 7 (strong national identity) (M 

= 5.18, SD = 1.17). EU identity was measured in similar way, with Dutch 

being replaced by European and the Netherlands by the EU. Averaging 

these responses resulted in a highly reliable (Cronbach’s alpha = .87) EU 
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identity index (M = 3.70, SD = 1.14). National identity was presumed to be 

exclusive when national identity was stronger than EU identity. When this 

condition was met, the exclusiveness of national identity was scored as the 

difference between national identity and EU identity. When this condition 

was not met, the exclusiveness of national identity was scored 0. The result 

was then recoded using the same scale as the other independent variables, 

from 1 (nonexclusive national identity) to 7 (highly exclusive) (M = 2.59, 

SD = 1.25). 

Demographics. Finally we added the following demographics to the model: 

gender (51.8% female), age (M = 50.15, SD = 16.39) and the highest level 

of education attained on a scale from 1 (primary school) to 6 (university) 

(Median = 3, IQR = 3). 

Data analysis 

Baron and Kenny (1986) prescribe three steps for a mediation analysis. 

First, we need to establish an effect of anti-immigrant attitudes on framing 

in terms of out-group. Second, it is necessary to measure the strength of the 

effect of anti-immigrant attitudes on support for Turkish membership. 

Third, we must once again measure the effect of anti-immigrant attitudes on 

support for Turkish membership, but this time controlling for framing in 

terms of out-group. At all three steps, the effects will be controlled for 

exclusiveness of national identity, satisfaction with government, evaluations 

of the economy, gender, age and education. 

The first step can be directly used to test Hypothesis 1, and the third one 

can evaluate Hypothesis 2, by focusing on the coefficients of the framing 

variable. Hypothesis 3 is tested by comparing the results of the three steps. 

According to Baron and Kenny (1986), a mediation effect is present when 

we find significant results in the first two analyses and a lower effect of the 

independent variable in the third. 

However, Preacher and Hayes (2008) argue that this process is not 

sufficient to establish a significant mediation effect, and suggest a more 

formal model to estimate and test the mediated effect. Because the 

assumption of normality of the effect cannot be upheld, the test will be 

performed using bootstrapping (Preacher & Hayes, 2008). This method 

consists of repeatedly sampling from the data set and estimating the 
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mediated effect in each re-sampled data set. Preacher and Hayes argue that, 

‘by repeating this process thousands of times, an empirical approximation 

of the sampling distribution … is built and used to construct confidence 

intervals for the indirect effect’ (2008, p. 880). When 0 does not lie within 

the confidence interval, we can conclude that the mediated effect is 

significant. We will thus finish the data analysis with an evaluation of the 

bootstrapping results of our model.  

Results 

First, we tested whether anti-immigrant attitudes affect the degree of 

giving meaning in terms of out-group. The results of the regression analysis 

are shown in Model 1 of Table 3.1. We found a positive b-coefficient for 

the effect of anti-immigrant attitudes on the use of out-group arguments (b 

= 0.25). This means that, when anti-immigrant attitudes increase by one 

point (on a scale from 1 to 7), the score on the framing scale increases by 

about a quarter of a point (on a 0 to 4 scale). As this is quite a substantial 

effect, and it is statistically significant at the .001 level, this supports 

Hypothesis 1 and fulfils the first step in Baron and Kenny’s mediation 

analysis. 

Next we explain support for Turkish membership, first with anti-

immigrant attitudes and the controls, and second with our mediator added 

to the model. Models 2 and 3 of Table 3.1 present the results. Model 3 

shows that the effects on support for Turkish membership of how people 

categorize Turkey are indeed as predicted by Hypothesis 2. We found a b- 

Table 3.1 
Results of regression analysis for mediation analysis. 

  Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 

  

Dependent: 
Framing in 

terms of out-
group 

Dependent: 
Support for 

Turkish 
membership 

Dependent: 
Support for 

Turkish 
membership 

Anti-immigrant attitudes 0.25
***

 -0.53
***

 -0.26
***

 

0.34 -0.35 -0.17 

(7.73) (8.26) (4.64) 

Framing in terms of out-group 
  

-1.03
***

 

  
-0.51 

  
(14.34) 

Table 3.1 continues 
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Table 3.1 continued 

    Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 
 Dependent: 

Framing in 
terms of out-

group 

Dependent: 
Support for 

Turkish 
membership 

Dependent: 
Support for 

Turkish 
membership 

Exclusiveness national identity 0.08
**

 -0.22
***

 -0.14
**

 

0.11 -0.16 -0.10 

(2.65) (3.90) (2.92) 

Government satisfaction -0.12
**

 0.44
***

 0.31
***

 

-0.14 0.24 0.17 

(3.16) (5.76) (4.77) 

Economic evaluations 0.09
*
 -0.20

*
 -0.11 

0.10 -0.10 -0.05 

(2.32) (2.58) (1.58) 

Gender 0.01 -0.09 -0.08 

0.00 -0.02 -0.02 

(0.09) (0.63) (0.68) 

Age 0.00 0.00 0.00 

-0.03 -0.01 -0.03 

(0.65) (0.36) (0.83) 

Education = 1 -0.04 0.13 0.09 

-0.02 0.03 0.02 

(0.30) (0.50) (0.40) 

Education = 2 -0.07 0.15 0.09 

-0.02 0.02 0.01 

(0.39) (0.47) (0.31) 

Education = 3 -0.01 -0.02 -0.03 

-0.01 -0.01 -0.01 

(0.09) (0.08) (0.16) 

Education = 4 0.01 -0.09 -0.07 

0.00 -0.01 -0.01 

(0.09) (0.27) (0.26) 

Education = 5  0.01 0.10 0.11 

0.01 0.02 0.02 

(0.11) (0.37) (0.51) 

R
2
 .18 .26 .47 

N 537 537 537 

Note: Entries are unstandardized and standardized OLS regression results, with 
absolute t-values in parentheses. Collinearity diagnostics show satisfying results, with a 
lowest tolerance value of .713 (for anti-immigrant attitudes, excluding the education 
dummies). 
 
+
 p < .1; 

*
 p < .05; 

**
 p < .01; 

***
 p < .001 (two-sided). 
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coefficient of -1.03 (p < .001), so for every 1 point increase on the framing 

scale, support for Turkish membership decreases by 1 point (on a scale 

from 1 to 7). Thus, people who frame the issue in terms of out-group show 

substantially and significantly less support for Turkish membership than 

those who do not frame the issue in those terms. This also fulfils the second 

step in Baron and Kenny’s mediation analysis. 

The final step in Baron and Kenny’s method is to compare the effects of 

anti-immigrant attitudes on support between the model with the mediator 

and the one without. We found a significant negative regression coefficient 

for anti-immigrant attitudes for both Models 2 and 3. However, the size of 

the effect in each of the models differs substantially. In model 2 (without 

the mediator) we found a b-coefficient of -0.53. This means that, in the case 

of an increase of 1 point in anti-immigrant attitudes, support for Turkish 

membership decreases by about half a point. Once the mediator is added to 

the model, now estimating the direct effect of anti-immigrant attitudes on 

support, every 1 point increase in anti-immigrant attitudes accounts for only 

about a quarter of a point decrease in support (Model 3: b = -0.26). Thus, 

the difference between the coefficients in each of the two models (-0.5326 – 

-0.264 = -0.2762) is accounted for by the mediated effect. According to 

Baron and Kenny’s method, the mediated effect has been established, and 

Hypothesis 3 is supported. However, there is no full mediation effect, 

because anti-immigrant attitudes still show a significant effect on support 

for Turkish membership.12 

We followed this up with the more formal check of the mediation effect 

proposed by Preacher and Hayes (2008). The total mediated effect, c, is the 

multiplication of the effect between immigrant attitudes and framing in 

terms of out-group and the effect between framing in terms of out-group 

and support for Turkish membership (c = -0.2615). Using the bootstrap 

method, we re-sampled 10,000 times from our original sample and 

estimated the mediated effect each time. On average, the mediated effect 

was very close to our first estimate (boot = -0.2624, SE = 0.04). Both the 

lower and upper limits of the bootstrap 99% confidence interval are 

                                                 
12 We confirmed these findings using structural equation modelling. The results of such 

modelling are not shown here but are available from the authors on request. 
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negative (LL = -0.37, UL = -0.16), which means that the mediated effect is 

significant at the .01 level. Hypothesis 3 is again partly supported because 

there is, indeed, a mediated effect by framing in terms of out-group, but a 

direct effect between anti-immigrant attitudes and support for Turkish 

membership still remains. 

Conclusion 

In this article we asked how one should explain the effect of attitudes 

towards immigrants on attitudes towards EU enlargement in general, and 

towards Turkish membership in particular. We argued that previous studies 

in essence use the same explanation, and we tested this using survey data. 

We hypothesized that negative attitudes towards immigrants lead people to 

frame the issue in terms of out-group (H1), that framing the issue in terms 

of out-group leads to less support for Turkish membership in the EU (H2) 

and that framing in terms of out-group mediates the effect of attitudes 

towards immigrants on support for Turkish membership (H3). Our analyses 

support these hypotheses. The more negatively people evaluate immigrants, 

the more likely they are to frame the issue of potential Turkish membership 

in terms of out-group. Further, the more people frame the issue in this way, 

the more they oppose Turkish membership. We found a mediated effect, 

both following Baron and Kenny’s (1986) steps and using Preacher and 

Hayes’ bootstrapping approach (2008). However, there is no full mediation, 

as the direct effect of anti-immigrant attitudes on support for Turkish 

membership did not disappear. 

Finding a significant mediation effect does have certain implications for 

understanding the dynamics of support for Turkish membership in 

particular, and of EU attitudes in general. For instance, when comparing 

support for different candidate countries, substantial differences were 

found. McLaren (2007) showed that Turkish membership enjoyed 

substantially less support among EU citizens than membership of the 

countries that joined the EU in 2004 and 2007. She also showed that anti-

immigrant attitudes could not explain the differences in opposition; in fact, 

anti-immigrant attitudes had comparable effects on support for membership 

of all the candidate countries. But could it be that, because (Islamic) Turks 

are more easily categorized as different from other (predominantly 



76 FRAMING TURKEY 

 
Christian) European citizens, Turks are more often categorized as members 

of an ‘out-group’ both by people with negative attitudes towards immigrants 

and by people with more positive attitudes? If this is the case, the effect size 

of anti-immigrant attitudes is not likely to vary for different candidate 

countries, but average support for membership of each candidate country is. 

We then need to explain the variation in the average by the degree to which 

people perceive candidate countries as different. And, of course, a 

comparable reasoning could explain differences in support for Turkish 

membership across different member states or across time.  

Another important implication of these results is that what is apparently 

the most important factor explaining support for Turkish membership in 

particular or more generally for the EU is not directly related to the issue at 

stake. This means that support for Turkish membership may not depend on 

the perceived degree to which Turkey fulfils the Copenhagen criteria (i.e. 

the standard requirements that the EU has set for candidate members) or 

on other specifically Turkish affairs. Similarly, support for the EU may not 

depend primarily on how the EU functions. Both may depend more on 

whether people see others (whether Turks or other Europeans) as an in-

group or an out-group, which in turn depends on the degree to which 

people are inclined to categorize in general. 

Interestingly, this tendency does not apply only to ordinary citizens. As 

previous studies have shown, the question of whether Turkey is actually 

European – in other words, whether we ‘belong together’ – has appeared in 

elite and media debates about the issue (Grigoriadis, 2006; Karlson, 2008; 

Negrine et al., 2008; Redmond, 2007). Similarly, discussions of the negative 

consequences that Turkish membership might have for ‘us’, the price ‘we’ 

would have to pay for the Turkish gain, have become more and more 

prominent (Arnold, 2008; Chislett, 2008; Gangloff, 2008; Grigoriadis, 2006). 

But what does this say about the stability of public opinion on possible 

Turkish membership? From previous research we know that the degree to 

which people generally tend to categorize is partly based on personal 

characteristics (Sniderman et al., 2000). But these studies have also shown 

that the general tendency to categorize is influenced by both personal and 

mediated experiences (Boomgaarden & Vliegenthart, 2009; Sniderman et al., 
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2000). Future studies of the dynamics of opinion on the EU in general or 

on Turkish membership in particular will need to consider what factors 

influence the general tendency to categorize. 

The question that still remains is, of course, why there is no full 

mediation. It is possible that this is the result of a shortcoming of this 

study’s research design. The open-ended question used assumes that 

respondents are capable of formulating why they have a certain opinion, 

which is not automatically the case (Bishop, 2005). Also, we coded only 

explicit mentions by respondents, where sometimes categorization of 

Turkey as an out-group may have remained implicit. Both these 

shortcomings work in the same direction, resulting in more conservative 

estimates of the relationships with our mediator and suppressing the 

mediated effect. Of course, this does not prove that there are no additional 

mediators explaining the relationship between attitudes towards immigrants 

and support for Turkish membership. It does say something about the 

extent to which we may expect a fully mediated effect. And, given that we 

found a both substantial and significant mediated effect in a more 

conservative design, this shows that the degree of categorization is indeed 

the key element in understanding the relationship between attitudes towards 

immigrants and support for Turkish membership. 

The final question is whether it is likely that we would find similar results 

if Turkey were replaced by, for instance, Croatia, or if enlargement issues 

were replaced by other EU topics. Of course, Turkey is the ‘ideal’ candidate 

for testing our theory, because Turks differ from most Dutch citizens in 

their nationality, culture, religion and ethnicity. However, so do most other 

Europeans.13 And, as McLaren shows (2007), attitudes towards immigrants 

had similar effects on support for membership for all 12 countries that 

joined the EU in 2004 and 2007. In addition, similar effects are found 

explaining other EU-related attitudes (e.g., De Master & Le Roy, 2000; De 

Vreese & Boomgaarden, 2005; McLaren, 2002), so we are confident that 

our findings will be replicated when using other topics than support for 

Turkish accession. 

                                                 
13 Apart maybe for religion as most European countries traditionally had a Christian 

majority. But also within Christianity, strong differences are observed. 
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Focusing on Differences? Contextual Conditions and Anti-immigrant 

attitudes’ Effects on Support for Turkey’s EU Membership. 

 

Manuscript under review 

 

Abstract 

Scholars recognize anti-immigrant attitudes as a strong predictor of support 

for Turkey’s EU membership, but levels of support and the effect of anti-

immigrant attitudes on support have been shown to differ across countries. 

In this chapter we argue that contact with “immigrants” leads to less 

support for Turkey’s membership and to a stronger effect of anti-immigrant 

attitudes on support. Also, we argue that direct contact is not needed, but 

that contact can also be mediated through the media or politics. Using 

cross-sectional survey data (N = 26.344) collected in 20 EU member states, 

we find support for our expectations. These findings suggest that politicians 

and media have strong influence in the way citizens frame specific issues, 

and through that affect public opinion. 

  



80 FRAMING TURKEY 

 
The Turkish road to EU membership is a long and yet unfinished 

journey. One likely reason is that public support for Turkish membership 

among EU citizens is low (McLaren, 2007). As several European leaders 

have committed to holding a referendum on Turkish membership, public 

opinion is likely to play an increasingly important role in Turkey’s EU 

accession bid. Research on public support for EU enlargement with Turkey 

has mainly concentrated on individual-level factors. Recent studies focus on 

citizens’ economic and political (of which some identity-related) attitudes 

(e.g., Gerhards & Hans, 2011; Karp & Bowler, 2006). De Vreese, 

Boomgaarden and Semetko (2008) compare the strength of these predictors 

and show that anti-immigrant attitudes are strong predictors of support for 

Turkey’s EU membership. Our findings in chapter 3 confirm this and we 

showed that the effect of anti-immigrant attitudes is driven by citizens’ 

categorizing others as an out-group in combination with their negative bias 

towards out-groups.  

Support for Turkish accession not only differs substantially between 

individuals, but also varies systematically between countries (McLaren, 

2007). This leads one to suspect that aspects related to individuals’ political 

context play a role here. The impact of contextual factors on public support 

for Turkey’s EU entrance has remained largely unexplored, however. This is 

perhaps surprising, as contextual factors explain cross-country differences 

in levels of, e.g., support for EU integration (e.g., Anderson & Reichert, 

1996) and cross-country differences in, e.g., effects of individual-level 

predictors on EU support (e.g., Garry & Tilley, 2009).  

Notable exceptions to the rule that contextual effects are not studied 

with regard to Turkish membership include Jones & Van der Bijl (2004) and 

McLaren (2007). Jones & Van der Bijl (2004) show that export and distance 

to the candidate country matter for levels of support for entrance of that 

candidate country. McLaren (2007) demonstrates that the effect of anti-

immigrant attitudes substantially varies by country. In this chapter we build 

on these studies and extend them, providing a comprehensive account of 

the role of context in public support for Turkey’s EU access. We contribute 

to the literature by examining the effect of various contextual factors on 

support for Turkey’s EU membership. Our core argument is that the 
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presence of and direct personal experience with out-groups (citizens of 

Turkish origin as well as Muslims) explains both differences in levels of 

support for Turkey’s EU entry and variation in the strength of the effect of 

anti-immigrant attitudes on such support.  

Drawing on a survey of citizens (N = 26,344) from 20 EU member 

states conducted in 2009, we show that the relative number of citizens of 

Turkish descent in a country explains variation in support for Turkey’s EU 

membership across countries. The relative number of Muslims explains 

more of the variation in the strength of the effect of anti-immigrant 

attitudes on support for Turkey’s membership than the relative number of 

citizens of Turkish origin. Also, our analyses show that the importance of 

the immigration issue has an additional impact on the effect of anti-

immigrant attitudes on support for Turkey’s membership. In other words, 

contextual variation conditions the effects of anti-immigrant attitudes. 

We add to the existing body of knowledge on factors affecting support 

for Turkey’s EU membership in at least two ways. First, we explore the 

effect of factors related to EU citizens’ identity at the contextual level, by 

focusing on the presence of perceived out-groups. Effects of economic 

factors at the contextual level on support for enlargement have been 

explored (e.g., Jones & Bijl, 2004), but identity-related factors at the 

contextual level have been largely neglected (with one notable exception: 

McLaren, 2007). Second, we focus on the conditionality of the effect of 

individual-level identity factors. Previous studies argue that anti-immigrant 

attitudes are a proxy for a general tendency to categorize (e.g., Sniderman et 

al., 2000), and that this tendency is influenced by personal and mediated 

experiences with immigrants (Boomgaarden & Vliegenthart, 2009; 

Sniderman et al., 2000). We argue that experiences with immigrants lead 

citizens to become experienced in categorizing. This leads to citizens being 

more likely to employ their general tendency to categorize when confronted 

with the issue of potential Turkish accession, resulting in a stronger effect 

of anti-immigrant attitudes on support for Turkey’s EU membership.  

Our findings have also societal implications. Personal experience with 

Turkish immigrants or Muslims may be a fact of life, but indirect experience 

with immigrants through public, political or media attention towards the 

immigration issue may be subject to elite influences. Opposition towards 
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Turkey’s EU membership may be mobilized by elites by inducing the public 

to categorize others in terms of “us” versus “them”. And this can have 

significant implications in view of the growing public involvement in 

decisions on Turkey’s membership.  

Theory 

In recent years, anti-immigrant attitudes have been recognized as one of 

the strongest predictors of attitudes towards the EU. Different studies show 

that perceived threats posed by immigrants affect both support for EU 

integration (e.g., De Vreese & Boomgaarden, 2005; McLaren, 2002) and 

support for membership of Turkey (e.g., De Vreese et al., 2008) and other 

applicant countries (e.g., McLaren, 2007). McLaren (2007) finds 

considerable differences in level of support for Turkey’s potential EU 

membership and finds that the effect of anti-immigrant attitudes on such 

support varies across countries. What explains these differences between 

countries? 

First, we turn to the question of how to explain differences in the level 

of support for Turkey’s EU membership. McLaren (2007) argues that it is 

the proportion of a country’s population that is of Turkish origin that 

explains the degree of support. It is plausible to assume that the presence of 

people of Turkish descent in a country causes support for the Turkish 

candidacy, as other citizens in the country become familiar with them. 

However, this would require personal contact between native citizens and 

Turkish immigrants (Jackman & Crane, 1986; Pettigrew, 1998; Wagner & 

Zick, 1995). Such contact is generally scarce in contemporary Western 

Europe (e.g., Sniderman et al., 2004). In fact, several studies have shown 

that concentrations of immigrants may lead to feelings of hostility towards 

these immigrants among natives (e.g., Bobo, 1988; Giles & Hertz, 1994; 

Oliver & Mendelberg, 2000; Quillian, 1995; Taylor, 1998; Valenty & Sylvia, 

2004). This can be understood using conflict theory, which holds that, 

primarily through competition for limited resources such as jobs or housing, 

diversity fosters out-group distrust (e.g., Putnam, 2007). From this, 

McLaren argues that ‘such hostility is likely to carry over into feelings about 

whether a country ought to be able to join the European Union, and that 

higher concentrations of Turkish immigrants in a member state will mean 
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individuals in that member state have a lower probability of supporting 

Turkish candidacy’ (McLaren, 2007, p. 259). Building on her work, we first 

hypothesize: 

[H1] The greater the share of the population from Turkish descent 

in a country, the greater the opposition against Turkish 

membership in that country.  

Second, we turn to the question of how to explain differences in the 

effect of anti-immigrant attitudes on support for Turkey’s membership. 

McLaren finds evidence that the strength of the effect (also) depends on the 

number of Turkish immigrants (2007, p. 270). Why would anti-immigrant 

attitudes be a more important predictor in countries where a larger share of 

the population is of Turkish descent than in countries with relatively fewer 

Turkish immigrants? 

In chapter 3, we proposed a model of how the effect of anti-immigrant 

attitudes on support for Turkish potential accession might work. Building 

on social identity theory, we argued that the effect can be understood in 

three steps: First, anti-immigrant attitudes are to be seen as a measure of a 

general tendency to categorize others in an in-group and an out-group. 

Second, when someone with strong anti-immigrant attitudes is confronted 

with a specific issue such as EU enlargement, his or her general tendency to 

categorize is employed to give meaning to the other nationality of the 

applicant country and thus to ‘frame’ the issue in terms of an out-group. 

Third, when the issue is ‘framed’ in terms of an out-group, the EU citizen is 

negatively biased towards the ‘other’, either through in-group favouritism or 

out-group rejection. 

For individuals ‘to frame’ is described in the literature as the process of 

selecting certain aspects of a complex reality to guide individuals’ processing 

of information (e.g., Scheufele, 1999; Scheufele & Tewksbury, 2007). By 

selecting certain aspects of an issue and neglecting certain others, a 

particular interpretation of the issue is promoted above others (e.g., 

Entman, 1993). For example, an individual can frame the issue of 

enlargement in terms of the economy or in terms of in-group and out-

groups. The chosen frame would lead this individual to interpret 

enlargement, respectively, as an issue of weighing gains and losses, or as an 
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issue of whether the applicant country belongs to ‘us’. To be able to apply a 

certain ‘frame’ to a specific issue, considerations belonging to that particular 

frame need to be stored in memory to be available to the individual (e.g., 

Chong & Druckman, 2007b; Slothuus & De Vreese, 2010). And the 

presence of Turkish immigrants makes it more likely that a frame defining 

Turkish immigrants as an out-group is available.  

In a country without Turkish immigrants, individuals are less likely to 

have thought about Turkish immigrants. But the more Turkish immigrants 

in a country, the more likely individuals are to have thought about them as a 

group, as it is more likely they encounter these immigrants (either in real 

life, through interpersonal communication, or in the media). Individuals 

who are negatively predisposed towards immigrants (and who thus, we 

assume, have a strong tendency to categorize) are likely to have thought 

about the Turkish immigrants as an out-group. Thus, the frame of people of 

Turkish descent as an out-group is most available for those individuals who 

have strong anti-immigrant attitudes and live in a country where there are 

relatively many Turkish immigrants. And when confronted with the 

question whether someone supports or opposes Turkey’s EU membership, 

those who have the frame of Turkish immigrants as an out-group most 

readily available, are most likely to employ the frame and show a negative 

bias towards the out-group, rejecting Turkey’s EU membership. We thus 

hypothesize the following: 

 [H2] The greater the share of the population of Turkish descent in 

a country, the stronger the effect of anti-immigrant attitudes 

on support for Turkish membership. 

However, an issue with the concentration of Turks as a contextual 

explanation is the question whether Turkish immigrants come under the 

rubric of ‘Turks’ or under the rubric of ‘Muslims.’ It has been argued that 

Turks are increasingly stereotyped as Muslims (e.g., Marranci, 2004; 

Poynting & Mason, 2007). However, Turks are not the only Muslims in the 

world and Turkish immigrants are also not the only Muslims living in EU 

member states. But Muslims are perhaps easier recognized as a group than 

are Turks, for instance by the head scarf women wear. This means that if 

the contextual effect is about high concentrations of a discernible group, 
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then perhaps the group we should focus on should be the more easily 

recognizable group of Muslims, rather than Turks.  

Van Spanje, Azrout and De Vreese (2010) show that the dominant 

religion among the population of applicant countries is important in 

explaining support for EU membership. By means of an experiment, they 

show that knowledge about the fact that about half of the population of 

Bosnia-Herzegovina leads to significant and substantial less support for 

Bosnia’s membership among British, Danish and German citizens. Van 

Spanje et al. argue that fear of Islam is what drives this effect, as they also 

show that this effect is moderated by the degree respondents fear religious 

practices of immigrants.  

From this, we can follow the same argument as previously, but replace 

‘Turkish immigrants’ and ‘Turkey’ with ‘Muslims’ and ‘a Muslim country,’ 

respectively. We thus argue that high concentrations of Muslims are likely to 

be associated with strong feelings of hostility towards Muslims, and that 

‘such hostility is likely to carry over into feelings about whether a Muslim 

country ought to be able to join the EU, and that higher concentrations of 

Muslims in a member state will mean individuals in that member state have a 

lower probability of supporting a Muslim country’s candidacy [authors’ 

alterations of the original quote in italics]’ (McLaren, 2007, p. 259). 

Similarly, we theoretically expect interaction between anti-immigrant 

attitudes and the presence of Muslims. 

 [H3] The greater the share of the population in a country that is 

Muslim, the greater the opposition against Turkish 

membership in that country.  

[H4] The greater the share of the population in a country that is 

Muslims, the stronger the effect of anti-immigrant attitudes on 

support for Turkish membership. 

There is, however, another issue with the number of Turks as a 

contextual predictor, and the same issue with the number of Muslims. 

Turkish migrants and Muslims are too few (in the EU the proportion 

Turkish immigrants does not exceed 3% and the proportion Muslims 6%) 

and too concentrated for most EU citizens to have everyday contact with 

them (Sniderman et al., 2004). As conflict theory suggests that it is physical 
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proximity that leads to hostility (Putnam, 2007, p. 142), we should perhaps 

not expect any strong effects. 

We propose to extend the argument and argue that direct contact with 

Turkish migrants or Muslims is not required. Conflict theory states that 

physical proximity of “others” leads to higher levels of distrust of these 

others. But in a situation where there is no physical proximity, the physical 

may be replaced by a mediated proximity. We propose that this mediated 

proximity is the degree to which the immigration issue is important in a 

polity. It is then not so much that people have direct contact with 

immigrants or Muslims, but that they are aware of their presence through, 

e.g., political or media attention to the issue.  

Obviously, importance of the immigration issue is more likely in a 

country that has seen higher levels of immigration than a country with a 

relative low number of immigrants. Yet, the degree of importance of the 

immigration issue is partly independent of the share of (Turkish) 

immigrants and the share of Muslims. Immigration issues may be important 

in a context of relatively low shares of Turkish and/or Muslim migrants, 

and not important in a context of relatively high shares. As such, we argue 

that the degree of importance should be considered independently as a 

contextual predictor of support for Turkish membership, as a mediated 

form of contact with immigrants. We thus hypothesize the following, in 

analogy to our hypotheses stated above: 

[H5] The more the immigration issue is important in a country, the 

greater the opposition against Turkish membership in that 

country.  

 [H6] The more the immigration issue is important in a country, the 

stronger the effect of anti-immigrant attitudes on support for 

Turkish membership. 

Methods 

Survey 

We conducted a survey in 20 countries of the EU, three weeks prior to 

the 2009 European Parliament Elections. In selecting which countries to 

include, we took into consideration that the sample would include larger 
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and smaller member states, countries from North, South, East and West, 

and long term and new members to the EU. The countries included were 

Austria, Belgium, the Czech Republic, Denmark, Finland, France, Germany, 

Greece, Hungary, Italy, Ireland, Latvia, Lithuania, the Netherlands, Poland, 

Portugal, Slovakia, Spain, Sweden and the UK.14 From the TNS databases 

and their partners, a sample was drawn, with quota’s enforced on age, 

gender and education to ensure representativeness. A total of 26,344 

respondents participated. The average response rate (AAPOR RR1) was 

23% (with a minimum of 13% in Denmark and a maximum of 46% in 

Lithuania). 

The questionnaire was developed in English and translated by TNS (who 

also translate the Eurobarometer surveys) into the different languages. As 

an additional check, all translated questionnaires were retranslated back into 

English. Irregularities and problems arising from this process were resolved 

by deliberation.  

Variables 

Support for Turkish membership. The dependent variable is the 

degree to which an individual EU citizen supports or opposes Turkish 

membership of the EU. We asked the respondents to score on a scale from 

1 to 7 whether they are ‘strongly against’ Turkey’s EU membership (1) or 

‘strongly in favour’ (7) (see Appendix 4 for precise question wording and 

descriptive statistics). 

Anti-immigrant attitudes. The main independent variable is an 

individual EU citizen’s attitude towards immigrants. As we follow 

Sniderman et al. (Sniderman et al., 2000) that the collection of anti-

immigrant attitudes is a measure of the readiness to categorize and 

                                                 
14 In this chapter 4, we excluded one country in the dataset from the analysis, namely 

Bulgaria. We did so because Bulgaria is an outlier that does not fit the theoretical premises 
of the chapter. This chapter is about the presence and contact with a new group in each 
national society. Of course, we are firstly interested in the presence of Turks and secondly, 
with religion as perhaps a distinctive feature of Turks, the presence of Muslims. In 
Bulgaria, however, there is a large minority of (ethnic) Turks, which live there as a result of 
Ottoman occupation. In that sense, these Turks are living there for so long, that they 
cannot be perceived as a new group in Bulgarian society and contact between Turks and 
Bulgarians is likely to have other effects than contact between Turks and other Europeans. 
Given that Bulgaria is a theoratical outlier and that with a relative small sample of countries 
outliers may have significant impact on the results, we opted for leaving Bulgaria out.  
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subsequently negatively evaluate the ones who are categorized as different, 

we do not make a distinction between economic or cultural threat 

perceptions. We measured anti-immigrant attitudes using 5 items, which 

also include the items McLaren used to measure economic and cultural 

threat to the in-group. The items loaded onto one factor (eigenvalue = 3.12; 

62.39% explained variance) and by taking the mean we constructed a highly 

reliable scale (Cronbach’s alpha = .84). 

Number of Turkish migrants. A first contextual variable is the share 

of a country’s population that is of Turkish origin. We retrieved these data 

using the Eurostat online database. With regard to the country’s population 

in 2009, this was unproblematic. Concerning the number of Turkish citizens 

in 2009 in 16 countries, this was unproblematic, too. For Belgium and 

Lithuania the last estimate was from 2008, for France 2005 and for Greece 

2001. For these countries, the most recent estimate was used.  

Number of Muslims. A second contextual variable is the percentage of 

Muslims in each country. We used estimates from the report on the global 

Muslim population of the Pew Forum on Religion and Public Life (2009). 

The sources used in the report include national censuses and general 

population surveys such as the European Social Survey and the World 

Values Survey. Although the sources used are from 1999 until 2009, all 

estimates of the 2009 population figures are projections (under the 

assumption that the Muslim population would grow at the same rate as the 

general population).  

Importance of the immigration issue. To assess the degree to which 

the immigration issue is important in a polity, we focus on the general 

public, on political parties and on the national media. From various sources 

we constructed country-level variables for each of these.  

For the degree to which the public finds the immigration issue 

important, we used the data from our survey. We asked respondents to rate 

on a scale from 0 (not at all important) to 6 (very important) how important 

they thought the immigration issue was. As we are interested in the degree 

to which the issue is important in each country, we aggregated up individual 

scores by calculating their country-level means.  
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We used data from the Chapel Hill Expert Survey that was conducted in 

2006 to construct our measure of the importance political parties attach to 

the immigration issue. In this survey, experts from each country were asked 

to score political parties on a number of issues on both the position each 

party took on the issue and on the importance it attached to the issue 

(Hooghe et al., 2010). We used the items by which parties were scored on 

how important immigration policy, integration of immigrants and issues 

relating to ethnic minorities were to them. The items load onto one factor 

(eigenvalue = 2.41; 80.26% explained variance) and by calculating the mean 

we construct a highly reliable scale (Cronbach’s alpha = .88). Country scores 

were computed by taking the country mean, weighing each party by its size 

in their national parliament.  

To assess the importance of the immigration issue in the national media, 

we used the media dataset of the 2009 European Election Study (details 

about the media study can be found in: Schuck et al., 2010). In this dataset, 

three national newspapers and two national television-news-shows were 

analyzed in the three weeks prior to the 2009 European Parliament 

Election. The unit of coding in the media dataset is the news story, where a 

story in a newspaper is defined as an article and in television-news defined 

by its topic. We used items about the primary, secondary or tertiary topic of 

the story to score whether immigration related issue were part of the story. 

For each country, we then calculated what the percentage of the stories of 

which the primary, secondary or tertiary topic was immigration. With both 

tabloids and quality newspapers from each country and television news 

from both public broadcasting and commercial stations, we are confident 

that the chosen outlets in the European Parliament Election Study media 

dataset give a representative picture of the media in each country. 

Controls. In our models we will control for the most relevant factors 

from recent literature and demographics. They include exclusive national 

identity (Hooghe & Marks, 2004), government satisfaction (Franklin et al., 

1995), economic evaluations (Gabel & Palmer, 1995), political ideology 

(Gabel, 1998), political interest, age, gender, education and ethnicity. 
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Data analysis 

Because our dataset consists of individual respondent clustered in 

different countries, we first assess the intraclass correlation coefficient. We 

find a significant proportion of the variation (5.9%) at the country level, and 

thus use multilevel modelling techniques to test our hypotheses.  

We start our analysis with a baseline model, which only contains 

individual-level predictors, by which we assess the variation in support for 

Turkey’s EU membership at the country level and of the effect of anti-

immigrant attitudes on such support. Consecutively, we add the country 

level variables. Given the strong correlation between the relative number of 

Turks and the relative number of Muslims, and the strong correlations 

between the different indicators for importance of the immigration issue 

(see Table 4.1), it would be unwise to add all contextual variables in one 

model. We can however combine one of the relative number predictors 

with one of the importance indicators, and those are the combinations we 

will model. First, we test the main effects of the contextual predictors (H1, 

H3 and H5), and second we test the interactions of the contextual 

predictors with anti-immigrant attitudes (H2, H4 and H6).  

Results 

We first turn to Model 1 (see Table 4.2). We find an average intercept 

over all countries of 4.22. Across the 20 countries in our dataset, we find a 

variance of 0.125, which significantly differs from zero. This means that 

there is cross-country variation in support for Turkey’s membership. 

Looking at anti-immigrant attitudes, we find a significant effect with a 

coefficient of -0.36. This means that for every 1 point score more negative 

Table 4.1 
Country level correlations. 

 
Number of 

Muslims 
Importance 

public 
Importance 

parties 
Media 

salience 

Number of Turks .67
**

 .24 .42
+
 .05 

Number of Muslims  .35 .52
*
 .25 

Importance public   .66
**

 .57
**

 

Importance parties    .59
**

 

Note: Entries are Pearson's r correlations between independent variables at the 
country level. N = 20. 
***

 p < .001; 
**

 p < .01; 
*
 p < .05; 

+
 p < .1 (two-tailed). 
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towards immigrants (on a scale from 0 to 6), support for Turkey’s 

membership drops on average 0.36 points (on a scale from 1 to 7). Again, 

this is an average effect across the 20 countries in the data. The variance of 

the effect is 0.010 and significantly different from zero. So there is also 

cross-country variation in the effect of anti-immigrant attitudes on support 

for Turkey’s membership. 

We now turn to our first hypothesis. In Models 2, 3 and 4 (see Table 

4.3), we test the main effect of the presence of Turkish immigrants,  
 

Table 4.2 
Multilevel models explaining support for Turkish EU membership. 

    Model 1 

Intercept 4.22
***

 
(0.10) 

Anti-immigrant attitudes (AIA) -0.36
***

 
(0.02) 

Exclusive national identity -0.09
***

 
(0.01) 

Government satisfaction 0.08
***

 
(0.01) 

Economic evaluations 0.08
***

 
(0.01) 

Political ideology (left-right) -0.021
***

 
(0.00) 

Political interest -0.00 
(0.01) 

Age -0.01
***

 
(0.00) 

Female 0.12
***

 
(0.02) 

Education low 0.16
***

 
(0.03) 

Education high -0.10
***

 
(0.03) 

Member ethnic minority 0.15
***

 
(0.05) 

Variance of random components 

Intercept 0.125
**

 

Anti-immigrant attitudes effect 0.010
**

 

Residual 3.027
***

 

Deviance (-2LL) 104068.46 

Note: Level 1: individual, N = 26,344; level 2: country, N = 20. Standard errors within 
parentheses. 

 

***
 p < .001; 

**
 p < .01; 

*
 p < .05; 

+
 p < .1 (one-tailed). 
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controlled for the three different indicators of importance of immigration. 

In all three models we find a significant negative effect of the relative 

number of Turkish immigrants on support for Turkey’s membership 

(ranging from -0.32 in Model 2 to -0.36 in Model 4). The negative 

coefficient is as expected, as it means that more Turkish immigrants lead to 

less support for Turkish immigrants. And with the relative number of 

Turkish immigrants ranging between nearly 0% and just over 2%, model 2 

predicts an average difference in support of 0.70 (on a 7 point scale) 

between countries with very low and very high numbers of Turkish 

immigrants. These findings support our first hypothesis. 

In Models 5, 6 and 7 (see Table 4.3) our hypothesis 3, concerning the 

main effect of the presence of Muslims, is tested. In these three models, we 

Table 4.3 
Multilevel models explaining support for Turkish EU membership. 

 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 Model 7 

AIA -0.36
***

 
(0.02) 

-0.36
***

 
(0.02) 

-0.36
***

 
(0.02) 

-0.39
***

 
(0.02) 

-0.36
***

 
(0.02) 

-0.36
***

 
(0.02) 

Number of Turks -0.32
*
 

(0.14) 
-0.33

*
 

(0.15) 
-0.36

**
 

(0.14) 
   

Number of Muslims    -0.10
*
 

(0.04) 
-0.07

*
 

(0.05) 
-0.10

**
 

(0.04) 
Importance Public 0.13 

(0.15) 
  0.15 

(0.15) 
  

Importance parties  0.07 
(0.06) 

  0.07 
(0.07) 

 

Media salience   -10.38 
(8.77) 

  -9.36 
(9.06) 

Variance of random components 

Intercept 0.110
**

 0.104
**

 0.137
**

 0.115
**

 0.109
**

 0.147
**

 

AIA effect 0.010
**

 0.010
**

 0.010
**

 0.010
**

 0.010
**

 0.010
**

 

Residual 3.027
***

 3.027
***

 3.027
***

 3.027
***

 3.027
***

 3.027
***

 

Proportions of reduced variances (compared to model 1) 

Intercept .120 .166 -.095 .078 .128 -.180 

AIA effect .001 -.001 .005 .004 .003 .007 

Deviance (-2LL) 104064.49 104064.51 104064.21 104064.70 104064.90 104064.86 

Note: Level 1: individual, N = 26,344; level 2: country, N = 20. Standard errors within 
parentheses. Models also include intercept, exclusive national identity, government 
satisfaction, economic evaluations, education low, education high, age, gender, 
member of ethnic minority, political ideology and political interest, but are not shown 
in the table. 
***

 p < .001; 
**

 p < .01; 
*
 p < .05; 

+
 p < .1 (one-tailed). 
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also find significant negative effects. With coefficients between 0.07 and 

0.10, the effect of the presence of Muslims appears much weaker than the 

effect of the presence of Turkish immigrants. However, if we take into 

consideration that the relative number of Muslims in each country ranges 

between nearly 0% and almost 6%, Model 4 estimates a difference in 

support of 0.55 between countries with very low and very high Muslim 

shares. This implies that the effect of the relative number of Muslims still 

has a weaker effect on support for Turkish accession than the relative 

number of Turks, but the difference is not as large as a first look at the 

coefficients may suggest.  

The last hypothesis about main effects was about the importance of the 

immigration issue in the polity (H5). In Models 2 and 5 this hypothesis is 

tested using importance for citizens; in Models 3 and 6 using importance 

for political parties; in Models 4 and 7 using importance in the media. In 

none of these models we find significant effects, thus the data does not 

support out hypothesis.  

Comparing the three main effects, it appears that country variation in 

support is best explained by the relative number of Turkish immigrants, 

followed by the relative number of Muslims. As importance of the 

immigration issue has no significant effects, it is of no importance in 

explaining levels of support for Turkey’s EU membership. 

We now turn to the hypotheses about the variation in the effect of anti-

immigrant attitudes on support for Turkey’s membership. Models 8, 9 and 

10 in Table 4.4 are used to test the second hypothesis about the moderation 

by the relative number of Turkish immigrants. The interaction between 

anti-immigrant attitudes and the relative number of Turkish immigrants has 

a significant negative effect in all three models. We expect a negative 

interaction effect, as this would mean that the more people of Turkish 

descent in a country, the stronger the effect of anti-immigrant attitudes on 

support for Turkish membership. Between countries with the lowest and 

highest number of Turkish immigrants, the models predict a difference in 

effect of anti-immigrant attitudes of 0.12 in Model 9 and 0.21 in Model 10. 

This supports our second hypothesis.  

For our fourth hypothesis, about the moderation by the relative number 

of Muslims, and sixth hypothesis, about the moderation by the importance 
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of the immigration issue, we find similar results. In all models (Models 11, 

12 and 13 for the relative number of Muslims, Models 8 and 11 for 

importance for the public, Models 9 and 12 for importance of political 

parties, and Models 10 and 13 for media salience), we find that the effect of 

anti-immigrant attitudes is significantly moderated by our contextual 

variables. Between low and high score countries on these contextual  
 

Table 4.4 
Multilevel models explaining support for Turkish EU membership. 

 Model 8 Model 9 Model 10 Model 11 Model 12 Model 13 

AIA -0.02 
(0.17) 
[.000] 

-0.07 
(0.07) 
[.058] 

-0.27
***

 
(0.03) 
[.870] 

-0.04 
(0.16) 
[.002] 

-0.08 
(0.06) 
[.079] 

-0.25
***

 
(0.03) 
[.862] 

AIA 
*
 Number of 

Turks 
-0.09

**
 

(0.04) 
[.291] 

-0.06
*
 

(0.03) 
[.182] 

-0.10
**

 
(0.03) 
[.360] 

   

AIA 
*
 Number of 

Muslims 
   -0.03

**
 

(0.01) 
[.398] 

-0.02
*
 

(0.01) 
[.279] 

-0.03
***

 
(0.01) 
[.476] 

AIA
 *

 Importance 
Public 

-0.07
*
 

(0.04) 
[.194] 

  -0.06
+
 

(0.03) 
[.138] 

  

AIA 
*
 Importance 

parties 
 -0.05

***
 

(0.01) 
[.529] 

  -0.05
***

 
(0.01) 
[.477] 

 

AIA 
*
 Media salience   -5.96

**
 

(1.95) 
[.356] 

  -5.24
**

 
(1.83) 
[.334] 

Variance of random components 

Intercept 0.106
**

 0.102
**

 0.117
**

 0.109
**

 0.105
**

 0.122
**

 

AIA effect 0.005
**

 0.003
**

 0.004
**

 0.005
**

 0.003
**

 0.004
**

 

Residual 3.027
***

 3.027
***

 3.027
***

 3.027
***

 3.027
***

 3.027
***

 

Proportions of reduced variances (compared to model 1) 

Intercept .147 .179 .059 .120 .150 .017 

AIA effect .457 .682 .569 .540 .720 .647 

Deviance (-2LL) 104053.62 104044.91 104049.17 104050.99 104043.34 104046.52 

Note: Level 1: individual, N = 26,344; level 2: country, N = 20. Standard errors within 
parentheses. Between the square brackets is the proportion reduced variance in the 
effect of anti-immigrant attitudes compared to a model where the specific variable is 
omitted. Models also include intercept, exclusive national identity, government 
satisfaction, economic evaluations, education low, education high, age, gender, 
member of ethnic minority, political ideology, political interest and the main effects of 
the contextual variables, but are not shown in the table. 
***

 p < .001; 
**

 p < .01; 
*
 p < .05; 

+
 p < .1 (one-tailed). 
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variables, we find differences in effects of anti-immigrant attitudes on 

support for Turkey’s membership between 0.12 (for the relative number of 

Muslims in Model 12) and 0.25 (for importance for political parties in 

Model 9). These findings also support the fourth and the sixth hypothesis.  

The question that remains is which contextual variables best explain the 

variation in strength of the effect. For this, we also calculated for each 

interaction how great a proportion of the variation could not be explained 

when the interaction was omitted from the model. With this, we can see 

how much of the variation in the effect is explained by this interaction. 

These numbers are represented in Table 4.4 between the square brackets. 

Here we see that the relative number of Muslims explains more variation in 

the effect of anti-immigrant attitudes than the relative number of Turkish 

immigrants does. Comparing it with the importance of the immigration 

issue, it depends on which indicator we use which contextual factor is most 

important. Importance for political parties is the strongest predictor of the 

effect of anti-immigrant attitudes. Importance for citizens is a significant 

predictor, but not as strong as the relative number of Turkish immigrants or 

Muslims. But as all the interaction effects hold in all models, importance of 

the immigration issue in the polity and number of Turkish immigrant or 

Muslims each predict substantial variation in strength of the effect of anti-

immigrant attitudes on support for Turkish membership.  

Conclusion  

In this chapter we asked the question which contextual conditions affect 

levels of support for Turkey’s EU membership. Following the work of 

McLaren (2007) and building on conflict theory, we first hypothesized that 

in a country with more Turkish immigrants support for Turkey’s accession 

would be lower. We went beyond the literature in two ways. First, as 

Turkish immigrants may be primarily seen as Muslims and Turkey may be 

primarily seen as a Muslim country, we also hypothesized that more 

Muslims would lead to less support for Turkey’s membership. Second, as 

most citizens do not have direct experience with Turkish immigrants or 

Muslims, we argued that they could have indirect experience with immigrants 

when they talk or hear about immigrants more often. We assumed that 

when the immigration issue is more important in a polity, citizens would 
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have more indirect experience with immigrants, and thus hypothesized that 

the more important the immigration issue, the less support we find for 

Turkey’s EU membership. 

As our expectations with regard to the effects of the contextual 

conditions is based on conflict theory and thus the expectation that citizens 

define Turkish immigrants as an out-group, we also looked at how these 

conditions moderate the effect of anti-immigrant attitudes on Turkey’s EU 

membership (because the effect of anti-immigrant attitudes on support is 

also based on defining others as an out-group). We hypothesized that the 

higher the relative number of people of Turkish descent, the higher the 

relative number of Muslims, and the more important the immigration issue 

is in a country, the stronger the effect of anti-immigrant attitudes on 

support for Turkey’s EU membership. 

Using a survey among EU citizens in 20 countries, we found partial 

support for our hypotheses concerning the main effects. The relative 

number of Turks and the relative number of Muslims turn out to matter, 

with the number of Turks having a slightly stronger effect. We found no 

support for our expectation that the importance of the immigration issue 

affected support for Turkey’s EU membership. The hypotheses about the 

moderation of the effect of anti-immigrant attitudes were all supported by 

our data. Interestingly, the relative number of Muslims appears more 

important in predicting the effect size of anti-immigrant attitudes than the 

relative number of Turkish immigrants. The importance of the immigration 

issue is a significant predictor of the effect size of anti-immigrant attitudes, 

and when operationalized as the importance political parties give to the 

immigration issue, also the strongest predictor. 

Our findings on the main effects imply that opinion is affected by direct 

experiences with ‘others’, and not by indirect experience through the 

importance of the immigration issue. The significant effect of the relative 

number of Muslims indicates that for citizens the religion of Turks is of 

importance in deciding on support for Turkey’s membership, which is in 

line with other studies (Azrout et al., in press; Hobolt, Van der Brug, De 

Vreese, Boomgaarden, & Hinrichsen, 2011; Van Spanje et al., 2010). But 

since we found that support for Turkey’s potential EU membership 
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depends mostly on the relative number of Turkish immigrant, citizens 

appear to show the competence to distinguish between Turks and Muslims, 

and have their opinion about Turkey primarily based on Turks and not on 

other Muslims. Given that Turkey has been a major source of large-scale 

migration to Europe since the end of the Second World War (McLaren, 

2007), these findings indicate that the chances of Turkey gaining popular 

support for its accession already decreased even before Turkey applied for 

membership. 

The presence of Muslims, however, is more important in making people 

think in terms of ‘us’ and ‘them’, i.e. affects the effect of anti-immigrant 

attitudes on support for membership. This is as we expected, as Muslims 

are more easily recognized as different than Turkish immigrants and thus 

are citizens in countries where relatively many Muslims live more likely to 

be focused on differences than people in countries with many people of 

Turkish origin. This does raise the question to what degree these findings 

may hold for other, non-Muslim, applicant countries?  

We argued that the presence of Muslims increases the likelihood of 

citizens having thought about them, and for those who hold strong anti-

immigrant attitudes it increases the likelihood to have thought about 

Muslims as an out-group. And when the consideration of Muslims as an 

out-group is stored in memory and thus available, it is likely to be applied 

when asked about a Muslim country. But except for a consideration to be 

available, it is described in the framing literature that to be applied a frame 

should also be applicable (e.g., Chong & Druckman, 2007a; Scheufele & 

Tewksbury, 2007). A frame where Muslims are described as ‘others’ is not 

likely to be applicable for non-Muslim countries. But the question is 

whether citizens learn to focus on differences with Muslims or to focus on 

differences in general from the presence of Muslims in their country? Of 

course, considerations of focussing on differences in general can indeed be 

applied to non-Muslim countries. Thus, future studies should examine 

whether the considerations to focus on differences, learned from the 

presence of Muslims, are Muslims specific or of a more general nature. 

Finally, we found that mediated contact through the importance of the 

immigration issue independently explained part of the variation in the 

strength of the effect of anti-immigrant attitudes on support for Turkish 



98 FRAMING TURKEY 

 
EU membership. Although all our importance indicators had a significant 

effect, the strength of the effects clearly differed. Importance for the public 

was the weakest predictor of the effect size, salience in the media of the 

immigration issue being stronger and importance of political parties being 

the strongest predictor. This implies that citizens are probably less aware of 

what other people think about the immigration issue, and more susceptible 

to cues from the media and politicians. Of course, we should ask ourselves 

whether cues from the media and from politicians are not themselves cued 

by the public, i.e. a representation of ideas that exist among the public. 

Steenbergen et al. (2007) showed that political elites both respond to and 

shape ideas of their constituencies, thus making politicians (at least partially) 

instigators. Also, politicians, because of their authoritative status, often act 

as primary definers of issues and ideas in the media (Benson, 2004; Hall, 

Critcher, Jefferson, Clarke, & Roberts, 1978). In light of the position 

politicians take in both cueing public and media, our findings may not imply 

direct influence of political elite’s on citizens’ thoughts, it does seem to 

imply that elites have the ability to steer the criteria by which citizens form 

their opinion. 
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Abstract  

First, this study tests for media effects on support for EU enlargement in a 

natural setting, while including actual media content in the analysis. Second, 

the moderation by anti-immigrant attitudes of media effects is tested, as it is 

argued that perceptions of ‘others’ influences how new information on 

enlargement is received. The study draws on a two-wave panel survey and a 

media content analysis in 21 countries. The results suggest there is a media 

effect, although not from individual exposure but from the information 

environment. In addition, individuals with stronger anti-immigrant attitudes 

are more strongly affected by a negative information environment. 
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What determines citizen support for EU enlargement? A considerable 

amount of studies explain support for EU enlargement using attitudinal 

factors (e.g., De Vreese et al., 2008; Jones & Bijl, 2004; Karp & Bowler, 

2006; McLaren, 2007). These explanations, however, are unable to explain 

short-term fluctuations in opinion about enlargement. Thus, scholars also 

focus on how exposure to media content can change opinion towards 

enlargement (e.g., De Vreese & Boomgaarden, 2006a; Maier & Rittberger, 

2008). Some of these studies test media effects in experimental settings, 

which may have issues of ecological validity. Other, non-experimental 

studies fail to make an explicit link with the actual media content the 

audience is exposed to. In this study we go beyond the extant literature by 

assessing media effects in a natural setting and by making an explicit link 

with media content. 

Contemporary media effect theories build on the idea that effects 

depend on predispositions and characteristics of the audience (e.g., 

McQuail, 2005; Scheufele & Tewksbury, 2007). In this chapter we argue 

that the way information about EU enlargement is processed depends on 

antecedent factors of support for EU enlargement. These factors play an 

important role in determining how individuals perceive the issue of EU 

enlargement, but also in how new information about enlargement is 

interpreted.  

Previous studies show that identity-related factors are the strongest 

predictors of support for EU enlargement (De Vreese et al., 2008; McLaren, 

2002). Identity factors are primarily about how individuals perceive ‘us’ and 

‘them’. We argue in this chapter that the way new information about EU 

enlargement is received depends on these perceptions of ‘us’ and ‘them’. 

This study will thus test how identity factors moderate the effect of 

exposure to media content on support for EU enlargement. 

The goal of this study is thus twofold. First, we will add to the body of 

knowledge about dynamics in support for EU enlargement by testing for 

media effects in a natural setting and by making an explicit link with actual 

media content. Thus, like previous studies using experiments, we test for 

the effect of exposure to specific content, but by using a survey design we 

avoid issues with ecological validity related to experiments. Second, where 
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previous studies have focused on how media effects are moderated by 

general information processing characteristics, we aim to show that 

information processing, and thus also media effects, also depends on issue 

specific factors, i.e. antecedent factors explaining support for enlargement. 

This is important because it increases our understanding of which 

individuals are subject to media effects and under what conditions.  

For this study we draw on the data from a media content analysis during 

the three weeks prior to the 2009 European Parliament Elections of the 

European Election Studies, and a two-wave panel survey in 21 member 

states of the EU. By linking these datasets, we are able to explain changes in 

opinion by exposure to actual media content.  

Our analyses show that media coverage of the issue indeed affects 

support for EU enlargement. The effect, however, does not depend on 

individual exposure to media content, but on the information environment. 

In addition, people with strong anti-immigrant attitudes are influenced most 

by negative media content. As these individuals are also those who are 

already more likely to be negative towards EU enlargement, we conclude 

that the media do not create attitudes but strengthens existing attitudes.  

Theory 

Four main types of arguments are used to explain attitudes towards the 

EU in general and support for EU enlargement in particular. First, scholars 

argue that citizens with higher levels of cognitive skills would be less fearful 

of a supranational entity (e.g., Inglehart, 1970a). Second, attitudes towards 

the EU are explained by utilitarian and economic considerations, arguing 

that support is based on rational self-interest (e.g., Gabel & Palmer, 1995). 

Third, as many citizens are unaware of European affairs, scholars argue that 

citizens use evaluations of the incumbent government as a proxy for 

evaluations of the EU (e.g., Franklin et al., 1995).  Fourth, scholars focus on 

identity-related factors, explaining EU attitudes either by levels of feelings 

of national identity (e.g., Carey, 2002; Hooghe & Marks, 2004) or by 

attitudes towards immigrants (e.g., De Vreese & Boomgaarden, 2005).  

These factors, however, do not explain possible short-term changes in 

citizens’ attitudes towards the EU. To understand dynamics in support for 

EU enlargement, a small number of studies explore the effect of exposure 
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to media content, usually employing an experiment. In these experiments, 

exposure to specific media content is used to explain support for general 

enlargement (De Vreese & Boomgaarden, 2003; Schuck & De Vreese, 

2006), or support for accession of specific countries (De Vreese, 2004; De 

Vreese et al., 2011; Lecheler & De Vreese, 2010; Maier & Rittberger, 2008). 

All these studies demonstrate that subjects exposed to news articles in 

which enlargement or specific potential membership is negatively evaluated, 

show lower support for either enlargement or accession.  

A well-known potential problem with experimental research is its limited 

ecological validity (e.g., Morton & Williams, 2010). Furthermore, the 

stimulus material may not be representative of what is found in news media. 

Some studies have countered this critique by combining an experiment with 

a media content analysis (De Vreese & Boomgaarden, 2003; De Vreese et 

al., 2011; Schuck & De Vreese, 2006), thus showing that the stimulus 

material is not a pure artificial manipulation but is found in actual media 

content.  

Another problem of the experimental design is the artificial setting in 

which subjects are exposed to the stimulus material. From a theoretical 

point of view, we may question whether the effects found in experimental 

research hold when individuals are exposed to multiple (opposing) messages 

or whether the effects hold over time. And from a methodological point of 

view, we may question what the effect is of subjects knowing they are 

participating in an experiment. This raises the question of whether findings 

can be generalized. To answer this question it would be appropriate to test 

whether the media effects found hold in a natural setting.  

Among the studies explaining the relation between media and support 

for EU enlargement, there is one exception that does not use an 

experiment, but focuses on actual media exposure. In their study, De 

Vreese and Boomgaarden (2006a) combined a content analysis of Danish 

and Dutch news media coverage of the December 2002 European Council 

meeting in Copenhagen, with a two-wave panel survey. From the content 

analysis they concluded that (a) the Danish news media gave more attention 

towards the issues of EU enlargement and integration than the Dutch news 

media did, and (b) that while the information flow in the Netherlands was 



CHAPTER 5: WHEN NEWS MATTERS 103 

rather balanced, in Denmark it was on average rather positive. From this 

they expected that more exposure to Danish news media (thus exposure to 

a relative intense information flow with a consistent positive bias) would 

lead to a more positive stance towards EU enlargement, while exposure to 

Dutch news media would not have any effect. And this is exactly what they 

found in the panel survey.  

Although this is a great example of a media effect study in a natural 

setting, two remarks should be made. First, the study makes a connection 

between media content and exposure at the country level, while the authors 

are interested in individual exposure to media content. With the possibility 

of different media outlets reporting differently about a specific issue, and 

given that some individuals are frequent users of one outlet and other 

individuals of another outlet, the authors fail to model how different 

individuals in the same country may be exposed to different information 

flows. Second, because the study connects media content and exposure at 

the country level, De Vreese and Boomgaarden compare two cases: one 

with a positive information flow where there is a positive effect of exposure 

and one with a balanced information flow where there is no effect of 

exposure. Combining this with the fact that the effect they find is very 

small, we might wonder whether or not these two cases are sufficient to 

validate their conclusions. Thus, we aim to add to the body of knowledge, 

by testing for a media effect in a natural setting, connecting media content 

to exposure at the outlet level and comparing this over a considerably 

broader range of countries.  

Why should we actually expect media content to affect support for EU 

enlargement? According to Norris (2000) the media is expected to influence 

citizens’ attitudes towards a particular issue, when citizens rely on news 

media as one of their main sources of information for that issue. Following 

a similar line of reasoning, Page and Shapiro (1992) argue that the media are 

expected to affect citizens’ perceptions of a particular issue when the issue 

is remote from the personal experience of citizens and they can only learn 

about the issue through the media. As ‘very few citizens have first- or even 

second-hand contact with Community affairs in Brussels’ (Dalton & Duval, 

1986, p. 127) or, even likely, with the enlargement process, citizens need to 

rely on information in the media to form attitudes towards the issue. And 
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indeed, citizens repeatedly report to rely on television and newspapers as 

their main source of information about the EU (Eurobarometer, n.d.). 

Following Zaller’s argument (1992; 1996), we argue that for the media to 

affect individuals’ opinions, the information presented should contain a 

consistent directional bias, which Zaller coined a ‘one-sided information 

flow’. In the case of enlargement, this means that news media would 

consistently emphasize either positive or negative aspects or consequences 

of enlargement. If citizens depend on the information from the media, a 

one-sided information flow results in citizens perceiving the consequences 

of enlargement as either positive or negative. Kahneman and Tversky (1979; 

1981) show that by framing consequences of an action in either positive or 

negative terms induces either risk-averse or risk-seeking behaviour. On a 

more general level, this suggests that focussing on either positive or negative 

aspects affects citizens’ judgements. We thus argue that when citizens 

perceive enlargement as beneficial they will be more supportive, and when 

citizens perceive enlargement as disadvantageous they will be less 

supportive. Of course, the predicted effect depends on the consistency and 

on the direction of the bias of the information in the media. The more 

balanced the information individuals are exposed to, the less likely we are to 

find a media effect as opposite effects may cancel out.  

Following studies that employ experiments, which focus on individual 

exposure, we hypothesize that individual exposure to a news media 

information flow affects individuals’ support for EU enlargement. But given 

that a number of recent studies have found media effects by looking at the 

information that is present in a particular media system, regardless of 

whether respondents were individually exposed to the information (e.g., 

Boomgaarden & Vliegenthart, 2007; Hopmann et al., 2010; Jerit et al., 

2006), we also hypothesize that the news media information flow in a 

information environment affects citizens’ support for EU enlargement. This 

leads to the following hypotheses:  

[H1a] The more a citizen is exposed to negative news about an 

applicant country’s potential accession, the more support for 

its entrance decreases.  
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 [H1b] The more negative about an applicant country’s potential 

accession into the EU a citizen’s information environment, 

the more support for its entrance decreases. 

Contemporary literature on media effects, however, suggests that it is 

‘unrealistic to ignore the possibility that different individuals will react 

differently to media content’ (Perse, 2001, p. 51). Scholars have argued that 

media effects are conditional upon predispositions and characteristics of 

individual members of the audience (Scheufele & Tewksbury, 2007, p. 11) 

as well as the (immediate) social context of these individuals (McQuail, 

2005, p. 461). Literature on media effects focusing on EU attitudes also 

looked at the conditionality of these effects, primarily focusing on general 

characteristics of individuals. These general characteristics were not related 

to the issue at hand but to general ways of processing information (e.g., 

political sophistication: De Vreese & Boomgaarden, 2006b; political 

knowledge: Lecheler & De Vreese, 2010; Schuck & De Vreese, 2006). We 

argue, however, that it is important to focus on existing attitudes antecedent 

to attitudes about enlargement. These antecedent attitudes tell us how 

citizens perceive the issue of EU enlargement. And these specific 

perceptions are likely to affect how information from the media is 

processed.  

From the main types of arguments to explain EU attitudes, scholars have 

demonstrated that identity factors are the most important antecedent 

attitudes (e.g., McLaren, 2002), of which anti-immigrant attitudes are the 

most important factor (e.g., De Vreese et al., 2008). Choosing the most 

important factor explaining EU attitudes, we thus choose to focus on how 

anti-immigrant attitudes condition media effects.  

Studies focussing on the effect of anti-immigrant attitudes use premises 

from social identity theory to explain support for EU integration (De 

Vreese & Boomgaarden, 2005) and support for Turkey’s EU-membership 

(see chapter 3). They argue that at the core of the effect is that individuals 

with strong anti-immigrant attitudes are likely to see the world in terms of 

‘us’ and ‘them’ (making them an identity factor, Sniderman et al., 2000), and 

evaluate ‘them’ negatively (Brown, 2000; Tajfel, 1982). Thus, anti-immigrant 

attitudes may, rather than only concern immigrants, be a measure of the 
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degree a person identifies with an in-group and contrasts the in-group with 

out-groups. In line with this, we found in chapter 3 that the individuals with 

strong anti-immigrant attitudes did not so much discuss the issue of Turkish 

potential accession in terms of immigration, but more in terms of Turkey 

and/or Turks being an out-group. Brewer (1999) argues that a negative bias 

towards ‘the other’ is not a result of out-group rejection, but of in-group 

protection in inter-group competition. And this in-group protection is why 

anti-immigrant attitudes are theoretically expected to moderate the effect of 

media evaluations on support for EU enlargement. Individuals with strong 

anti-immigrant attitudes have a strong perception of their in-group and the 

need to protect the in-group. Enlargement is likely to affect the in-group. 

When enlargement is negatively evaluated in the news media, accession of 

new countries is expected to be perceived by those with pronounced anti-

immigrant attitudes as having negative consequences for the in-group. If 

someone feels a stronger need to protect the in-group, this individual is 

expected to respond more strongly to perceived negative consequences for 

the in-group than someone who feels less the need to protect the in-group. 

So, the stronger the anti-immigrant attitudes, the stronger the perception of 

the in-group and the more the need to protect the in-group, and following 

from that the stronger the effect of negative evaluations in the news media 

becomes. With the same distinction between individual exposure and the 

information environment as in the previous hypotheses, we hypothesize: 

[H2a] The stronger a citizen’s anti-immigrant attitudes, the larger 

the effect of exposure to negative news about an applicant 

country’s potential accession on support for its entrance.  

[H2b] The stronger a citizen’s anti-immigrant attitudes, the larger 

the effect of a negative information environment about an 

applicant country’s potential accession into the EU on 

support for its entrance. 
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Method 

Survey 

We conducted a panel survey in 21 countries15 of the EU. We make use 

of a panel, because we are interested in dynamics. The panel design enables 

us to explain support for enlargement in the second wave by exposure to 

media content, while controlling for support for enlargement in the first 

wave before the exposure, and thus modelling the dynamics of opinion. The 

first wave was conducted three weeks prior to the 2009 European 

Parliament Elections and the second wave directly after. From the TNS 

databases and their partners, a sample was drawn, with quota’s enforced on 

age, gender and education to ensure representativeness. A total of 32,412 

respondents participated in the first wave, which was an average response 

rate (AAPOR RR1) of 23% (see Appendix 5A for country specific details). 

All respondents were contacted to participate in the second wave, of which 

22,806 indeed did.  

The questionnaire was developed in English. It was then translated by 

TNS (who also translate the Eurobarometer surveys) into the different 

languages and then retranslated back into English. Irregularities and 

problems arising from this process were resolved by deliberation.  

Variables 

Support for Turkish membership. To test for media effects in support 

for EU enlargement, we choose to focus on the specific case of Turkey’s 

potential EU membership. By focussing on the potential accession of a 

specific candidate country, the rather abstract issue of EU enlargement 

becomes more concrete. We choose Turkey as the candidate country of 

study, because apart from an economic and geo-strategic dimension, it also 

contains a cultural-religious dimension (De Vreese et al., 2011). This is the 

most contested enlargement of the EU ever (Grigoriadis, 2006), making it 

                                                 
15 Due to financial limitations, we were only able to include 21 of 27 member states. In 

selecting which countries to include, we took into consideration that the sample would 

include larger and smaller member states, countries from North, South, East and West, an 

long term and new members to the EU. The countries included are Austria, Belgium, 

Bulgaria, the Czech Republic, Denmark, Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Hungary, Italy, 

Ireland, Latvia, Lithuania, the Netherlands, Poland, Portugal, Slovakia, Spain, Sweden and 

the UK. 
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likely that citizens have an actual opinion on the subject and we are not 

measuring non-attitudes (Converse, 1970). And in relation to the 

moderating role of anti-immigrant attitudes, the cultural dimension makes 

the case of Turkish accession more interesting, because cultural and 

religious differences with most current EU citizens make Turks an easy 

group to define as an out-group.  

The dependent variable is thus the degree to which citizens support or 

oppose Turkey’s potential EU membership. For this, the respondents were 

asked in the second wave of the panel survey to score on a scale from 1 to 7 

whether they are strongly against Turkey’s membership (1) or strongly in 

favour (7) (see Appendix 5B for precise question wording). 

As we are interested in dynamics of opinion, we will control in our 

models for support for Turkey’s membership before exposure to media 

content. So the respondents were also asked in the first wave to score their 

support or opposition towards Turkey’s membership. 

Looking at the descriptive statistics in Table 5.1, one might think that 

nothing has changed between the two waves, as average support for 

Turkish membership scores is 3.06 in both waves. However, when looking 

at the differences between waves 1 and 2 at the individual level, it appears 

there is a whole lot of change. Less than half of the respondents (46.6%) 

gave the same answer in both waves. About a quarter of the respondents 

gave a more negative answer in the second wave, with 11.7% changing even 

more than one point on the 7 point scale. About the same number of 

respondents shows a change towards more support for Turkish 

membership. 

Individual exposure to media content. To test the hypotheses 

regarding individual exposure to evaluations of Turkey’s potential EU 

membership, we require a variable that links media content at the outlet 

level with exposure to these outlets at the individual level. To build that 

variable, we combine self-exposure measures in the panel survey with actual 

media content. In the survey we asked respondents to report how many 

days, if ever, in a typical week they read specific newspapers or watched 

specific television news broadcasts. For each country we asked respondents 

how often they read each of three major newspapers (of which one tabloid 
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and two quality newspapers) and how often they watched two television 

news programs (one from public broadcasting and the other commercial) 

(for a complete list of used media outlets, see Appendix 5C).  

To know what was actually the content of the media that respondents 

reported being exposed to, we combine this self-exposure measure with 

data from the media study of the 2009 European Election Study (EES).16 

The principle investigators had the content of news media coded between 

the two waves of the panel survey by students (native speakers from each 

country), who were extensively trained.  

The unit of analysis in the EES media dataset is articles in newspapers or 

items in television news.17 To combine the media data with the survey data, 

we need to aggregate the media data to the outlet level. To create a score for 

each outlet, we use a variable indicating how the potential membership of 

Turkey in the EU was evaluated (on a 5-point scale from very negative to 

very positive). We recode the variable so that it scores -2 when Turkish 

membership was evaluated very negatively in that article and +2 when it 

was evaluated very positively. When Turkey’s membership was not 

                                                 
16 The media study is part of the European Election Study and the PIREDEU Project 

(Providing an Infrastructure for Research on Electoral Democracy in the European Union, 

www.piredeu.eu). Details about the media study can be found in Schuck, Xezonakis, 

Banducci, & de Vreese (2010). 
17 From all editions of the selected newspapers in the three week period prior to the 

election were coded all stories on the front page, all stories on a randomly selected page 

and all stories mentioning the EU. From all editions of the selected television news all 

items were coded, except the weather forecast and specific sections devoted to sports.  

Table 5.1 
Descriptive statistics of variables used in analysis 

  Minimum Maximum Mean Std. 
Dev. 

Support Turkish membership (wave 1) 1 7 3.06 1.93 

Support Turkish membership (wave 2) 1 7 3.06 1.75 

Anti-immigrant attitudes 0 6 3.10 1.52 

Exclusive national identity 0 6 1.84 1.65 

Government satisfaction 0 6 2.17 1.38 

Economic evaluations 0 6 2.80 1.28 

Individual media exposure -0.69 0.03 -0.03 0.06 

Information environment -0.10 0 -0.02 0.03 

Note: N = 22806 
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evaluated or evaluations were balanced, we code it 0. We aggregate this to 

the outlet level, by calculating the mean for each outlet. Finally, for every 

outlet a score is calculated by multiplying the mean evaluation with the 

proportion of stories that mentioned Turkey’s potential membership.18 

In the last step constructing our individual exposure variable, we 

combine the outlet scores with the self-reported exposure measure by 

multiplying the number of days the respondent reported using a specific 

outlet in a typical week with the score of that outlet, and then adding up the 

result of the multiplications (see Appendix 5D for an example). The 

constructed variable is thus a combination of the mean evaluation one 

might have encountered and the chance of indeed encountering them, 

based on both visibility in each news outlet and the frequency reported 

exposure to each outlet. The descriptive statistics of the media variable for 

the respondents are shown in Table 5.1.  

The information environment. Following recent studies which found 

media effects of the information environment on attitudes, our second 

media variable is the information environment in each media system. As 

each country has its own media system, we also define the information 

environment at the national level. We use the same items from the content 

analysis to assess mean evaluation of Turkish potential membership and 

visibility of the topic per outlet. We build upon Hopmann et al. (2010), who 

operationalize the environment as an unweighted aggregation of media 

content of some widely used media sources in a context, which is 

considered a proxy for the information in a particular media system. 

However, as the chance of citizens to receive the information is larger when 

a specific outlet containing that information has more users, it is better to 

weigh outlets by the number of users. With this in mind, the outlet scores 

                                                 
18 For television news, the proportion of stories that mentioned Turkey’s potential 

membership was calculated over all items, as all items in a news broadcast were coded. For 

newspapers this could not be done, as from the newspapers a non-representative sample 

was coded (all articles on the front page, all articles on a random page, and all articles that 

mentioned the EU). To achieve a more representative sample to estimate the proportion of 

stories on Turkey’s potential membership, the proportion was calculated including only 

those articles that were on the front page or on the random page.  
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are aggregated to the national level by calculating the mean for each 

country, weighing the outlets by the average use in our survey.  

Anti-immigrant attitudes. The moderator in our models is anti-

immigrant attitudes. We used 5 items to tap anti-immigrant attitudes, which 

also include the items McLaren used to measure economic and cultural 

threat to the in-group. The items load onto one factor (eigenvalue = 3.067, 

61.3% explained variance) and we construct an index by taking the mean 

(Cronbach’s alpha = .833). 

Data analysis 

Because respondents are clustered in different countries,19 we use 

multilevel modelling techniques to test our hypotheses. We use a lagged 

dependent variable method, i.e. we control in all models for support for 

Turkey’s accession in wave 1, to enable us to assess the change during the 

period between the two waves (Johnson, 2005). 

We start our analysis with a baseline model, where we explain support 

for Turkey’s membership in wave 2 with support in wave 1. This baseline 

model is used to compare to the following models, to assess to what degree 

these models improve. Next, we run three models with the media variables 

added to the model, testing the main effects of individual exposure (H1a) 

and the information environment (H1b): first only individual exposure; 

second the information environment and third both. Finally we assess the 

moderation of anti-immigrant attitudes (H2a and H2b). We do so first by 

adding interaction variables to our models. We examine the moderation 

more in depth by estimating the effect sizes at different values of the 

moderator (Hayes & Matthes, 2009) and by plotting the marginal effects of 

the media variables against values of anti-immigrant attitudes. 

The models we present are without any additional controls. We also 

estimated all models controlling for the most relevant factors from recent 

literature, including exclusive national identity (Hooghe & Marks, 2005), 

government satisfaction (Franklin et al., 1995), and economic evaluations 

(Gabel & Palmer, 1995). Adding these control does not lead to substantial 

                                                 
19 We assessed the intraclass correlation coefficient and found that with 5.8% of the 

variation at the national level a statistically significant part of the variation is between 

clusters.  
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differences to our conclusions, so for reasons of clarity we decided to 

present the results without controls20. 

Results 

We start by testing the main effect of individual exposure to evaluations 

on support for Turkey’s EU membership (H1a). Model 2 of Table 5.2 

shows that the effect of individual exposure is not significant (b = 0.134, SE 

= 0.178, p (two-sided) = .452). Also, when we compare the variance of the 

random components of model 2 to model 1, the improvements are minimal 

(from σ = 1.540 in model 1 to σ = 1.540 in model 2, which is a proportion 

reduced variance of .000; from τ = 0.018 in model 1 to τ = 0.017 in model 

2, which is a proportion reduced variance of .069). Performing a Chi-square 

test on the difference of the deviance, also shows that adding the individual 

exposure measure does not significantly improve the model (χ2 (df = 1) = 

74626.732 - 74626.212 = 0.520; p = .471). This suggests that exposure to 

evaluative content does not affect change in support for Turkey’s EU 

membership. Thus, we do not find support for Hypothesis 1a. 

The other main effect we are interested in is the effect of information 

environment on change in support for Turkish accession (H1b). Model 3 of 

Table 5.2 shows that the coefficient is positive as expected and statistically 

significant (b = 4.291, SE = 0.575, p (two-sided) < .001). With the range of 

the information environment variable going from -0.10 to 0, the model 

estimates an average change in a country with the most negative observed 

evaluations of Turkey’s potential membership (a one-sided information 

flow) of -.429 on a 7-point scale, compared to a country with balanced 

evaluations (two-sided information flow). The Chi-square test shows that 

adding the variable of information environment significantly improves the 

model (χ2 (df = 1) = 74626.732 – 74599.045 = 27.687; p < .000). And 

although again the reduction of variance at the individual level is negligible, 

at the country level it is quite substantial (from τ = 0.018 in model 1 to τ = 

0.004 in model 3, which is a proportion reduced variance of .785). Thus, the 

more negative the information environment, the more negative the change 

in support for Turkey’s accession. These findings support Hypothesis 1b.  

                                                 
20 Results with the controls are available from the authors on request. 
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In model 4 of Table 5.2, both individual exposure and information 

environment are added to the model. Model 4 shows a similar picture as 

models 2 and 3. Individual exposure has no significant effect, and the effect 

of information environment is similar to that in model 3. Thus, again we 

find no support for Hypothesis 1a, but do find support for Hypothesis 1b.  

We now turn to the moderation effect of anti-immigrant attitudes. We 

first test whether individual exposure is moderated (H2a). In model 5 of 

Table 5.2, we find a significant interaction effect between individual 

exposure and anti-immigrant attitudes (b = 0.173, SE = 0.083, p (two-sided) = 

.038). Thus, the strength of the effect of individual exposure varies 

significantly across values of anti-immigrant attitudes. The sign of the 

interaction is positive, as expected, as for higher values of anti-immigrant 

attitudes (thus being more negative towards immigrants) the effect of 

individual exposure becomes more positive. 

In model 5 of Table 5.3 we present for different values of anti-immigrant 

attitudes the effect estimates based on the interaction. It shows that over 

the full range of anti-immigrant attitudes the estimates are not significant. 

Also, when plotting the marginal effects of individual exposure against 

different values of anti-immigrant attitudes (see Figure 5.1), we see that the 

marginal effect remains similar across all values of anti-immigrant attitudes. 

Looking at plotted 95% confidence interval, we also see that the marginal 

effect of individual exposure is not statistically significant at any value of 

anti-immigrant attitudes. These findings indicate that the effect of individual  

Table 5.3 
Effect of individual media exposure and information environment for different values of 
anti-immigrant attitudes (no controls) 

 Model 5  Model 6 

  Individual exposure   Information 
environment 

Anti-immigrant attitudes = 0 -0.523 (0.321)  2.439
**

 (0.867) 

Anti-immigrant attitudes = 1 -0.350 (0.256)  3.128
***

 (0.748) 

Anti-immigrant attitudes = 2 -0.178 (0.204)  3.818
***

 (0.664) 

Anti-immigrant attitudes = 3 -0.005 (0.177)  4.507
***

 (0.630) 

Anti-immigrant attitudes = 4 0.168 (0.188)  5.196
***

 (0.652) 

Anti-immigrant attitudes = 5 0.341 (0.230)  5.886
***

 (0.727) 

Anti-immigrant attitudes = 6 0.513 (0.290)   6.575
***

 (0.839) 

Note: Standard errors within parentheses.  
***

 p < .001; 
**

 p < .01; 
*
 p < .05. 
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Figure 5.1. Marginal effects of individual exposure and information environment on 

support for Turkey’s membership in wave 2 for different values of anti-immigrant 

attitudes. The dashed lines indicate the lower and upper bound of the 95% 

confidence interval.  
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exposure is not moderated by anti-immigrant attitudes and thus do not 

support Hypothesis 2a. 

Turning to the test of the moderation of anti-immigrant attitudes on the 

effect of the information environment (H2b), model 6 of Table 5.2 shows a 

significant interaction effect in the expected direction (b = 0.689, SE = 

0.192, p (two-sided) < .001). Further examining the moderation, we see in 

model 6 of Table 5.3 that the estimated effect of information environment 

ranges from b = 2.439 (SE = 0.867, p (two-sided) = .006) for individuals with 

the lowest score on anti-immigrant attitudes, to b = 6.575 (SE = 0.839, p 

(two-sided) < .000) for individuals with the highest score on anti-immigrant 

attitudes. Again, with for different countries the values of the information 

environment ranging from -0.10 to 0, this model indicates that, in 

comparison with a country that has balanced evaluations, in a country with 

the most negative observed information environment people with the 

lowest score on anti-immigrant attitudes are estimated to change on average 

0.244 on a 7-point scale. Comparing those same countries, people with the 

highest score on anti-immigrant attitudes change on average 0.658 on a 7-

point scale, which is more than twice as large as the effect of people with 

the least negative attitudes towards immigrants. Turning to the graph of 

information environment in Figure 5.1, we see that there is no (significant) 

marginal effect at the lowest value of anti-immigrant attitudes, that it 

increases as attitudes towards immigrants become more negative, and that it 

stabilizes at the higher values of anti-immigrant attitudes. This indicates that 

anti-immigrant attitudes indeed moderate the effect of the information 

environment, suggesting that citizens with strong negative feelings towards 

immigrants are on average more affected by a negative information 

environment  and show a more negative change in support for Turkey’s 

accession than citizens with less negative feelings towards immigrants. 

These findings support Hypothesis 2b.  

Finally, should we test for the moderation by anti-immigrant attitudes of 

the effects of both individual exposure and the information environment on 

support for Turkey’s membership at the same time, a similar picture arises 

(see model 7 of Table 5.2). The effect of individual exposure is not 

moderated by anti-immigrant attitudes, but the effect of information 
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environment is. We thus find no support for Hypothesis 2a, but do so for 

Hypothesis 2b.  

Conclusion 

In this study we aimed to assess whether information presented in news 

media affects citizens’ support for EU enlargement. We hypothesized that 

when citizens are exposed to a consistent directional bias, citizens’ 

perceptions of the issue are affected and through that also their opinion 

about the issue. We tested this by focussing on both individual exposure 

(H1a) and on exposure through the information environment (H1b). We 

also hypothesized that these media effects systematically differ across 

individuals. We argued that previously-held attitudes, related to the issue of 

EU enlargement, moderate media effects because these attitudes guide how 

individuals perceive the issue and how they perceive new information about 

the issue. We tested if anti-immigrant attitudes, arguably the most important 

predictor of support for EU enlargement, moderated media effects. We 

expected that negative evaluations in the media would affect individuals 

with negative attitudes toward immigrants more than others, as these 

individuals identify strongly with an in-group which is likely to be 

influenced by accession of new members. Again, we hypothesized this for 

both individual exposure (H2a) and exposure through the information 

environment (H2b). Combining a two-wave panel survey with a media 

content analysis in 21 countries, we found partial support for our 

hypotheses.  

Modelling exposure to information on the individual level showed no 

significant effects on support for enlargement (H1a), nor was the effect 

moderated by anti-immigrant attitudes (H2a). However, when focussing on 

the information environment individuals live in, we showed that the 

presence of a directional bias in news media strongly predicted change in 

support (H1b). This means that the media are indeed an important factor in 

understanding dynamics in support for EU enlargement. Furthermore, we 

found that the effect of the information environment was moderated by 

anti-immigrant attitudes (H2b). But as citizens with negative attitudes 

towards immigrants are also those who are already more likely to be 
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negative towards EU enlargement, it is more likely that the media do not so 

much create attitudes but rather strengthen existing attitudes. 

But how can we make sense of the absence of an effect of individual 

exposure and the presence of a strong effect of the information 

environment? A possible theoretical explanation can be given by looking at 

interpersonal communication. Katz and Lazarsfeld’s ‘filter hypothesis’ 

(1955) states that through interpersonal communication, individuals learn 

which media messages are valid and should therefore be taken into account 

(Schmitt-Beck, 2003). Thus, interpersonal communication may reduce the 

effect of individual exposure. Interpersonal communication can also explain 

why the information environment has the strong impact it has. Using the 

classic view of the two-step flow model, information that is available does 

not need to be observed by each individual personally, but is eventually 

received by most individuals through conversations or discussion with 

colleagues, family or friends (Hopmann et al., 2010).  

There may, however, also be methodological reasons for the difference 

in effects between individual exposure and the information environment. In 

this particular study, the relative low variation in tone between outlets led to 

less variation in the individual exposure score, which may suppress the 

effect of individual exposure. But on a more general note, others have 

pointed at problems with self-reported exposure measures, either through 

respondents not remembering or through respondents giving socially 

desirable answers (e.g., Prior, 2009). Because of this, measurement error is 

far more likely to occur when modelling individual exposure than when 

modelling the information environment, possibly leading to 

underestimation of the effect of individual exposure.  

In this study we looked at support for Turkey’s EU membership, but to 

what degree can we expect to find similar results for other applicant 

countries? McLaren (2007) shows that in the countries of the EU-15, the 

effect of attitudes towards immigrants on support for the candidate 

countries joining in 2004 and 2007 is similar to the effect on support for 

Turkey’s accession. Azrout et al. (in press), however, found that in the 

Netherlands there was no effect of anti-immigrant attitudes on support for 

accession of Switzerland and they argued this was the case because the 
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Swiss would be perceived as part of the in-group. The degree to which we 

could expect our findings to hold for other countries is thus likely to 

depend on whether the applicant country is perceived as an out-group. 

Scholars have argued that ‘Europe’ is an invention (Delanty, 1995), with the 

boundaries of Europe often being defined on many different grounds 

(Liotta, 2005). Among those, religion has often played an important role 

(e.g., Redmond, 2007). With rising Islamophobia (Poynting & Mason, 2007) 

and the general public and political acceptance of Huntington’s ‘clash of 

civilization’ thesis (Marranci, 2004), religion may indeed explain why Turkey 

is easily perceived as an out-group in all 27 (Christian) member states. 

However, also the division between Roman Catholics and Protestants on 

one side and Greek and Slavic Orthodox Christian on the other has been 

noted to be of importance (Liotta, 2005) and may explain the findings of 

McLaren. But with countries on both sides of the Christian schism both as 

current EU member states and applicant countries, future enlargements are 

likely to show differences within the EU in the degree to which the 

applicant countries are perceived as an out-group, and thus how citizens  of 

EU member states react to media information about these applicant 

countries. 

Another interesting observation in this particular case is the virtual 

absence of positive news. Although we found that in all countries the 

information flow was either one-sided negative or two-sided, we found 

about as many positive as negative changes in support for Turkish 

accession. How can we account for that? The survey was executed before 

and after the European Parliament election campaign. Although visibility of 

the EU in the news is relatively low, key events such as elections strongly 

increase the visibility of the EU (Boomgaarden, Vliegenthart, De Vreese, & 

Schuck, 2010; Peter & de Vreese, 2004). Following Inglehart’s cognitive 

mobilization hypothesis, it may be that the increase in visibility of the EU in 

the news makes the EU and the issue of enlargement less unknown and 

through that less frightening, resulting in more support for both the EU and 

enlargement.  

Finally, concluding that the information environment does not create 

attitudes but tends to strengthen existing ones does not mean that 

evaluations in the media cannot have important societal implications. First, 
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by strengthening existing attitudes, the media are able to politicize an issue, 

making it more important and, in case of position issues (see Stokes, 1963), 

potentially widening the gap between different positions. Second, as history 

has shown that national referenda on EU issues have often been decided 

with minimal-winning majorities (De Vreese & Boomgaarden, 2006b), even 

small effects of exposure to specific media content can make an important 

difference. 

  



 
 

CONCLUSION  
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In this dissertation, we focused on opinions towards the European 

Union, specifically the issue of Turkey’s potential accession. Previous 

studies argued that how citizens perceive other Europeans is central in the 

formation of EU attitudes. Are other Europeans with ‘us’, or do they 

constitute ‘another’? And what does it mean if citizens define their fellow 

Europeans as ‘others’? And what do anti-immigrant attitudes tell us about 

how citizens define other Europeans? By testing the role of identities in the 

realm of EU attitudes, we aimed to add to the literature on EU attitude 

formation. The studies in this dissertation support the idea that identities 

are a central factor in EU attitudes formation. Not only directly, through 

favouring in-group members or rejecting out-group members, but also 

because identities influence the way information about other Europeans is 

interpreted. Identity factors are, however, not omnipresent, and the studies 

in this dissertation show that there are clear patterns under what conditions 

these identity factors are more or less important. In the following 

paragraphs, we will first summarize the main findings, after which we 

provide context to our findings, discuss certain issues transcending the 

individual chapters, and how our findings fit in the larger context of 

literature on EU attitudes. 

Summary of research findings 

In chapter 1, we looked at how citizens framed the issue of Turkey’s 

potential EU membership. By performing a content analysis of the answers 

to an open-ended question in a survey held in the Netherlands in 2008, we 

found that individual framing largely mirrors the political and media debates 

on the issue. We found three frames to dominate the responses: the first 

frame focuses on the degree to which Turkey has developed into ‘a modern 

western state’ with respect to issues as democracy, human rights and the 

rule of law; in the second frame the focus was on the question whether 

Turkey is a European country and/or whether Turks are Europeans; the 

third frame focuses on utilitarian consequences of Turkey’s accession.  

Having established the importance for citizens of utilitarian framing and 

identity framing, we asked in chapter 2 the question who was more likely to 

use either of these frames. We argued that this was driven not by the 

specific issue, but by the importance that is attributed to more general 
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values. With a voter survey held in 21 countries, we found that individuals 

indeed frame the issue of Turkey’s EU membership (either in terms of 

utilitarian considerations or in terms of identities) along the lines of how 

important more general issues were perceived to be.  

In chapter 3, we linked the framing in terms of identities to the effect of 

anti-immigrant attitudes. Through a mediation analysis of the survey data, 

with the mediator variable of framing as out-groups derived from the 

content analysis of the open-ended question, we showed that the effect of 

anti-immigrant attitudes on EU attitudes can indeed, as previous studies 

argued, be explained by whether individuals frame other Europeans as an 

out-group. 

In chapter 4 we focused on how context may explain differences in 

support for Turkey’s membership across Europe. Based on conflict theory, 

we argued that contact with ‘others’ would lead to a perceived threat to the 

in-group and thus rejection to the out-group. We argued that contact could 

be direct (for instance, through the presence of Turkish immigrants), but 

also indirect (for instance through politicians attaching great importance to 

immigration issues or the media often reporting about immigrants). As anti-

immigrant attitudes are about defining out-groups, contact would of course 

have a greater (negative) effect on individuals with negative attitudes 

towards immigrants.  

Finally, in chapter 5, we looked at how evaluations in the news media 

affect support for Turkey’s EU membership. As it is unlikely that everyone 

interprets the same information in precisely the same manner, we argued 

that individuals with negative attitudes towards immigrants are more likely 

to be affected by negative evaluations of Turkey and/or Turks. Although 

we could not explain variation in change in support for Turkey’s 

membership with variation in individual exposure to evaluations in the 

media, we did find a main effect of the information environment on average 

levels of support. We also found that individuals with negative attitudes 

towards immigrants are indeed more affected by the negative news.  
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Discussion 

Identity factors 

Now what do the findings in these chapters teach us about the relation 

between identity factors and public opinion towards Turkey’s potential 

accession? First of all, this dissertation has shown that identities indeed play 

a central role in public attitude formation about the Turkey issue. We have 

shown that it is common to frame the issue of Turkey’s EU membership in 

terms of whether they are European or not, under which conditions this is 

more or less important and how it effects the processing of new 

information. To understand how the findings in chapter 1 and 2 relate to 

the findings in chapters 3, 4 and 5 we need to understand how the identity 

frame and anti-immigrant attitudes precisely relate.  

Identity framing, as we defined it in chapters 1 and 2, has in principle 

two directions: (1) defining the other European as member of the in-group 

or (2) defining the other European as member of an out-group. And indeed, 

in both chapters 1 and 2 we found respondents who said that Turkey is part 

of Europe and found respondents that said Turkey is not part of Europe 

(with a clear majority of respondents in the latter group). Consequently, 

when identity considerations are perceived as important in forming an 

attitude towards Turkey’s potential accession, defining Turks as members of 

the in-group will lead to a favourable bias towards them through in-group 

favouritism (M. B. Brewer, 1999), which  likely results in support for 

Turkey’s membership. And defining Turks as members of an out-group will 

lead to an unfavourable bias through out-group rejection (Brown, 2000), 

which likely results in opposition towards Turkey’s membership. This is 

supported by our findings in chapter 2.  

But how does this relate to anti-immigrant attitudes? We argued that 

anti-immigrant attitudes are also about identities, and tell us to what degree 

an individual is likely to think in terms of ‘us’ and ‘them’. Given that most 

Europeans in general, and Turks in particular, are easily defined as the 

other, this means that anti-immigrant attitudes are in practical sense 

primarily about defining the identity of other Europeans as an out-group. 

So where the identity frame has two sides, individuals with negative 

attitudes towards immigrants are likely to only apply one side of the frame. 
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This is supported by our findings in chapter 3, where we found that 

individuals with negative attitudes towards immigrants more often framed 

Turkey in terms of an out-group and less often in terms of the in-group. 

That is not to say that individuals with anti-immigrant attitudes would never 

define other Europeans or Turks as part of the in-group, but at this point in 

time it is rather unlikely because it requires one or more binding factors that 

overrule differences in nationality, language, ethnicity, culture and religion.  

Comparing identity framing and anti-immigrant attitudes, we thus argue 

that anti-immigrant attitudes are a predictor of the use of identity framing. 

But where the identity frame has two directions (Turks as part of the in-

group or as an out-group), anti-immigrant attitudes also predict the 

direction of the frame: negative attitudes towards immigrants lead to less 

defining of Turks as members of the in-group and more defining of Turks 

as an out-group. 

In the literature, anti-immigrant attitudes have been also been associated 

with another identity factor, namely national identity (Hooghe & Marks, 

2005). As we already argued in the introduction, the difference between 

national identity and anti-immigrant attitudes is about the identity 

perceptions of one’s self and of the other. Individuals with a strong national 

attachment oppose European integration because it may have degrading 

effects on the nation state. This is, however, irrespective of how they 

perceive other Europeans. Individuals with strong negative attitudes 

towards immigrants strongly categorize the world in ‘us’ and ‘them’, and are 

likely to also see other Europeans as an out-group. And because they define 

other Europeans as an out-group, they tend to negatively evaluate them and 

also cooperation with them (De Vreese & Boomgaarden, 2005). This 

conceptual difference is likely to have some implications for the effects on 

support for Turkey and/or EU attitudes. For instance, we argue that anti-

immigrant attitudes have similar effects on different EU attitudes, because 

all EU attitudes involve the idea of integration with ‘other’ Europeans. 

National attachment, however, would only negatively affect support when 

the nation state is perceived to be under pressure. Indeed, Boomgaarden et 

al. (2011) found that for different dimensions of EU attitudes, national 

identity had different effects. And this is also in line with Van Kersbergen 
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(2000) and Hooghe and Marks (2004), who argue that in cases where the 

EU facilitates national interests, national attachment would positively relate 

with EU attitudes. 

Turkey’s EU membership 

In chapters 2, 4 and 5 we have survey data from multiple countries. As 

several studies have shown that national debates on the potential accession 

of Turkey differ considerably (e.g., Koenig et al., 2006; Negrine et al., 2008; 

Walter & Albert, 2009; Wimmel, 2009), we would also expect country 

differences in average levels of support. For instance, we would expect that 

opposition would be more widespread in Austria, which has a rather 

negative historical view of the Ottomans at the gates of Vienna, and a more 

favourable opinion in the United Kingdom, where the EU is still very much 

perceived as a cooperation of sovereign nation states (Wimmel, 2009). But 

in our data we found that only 6% of the variation in support for EU 

attitudes was at the national level. This means that there are only small 

(although significant) country differences in support for Turkey’s accession. 

Given the sometimes very different national contexts, how can we account 

for these rather small differences? We find that although different frames 

seem to matter in different context (chapters 2 and 4) all different frames 

are primarily used to oppose Turkey’s EU membership (chapters 1 and 2). 

That would lead to the conclusion that Europeans on average agree about 

Turkey’s potential accession, but that they do not agree on what the 

important reasons behind their position is. 

But what can we say about the dynamics in opinion towards Turkey’s 

potential accession? First, in relation to the former paragraph, in chapter 4 

we found evidence that differences in importance of considerations 

between countries depends on cues from national politics and national 

media. Second, in chapter 5 we found that support for Turkey’s accession is 

affected by evaluations of Turkey in the media.  

In chapter 4, we found that the variation in importance of anti-

immigrant attitudes strongly depends on cues from national politics and 

national media. So given the differences in nationality, ethnicity, culture and 

religion between most Europeans and Turks, it may be hard to persuade 

individuals with negative attitudes towards immigrants to see Turks as an in-
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group. But given that the importance of anti-immigrant attitudes depends 

on cues from national politics and media, it appears that citizens are more 

easily persuaded to alter the importance given to specific considerations. We 

can link this to the more general theory of framing. Framing scholars have 

shown that media framing effects are not so much about changing beliefs 

about the issue, but about changing the importance attributed to the beliefs 

when forming an opinion (e.g., Nelson & Oxley, 1999). We should, 

however, be careful to approach this as a ‘simple’ framing effect, because 

framing effects are also about citizens learning that certain considerations 

are connected to a specific issue (e.g., Slothuus & De Vreese, 2010). In 

chapter 4, we assessed cues from national politics and media on a more 

general identity topic (i.e., the immigration issue). In a strict interpretation 

of framing effects, this would imply that these cues do not lead to citizens 

learning to connect identity considerations to the issue of Turkey’s potential 

EU membership. We argue, however, that from these cues citizens learn 

about the general importance of identities. Given the ease in which 

identities come into play in the case of Turkey’s accession, these political 

and media cues affect the importance of identity frames in this specific issue 

through altering the general perceived importance of identities. Whether 

these cues, consecutively, alter public opinion depends on whether the new 

considerations following from these cues would lead to a different 

conclusion. Given that we found in chapters 1 and 2 that citizens use all 

prominent frames in majority to oppose Turkey’s EU membership, the 

impact of these cues on actual support is likely to be minimal (what we also 

found in chapter 4).  

In chapter 5 we found evidence that public support is affected by 

evaluations of Turkey in the media. Although we were unable to explain 

variation in change in support with individual exposure, we could do so 

with the variation in the information environment. This implies that 

although individual antecedents are important predictors of support for 

Turkey’s EU membership, can also be influenced by providing citizens with 

alternative information about the issue. We argued that it was unlikely that 

all citizens would respond similar to the same information, and found that 

individuals with negative attitudes towards immigrants are affected more 



128 FRAMING TURKEY 

 
strongly by negative evaluations in the news. Given that there was a general 

lack of positive evaluative news of Turkey, the question remains how 

individuals with negative attitudes towards immigrants would react to 

positive news. Our theoretical assumption was that individuals with negative 

attitudes towards immigrants would also define Turks as an out-group, and 

negative news about the out-group confirms existing beliefs and reinforces 

the perceived need to protect the in-group (see M. B. Brewer, 1999). But 

how would it work when individuals with negative attitudes towards 

immigrants are exposed to positive evaluations? On one side, we may 

expect that positive evaluations in the news would reduce the perceived 

need to protect the in-group. If that is the case, there would be no 

difference in reception of positive news between individuals with negative 

attitudes towards immigrants and individuals with more positive attitudes 

towards immigrants, and both groups would be persuaded equally. On the 

other side, positive evaluations in the news may contradict with existing 

beliefs of individuals with negative attitudes towards immigrants. Following 

the logic of the reversed mobilization argument of Schuck and De Vreese 

(2009), we could argue that individuals with negative attitudes towards 

immigrants may perceive the positive evaluations as negative for their own 

position and thus become more extreme in their position. As it is, the 

virtual absence of positive evaluations in the news leaves us unable to test 

what would happen. 

EU attitudes 

How does ‘Turkey’ help us to explain EU attitudes? Can we actually 

make any inferences to enlargements with other countries, or to other 

dimensions of EU attitudes? Other studies have already established that 

anti-immigrant attitudes are about whether the holder of these attitudes 

categorizes the world in ‘us’ and ‘them’ (Sniderman et al., 2000). In this 

dissertation, we have shown that in the case of Turkey’s potential EU 

membership, individuals with anti-immigrant attitudes indeed oppose 

membership because they define Turks as an out-group. We argued that 

since individuals with negative attitudes towards immigrants defined Turks 

as an out-group, they want nothing to do with cooperation, sharing and 

integrating with this out-group. But no matter how we conceptualize EU 
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attitudes, they are always about cooperating, sharing, or integrating with 

other Europeans. Other Europeans may of course be citizens of countries 

aspiring to become a member. And although McLaren (2007) found that 

support for no other applicant country’ accession  was as low as support for 

Turkey’s potential membership, the effect of perceived threats from 

immigrants evenly affected support for accession of all candidate countries. 

Looking not only at enlargement, but also at other dimensions of EU 

attitudes, Boomgaarden et al. (2011) found that all different dimensions of 

EU attitudes were evenly affected by anti-immigrant attitudes. These 

findings are consistent with the idea that individuals with negative attitudes 

towards immigrants would also view citizens of other EU members as an 

out-group. So no matter the conceptualization of EU attitudes, the 

explanation is applicable and findings in line with expectations that would 

result from this explanation. We thus argue that we can indeed generalize 

findings from the specific case of Turkey’s potential EU membership to 

other enlargements and other EU attitudes. Of course, it would be prudent 

to confirm our argument in future studies.  

But of course, Turkey’s potential EU membership can probably be 

considered as ‘the easiest case’ to focus on issues of in-groups and out-

groups. Except the differences in nationality and language (differences that 

set Europeans from most different countries apart from each other), Turks 

commonly have a different religion from most Europeans and Turkey’s 

territory is perceived to lie in Asia for most part. Thus, for most Europeans 

who are likely to categorize in ‘us’ and ‘them’, Turks are almost guaranteed 

to be ‘them’. But that does not necessarily need to be the case for all 

Europeans. For instance, Azrout et al. (in press) found in a study in the 

Netherlands that anti-immigrant attitudes indeed affected support for 

Turkey’s EU membership, but not support for membership of Switzerland. 

They argued that this was the case because Swiss are far more likely to be 

perceived by the Dutch as an in-group.  

This means that the effect of anti-immigrant attitudes on EU attitudes 

depends on where and on what grounds citizens draw the line between the 

in-group and out-groups. Most likely, the grounds in which relevant 

categories are formed is in line with the specific issue. For instance, when 
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the EU enters a policy area which used to be a national responsibility, or of 

which citizens perceive it best to be the responsibility of the nation state, 

citizens are likely to draw the line along nationalities. But in questions of 

who can be part of the EU (i.e., who is European), issues of culture, religion 

and geography may more easily come into play. For future studies, it would 

thus be interesting to see along which lines identities are formed when 

looking at different EU attitudes. 

This also relates to the question how individuals learn where to lay the 

line between ‘us’ and ‘them’. Scholars have argued that ‘Europe’ is an 

invention (Delanty, 1995), and on many grounds the boundaries of Europe 

have been defined (Liotta, 2005). So why do, for instance, many citizens 

perceive religion as an important factor of defining Europe? Is it, for 

instance, that with rising Islamophobia (Poynting & Mason, 2007) and the 

general public and political acceptance of Huntington’s clash of 

civilizations’ thesis (Marranci, 2004), religion is the ‘trending’ way to 

categorize (see Boomgaarden & Freire, 2009)? Hinrichsen, Boomgaarden, 

De Vreese, Van der Brug and Hobolt (2012) show that in EU media 

coverage, references to religious issues increased since terrorist attack in the 

USA on September 11, 2001. They also show that the effect of religion on 

EU support depends on exposure to these religious references in the news 

media. These two findings suggest that religion is indeed a ‘trending’ topic 

and that when another topic would dominate the public debate, the role of 

religion is likely to decrease and citizens are likely to alter their conception 

of Europe according to the new dominant topic. Future studies should thus 

not only look at how and where people draw borders, but also take into 

consideration why citizens do so? 

Methodological reflections 

In all chapters, we used survey data to find an answer to our questions. 

In two chapters, an alternative methodological approach may have been 

beneficial. In chapter 1, we used an open-ended question in a survey to 

assess how citizens framed the issue of Turkey’s EU membership. To assess 

public discourse, other scholars have performed media content analyses 

(e.g., Steunenberg et al., 2011; Wimmel, 2009). As we argued in chapter 1, 

focussing on the media would lead to knowledge of the public debate, not 
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how the public actually frames the issue individually. Another approach to 

assess individual framing would be to use a more qualitative approach as in-

depth interviews. Although such an approach may be beneficial in really 

uncovering how the frames are build up, the qualitative approach would be 

less sufficient to answer the question to what degree certain frames are 

used. Thus, we believe a quantitative survey with an open-ended question 

was optimal for answering the question how and to what degree individuals 

frame the issue of Turkey’s potential accession.  

In chapter 5, we looked at the effects of exposure to evaluations in the 

media by assessing how actual media content (either through individual 

exposure or through the information environment) explained change in 

support between two waves of a panel survey. For assessing media effects 

experiments can be very beneficial and several authors have made use of 

such an approach (e.g., De Vreese et al., 2011; Lecheler & De Vreese, 2010; 

Maier & Rittberger, 2008; Nelson et al., 1997). In our analysis, we depended 

on what the news media happened to report. As it was (and as we already 

described) there was a virtual absence of positive news in the period 

between the two waves. This left the question open how individuals with 

negative attitudes towards immigrants would respond to positive news. In 

an experiment, the researcher controls the message subjects are exposed to, 

and thus we would be able to also confront subjects with positive news.  

Also, in our panel survey we relied on self-reported exposure measures 

which are known to be biased (Prior, 2009). As we already noted in chapter 

5, this measurement error may lead to an underestimation of the effect 

individual exposure. Using an experimental setup, we would have control 

over the message individuals were exposed to. And as other studies found 

significant media effects on EU attitudes in experimental studies, we would 

be more likely to also have found an individual effect.  

Given all these advantages of the experimental design over the survey 

design, why have we chosen for the survey? Because the experimental 

design is also not perfect. Although experiments have a strong internal 

validity, they generally lack ecological validity (e.g., Morton & Williams, 

2010). Experiments, as they are generally performed, model reality as if 

individuals are exposed to a media message in isolation from other 
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individuals and form their opinion in isolation from other individuals. We 

thus opted for the most realistic setting, but had to deal with the downsides 

of that.  

Apart from reflecting on the designs of the study, we should also reflect 

on the measures we used. In chapters 2 through 5, we used the same 

‘simple’ dependent variable: on a 7-point scale whether respondents are in 

favour of or opposed to Turkey becoming a member. The ‘nuance’ of a 7-

point scale is already an improvement compared to Eurobarometer, where 

respondents’ answers are limited to ‘in favour’, ‘oppose’ and ‘don’t know’. 

But there are nuances that our 7-point scale does not uncover. For instance, 

two respondents may be very opposed to Turkey’s EU membership (lowest 

score on the scale), but one may have an idea that he would always be 

opposed while the other may be very opposed at this moment but leaves 

the possibility open (given potential changes in circumstances) to be in 

favour in the future. Interestingly, this nuance may also have a significant 

relation with how individuals frame the issue. For instance, we might argue 

that individuals opposing Turkey’s EU membership using a development 

frame may have a more temporal opposition. They oppose Turkey’s 

membership because Turkey is perceived not to be ready for accession, but 

in the future that may of course change. Individuals who oppose Turkey’s 

membership using an identity frame are likely to also frame Turks as non-

Europeans in the future. Future studies should try to uncover the nuances 

and how they can be explained.  

Another measure to reflect on are the anti-immigrant attitudes. In 

chapters 3 to 5, we followed Sniderman et al. (2000) and argued that anti-

immigrant attitudes are actually a measure for the degree to which 

individuals categorize the world in ‘us’ and ‘them’. Fazio and Olson (2003) 

describe this as measuring an implicit concept (the degree to which 

individuals categorize) with an explicit attitude (anti-immigrant attitudes). As 

the degree to which individuals categorize is hard to measure explicit, we 

turn to an implicit approach. But anti-immigrant attitudes themselves may 

be biased through respondents giving social desirable answers (e.g., Huddy 

& Feldman, 2009; Kuklinski, Cobb, & Gilens, 1997). And to avoid this bias, 

future studies may want to turn to implicit measures. The probably most 
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well-known implicit measurement technique is the Implicit Association Test 

(Greenwald, McGhee, & Schwartz, 1998). In this technique, the association 

between target groups and evaluative attributes is measured by how fast 

respondents respond, with the argument that when a specific group does 

not fit the evaluative attribute the response time will be longer. This has 

already been applied on racial attitudes with scholars arguing that, similar to 

our argument of anti-immigrant attitudes, it is about intergroup behaviour 

(e.g., McConnell & Leibold, 2001). 

EU legitimacy 

But what do these findings mean for support for or the legitimacy of the EU? 

Utilitarian and identity factors may well be signifiers of two different 

concepts of political legitimacy. Easton (1965) distinguishes between input 

and output legitimacy. Output legitimacy is defined as the quality of political 

decisions (Easton, 1965) and the degree to which they serve citizens’ 

interests (Scharpf, 1999; Verbruggen, 2009). Utilitarian factors (as predictors 

of EU attitudes) revolve around the idea whether citizens profit or expect to 

profit from European integration and thus these utilitarian factors may be a 

signifier for output legitimacy. 

Input legitimacy is defined as the degree to which citizens take part in or 

support political decision taking (Schmidt, 2010). Taking part in political 

decision taking can be ensured through institutions of electoral 

representation (Scharpf, 1999). But support in decision taking does not 

depend on ‘institutional’ solutions only, but is also the result of a collective 

identity among citizens (Desmet, Spanje, & De Vreese, 2012; Scharpf, 

1999). And this is where our identity factors come in. EU citizens not 

identifying with each other results not only in lower support for political 

decisions made in the EU, but may also threatens the legitimacy of the EU.  

Both input and output legitimacy are necessary for the legitimacy of the 

system. Scharpf (1999) argues that the legitimacy of the EU has always 

relied on the output side. We already noted that in the era of permissive 

consensus, people accepted European integration, as long as it did not 

negatively affect them. Thus, by utilitarian considerations, the EU received 

output legitimacy. But with the end of permissive consensus, the legitimacy of 

the European Union may be at stake. On one side, perhaps, through 
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utilitarian considerations affecting output legitimacy: for instance, does the 

EU sufficiently handle the economic/Euro crisis? But we have shown that 

the effect of anti-immigrant attitudes depends on defining other Europeans 

as an out-group. The importance of this factor implies that there is a lack of 

collective identity among EU citizens, which threatens input legitimacy. As 

Hooghe and Marks put it: ‘Citizens care – passionately – about who 

exercises authority over them’ (Hooghe & Marks, 2009, p. 2). 

Although output legitimacy may ‘easily’ be restored through proper 

policies at the right time (although we wouldn’t argue that this is actually 

easy), restoring input legitimacy for the EU is probably much harder, 

especially in a time of uprising populism and national sentiments. But 

although our studies of the effects of anti-immigrant attitudes may be a sign 

of decreasing input legitimacy, our studies also shows that the effect is not a 

given truth. In chapter 4, we established a clear link between political 

importance and media attention and the effect of anti-immigrant attitudes 

on EU attitudes. So just as political (populist?) entrepreneurs now often 

succeed to increase the societal importance given to immigration issues (and 

as we seen in chapter 4, resulting in citizens learning to frame in out-groups, 

making it more likely to frame other Europeans as an out-group), political 

entrepreneurs in favour of EU integration should try decrease societal 

importance of the immigration issue. And would such an entrepreneur be 

successful, this would not only lead to a smaller effect of anti-immigrant 

attitudes on support for EU attitudes, it would also increase legitimacy of 

the EU. 
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Appendix 1B 

Table 1.B1 
Reliability of coding 

 
Percentage agreement Krippendorff's alpha 

Frames 

  Development 92.4% .84 

Identity 95.0% .89 

Utilitarian 99.1% .83 

First frame 88.7% .85 

Arguments 

  Development - Positive 99.4% .85 

Development - Negative 93.3% .86 

Identity - In-group 97.6% .81 

Identity - Out-group 95.9% .90 

Consequences - Opportunity 98.4% .90 

Consequences - Threat 94.4% .82 

Other argument 96.9% .85 

No argument 98.9% .96 

First argument 89.1% .87 

Note: N = 700 
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Appendix 3 

 

Descriptives of coded items open-ended question 

 

 Mean SD Krippendorff’s 
alpha 

Explicit out-group mentioning .354 .479 .886 
Explicit threat mentioning ..182 .387 .864 
Explicit in-group mentioning (reversly coded) .914 .280 .833 
Explicit opportunity mentioning (reversly coded) .892 .311 .824 
Framing in terms of out-group 2.343 .873 .888 

 

Descriptives of indices and translations of closed-ended questions 

 

    Mean SD alpha 

Support for Turkish membership 
(1-7) 

7 = very much in favour 2.741 1.782 
 

Een aantal landen zou op termijn kunnen toetreden tot de Europese Unie. Kunt u 
aangeven voor elk van de onderstaande landen in hoeverre u voor of tegen toetreding 
tot de EU bent? Turkije. 

Immigration attitude index (1-7) 7 = negative 4.662 1.178 .884 

Index of 8 items, answers on 7-point disagree-agree scale. 
Op scholen met veel kinderen van immigranten is de kwaliteit van het onderwijs 
slecht. 

Immigranten maken misbruik van sociale voorzieningen. 

Immigranten zijn een bedreiging voor de veiligheid in Nederland. 

Immigranten krijgen een nadelige behandeling van de overheid. 

De aanwezigheid van immigranten doet de werkloosheid in Nederland groeien. 

Immigranten zijn een belangrijke oorzaak voor criminaliteit in Nederland. 

Immigranten zijn een verrijking voor de Nederlandse cultuur. 
De religieuze praktijken van immigranten vormen een bedreiging voor de Nederlandse 
levensstijl en tradities. 

Economic evaluations index (1-7) 7 = very much better 3.215 0.917 .818 

Index of 3 items, answers on 7-point worse-better scale. 
Hoe denkt u dat de economische situatie in Nederland zich de komende twaalf 
maanden zal ontwikkelen? 
Hoe denkt u dat de economische situatie in Europese Unie zich de komende twaalf 
maanden zal ontwikkelen? 
Hoe denkt u dat uw persoonlijke financiële situatie zich de komende twaalf maanden 
zal ontwikkelen? 
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    Mean SD alpha 

Government satisfaction index (1-7) 7 = very satisfied 3.888 0.990 .823 

Index of 5 items, answers on 7-point dissatisfied-satisfied scale. 

Kunt u aangeven hoe tevreden of ontevreden u in het algemeen bent met wat de 
huidige regering <bestaande uit CDA, PvdA en ChristenUnie> doet ? 
Kunt u aangeven hoe tevreden of ontevreden u bent met de manier waarop de 
regering handelt op het gebied van …  

… Europese integratie? 

… de economie? 

… het milieu? 

… immigratie? 

National identity index (1-7) 7 = strong identity 5.182 1.172 .909 

Index of 5 items, answers on 7-point disagree-agree scale. 

Ik ben er trots op een Nederlands burger te zijn. 

Nederlander zijn betekent veel voor me. 

De Nederlandse vlag betekent veel voor me. 

Nederlanders delen een gemeenschappelijke traditie, cultuur en geschiedenis. 

Ik voel mij verwant met andere Nederlanders. 

     

European identity index (1-7) 7 = strong identity 3.702 1.144 .868 

Index of 5 items, answers on 7-point disagree-agree scale. 

Ik ben er trots op Europees burger te zijn. 

Europeaan zijn betekent veel voor me. 

De Europese vlag betekent veel voor me. 

Europeanen delen een gemeenschappelijke traditie, cultuur en geschiedenis. 

Ik voel mij verwant met andere Europeanen. 

Exclusive national identity (1-7) 7 = exclusive identity 2.594 1.251  

Based on national identity index and on EU identity index, with: 
If natID < euID  Exclusive national identity = 0; 
Else exclusive national identity = |natID - euID|+ 1 . 

Gender (dich.) 1 = female .518 .500  

Age (20-83)  50.147 16.394  

Education (1-6)     

1 Primary school (LO-LBO) .227 .419  

2 Lower general secondary education (MAVO) .088 .283  

3 Intermediate vocational education (MBO) .328 .470  

4 Higher general secondary education (HAVO-VWO) .076 .266  

5 Higher vocational education (HBO-WO-kand) .175 .380  

6 Univeristy degree (WO-DOCT) .106 .308  
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Appendix 4 

 

Individual level variables 

Support for Turkey's EU membership  M = 3.07 SD = 1.93 

For each of the following countries, to what extent are you in favour of or against it 
becoming a member of the EU? 
-> Turkey 

[1. Strongly against  ...........................  7.Strongly in favour] 

Anti-immigrant attitudes M = 3.08 SD = 1.52 alpha = .84 

Index of 5 items, answers on 7-point disagree-agree scale. 

Immigrants abuse [COUNTRY]’s social welfare system, because they take more out 
than they put in. 
Immigrants are a threat to the security of [NATIONALITY] people. 
The religious practices of immigrants are a threat to the [NATIONALITY] way of life and 
its traditions. 
Immigrants are an important cause of crime in [COUNTRY]. 
Immigration is good for the [NATIONALITY] labour market. <Reversely coded> 

[0. Strongly disagree  ..............................  6.Strongly agree] 

National identity M = 4.21 SD = 1.53 alpha = .89 

Index of 4 items, answers on 7-point disagree-agree scale. 

I am proud to be a [NATIONALITY] citizen. 
Being [NATIONALITY] means a lot to me. 
I feel close to fellow [NATIONALS]. 
I feel more [NATIONALITY] then European. 

[0. Strongly disagree  ..............................  6.Strongly agree] 

European identity M = 2.68 SD = 1.45 alpha = .87 

Index of 4 items, answers on 7-point disagree-agree scale. 

I am proud to be a European citizen. 
Being a citizen of the European Union means a lot to me. 
I feel close to fellow Europeans. 
The European flag means a lot to me. 

[0. Strongly disagree  ..............................  6.Strongly agree] 

Exclusive national identity  M = 1.82 SD = 1.65 

Similar as in chapter 3, exclusive national identity is based on national identity index 
and on index of European identity, with: 
If natID < euID à Exclusive national identity = 0; 
Else exclusive national identity = |natID - euID|. 

[0. No exclusive national identity  6.Strong exclusive national identity] 
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Government satisfaction M = 2.26 SD = 1.38 alpha = .90 

Index of 5 items, answers on 7-point disagree-agree scale. 

In general, to what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statement? -> 
The current national government is doing a good job. 

[0. Strongly disagree  ...............................  6.Strongly agree] 

And how well do you think the government is handling the issue of … 
-> ... European integration? 
-> ... the economy? 
-> ... the environment? 
-> ... immigration? 

[0. Very poorly  ................................................  6.Very well] 

Economic evaluations M = 2.85 SD = 1.28 alpha = .81 

Index of 3 items, answers on 7-point disagree-agree scale. 

Looking at the economic situation in [COUNTRY], do you think the situation will be 
better or worse twelve months from now? 
How about if you think of the European Union, do you think that twelve months from 
now the economic situation in the EU will be better or worse? 
How about your personal situation: Do you think that twelve months from now your 
personal economic situation will be better or worse? 

[0. Much worse  ..........................................  6.Much better] 

Political ideology  M = 5.22 SD = 2.70 

In political matters, people talk about “the left” and “the right”. What is your position? 
Please indicate your views using any number on a scale from 0 to 10, where 0 means 
“left” and 10 means “right”. Which number best describes your position? 

[0. Left  .................................................................  10.Right] 

Political interest M = 3.85 SD = 1.15 alpha = .79 

Index of 5 items, answers on 7-point disagree-agree scale. 

How interested are you in politics? 

[0. Not at all interested  ........................  6.Very interested] 

And how interested are you in … 
-> ... economic issues? 
-> ... immigration issues? 
-> ... European Union issues? 
-> ... environmental issues? 

[0. Not at all interested  ........................  6.Very interested] 

Age  M = 39.52 SD = 13.40 

From TNS database. 

Gender    

From TNS database. 
Dummy with male as reference category. 
Gender male  M = .48 SD = .50 

Gender female  M = .52 SD = .50 
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Education    

What is the highest level of education you have completed? 

Country specific educational levels recoded into low, medium and high education. 
Dummies with medium level education as reference category. 
Education low  M = .25 SD = .43 

Education medium  M = .34 SD = .47 

Education high  M = .41 SD = .49 

Ethnicity    

Do you consider yourself to be a member of an ethnic minority group? 

Dummy with not member of an ethnic minority as reference category. 

Not member ethnic minority  M = .94 SD = .24 

Member ethnic minority  M = .06 SD = .24 
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Country level variables 

Number of Turkish migrants (%)     

Data retrieved from Eurostat.       

Country level (N = 20)  M = 0.28 SD = 0.55 

Number of Muslims (%)    

Data retrieved from Pew Forum on Religion & Public Life 
(2009). 

    

Country level (N = 20)  M = 1.75 SD = 1.99 

Importance of immigration issue: general public   

Data from own own survey. 

In your opinion, how important are the following problems in [COUNTRY]? 
-> Immigration problems 

[0. Not at all important  ..........................  6.Very important] 

Individual level (N = 26,344)  M = 3.85 SD = 1.75 

Country level (N = 20)   M = 3.88 SD = 0.54 

Importance of immigration issue: political parties   

Data retrieved from 2006 Chapel Hill Expert Survey. 

On each dimension, we ask you to assess the position of the party leadership, and then 
to assess the importance/salience of this dimension for a party's public stance. 
-> Importance/salience of immigration policy for each of the following parties. 
-> Importance/salience of integration of immigrants and asylum seekers for each of 
the following parties. 
-> Importance/salience of ethnic minorities for each of the following parties. 

[0. Not important at all  ..............  10. Extremely important] 

Party level (N = 156) alpha = .88 M = 5.72 SD = 1.73 

Country level (N = 20)   M = 5.28 SD = 1.35 

Importance of immigration issue: media salience (%)   

Data retrieved from media dataset of 2009 European Election Study. 

Primary topic of the story (i.e. major subject of the story = taking the most space or 
time – often mentioned in the headline). Topics have to be referred to/mentioned at 
least twice in the article or newscast and not just mentioned in passing. 
Secondary topic of the story (i.e. second most important subject of the story) 
Tertiary topic of the story (i.e. third most important subject of the story) 
Note: If there is more than one appropriate category, always choose the most specific 
one. 
Note: Up to 3 topics can be coded. However, a story does not necessarily address more 
than 1 topic. Thus, do not search for additional topics if there really are no more than 1 
or 2 topics discernable! 
-> Immigration  -> Multiculturalism (cultural diversity, cultural plurality) 
-> Ethnic minorities -> National immigration policy 

Article scored 1 if at least one of four topics mentioned above is primary, secondary or 
tertiary topic of the story, else 0. 
Article level (N = 36979)  M = 1.56 SD = 12.39 

Country level (N = 20)   M = 1.18 SD = 0.94 
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Appendix 5B: Question and item wording 

 

Survey 

 

Support Turkish membership wave 2. To what extent are you in 

favour of or against Turkey becoming a member of the EU? 

[1. Strongly against  ................................................... 7.Strongly in favour] 

Support Turkish membership wave 1. For each of the following 

countries, to what extent are you in favour of or against it becoming a 

member of the EU? 

-> Turkey 

 [1. Strongly against  .................................................. 7.Strongly in favour] 

In the same question, support or opposition towards membership of 

Croatia and Switzerland was asked, with the order of the countries being 

rotated. 

Anti-immigrant attitudes. Next we would like to ask for your opinion 

about immigrants in [COUNTRY]. Could you please indicate for every 

statement below to what extent you agree or disagree with it? 

-> Immigrants abuse [COUNTRY]’s social welfare system, because they 

take more out than they put in. 

-> Immigrants are a threat to the security of [NATIONALITY] people. 

-> The religious practices of immigrants are a threat to the 

[NATIONALITY] way of life and its traditions. 

-> Immigrants are an important cause of crime in [COUNTRY]. 

-> Immigration is good for the [NATIONALITY] labour market. 

(reversely coded) 

[1. Strongly disagree  ........................................................ 7.Strongly agree] 

Exclusive national identity. Similar as in chapter 3, we constructed our 

measure of exclusive national identity as follows: When EU identity was 

stronger than national identity, national identity was presumed non-

exclusive (0). When national identity was stronger than EU identity, the 

exclusiveness of national identity was the difference of national and EU 

identity. 
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National identity: Please consider the following statements about 

[COUNTRY] and tell us for each of them to what extent you agree or 

disagree. 

-> I am proud to be a [NATIONALITY] citizen. 

-> Being [NATIONALITY] means a lot to me. 

-> I feel close to fellow [NATIONALS]. 

-> I feel more [NATIONALITY] then European 

[1. Strongly disagree  ......................................................... 7.Strongly agree] 

EU identity: In the following we present you several statements about 

the European Union. Please tell us to what extent you agree or disagree 

with each one of them. 

-> I am proud to be a European citizen. 

-> Being a citizen of the European Union means a lot to me. 

-> I feel close to fellow Europeans. 

[1. Strongly disagree  ......................................................... 7.Strongly agree] 

Please also tell us to what extent you agree or disagree with each of the 

following statements. 

-> The European flag means a lot to me. 

[1. Strongly disagree  ......................................................... 7.Strongly agree] 

Government satisfaction. In general, to what extent do you agree or 

disagree with the following statement?  

-> The current national government is doing a good job. 

[1. Strongly disagree  ......................................................... 7.Strongly agree] 

And how well do you think the government is handling the issue of… 

-> ... European integration? 

-> ... the economy? 

-> ... the environment? 

-> ... immigration? 

[1. Very poorly  .......................................................................... 7.Very well] 

Economic evaluations. Looking at the economic situation in 

[COUNTRY], do you think the situation will be better or worse twelve 

months from now? 

[1. Much worse  .................................................................... 7.Much better] 
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How about if you think of the European Union, do you think that 

twelve months from now the economic situation in the EU will be better or 

worse? 

[1. Much worse  .................................................................... 7.Much better] 

How about your personal situation: Do you think that twelve months 

from now your personal economic situation will be better or worse? 

[1. Much worse  .................................................................... 7.Much better] 

 

Media analysis 

 

Evaluation of Turkey’s membership in the media. Explicitly: Does 

the story evaluate the potential membership of TURKEY in the EU? 

1.  not mentioned 

2. mentioned but not evaluated 

3. negative 

4. rather negative 

5. balanced/mixed 

6. rather positive 

7. positive 
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Appendix 5C: List of media outlets 

Country Newspaper Television news 

Austria: Der Standard 
Die Presse 
Neue Kronen Zeiting 

Aktuell 19h20 (ATV) 
ZiB 19h30 (ORF1) 

Belgium: De Morgen 
De Standaard 
Het Laatste Nieuws 
La Derniere Heure 
La Libre Belgique 
Le Soir 

Het Journaal 19h00 (VRT) 
VTM-Nieuws 19h00 (VTM) 
 
JT Meteo 19h30 (La Une) 
Le Journal (19h00 (RTL-TV) 

Bulgaria: 24 Chasa 
Dnevnik 
Trud 

bTV Новините 19h00 (bTV) 
По света и у нас 20h00 (BNT 

kanal 1) 

 Czech. Rep.: Blesk 
Mlada Fronta 
Pravo 

Udalosti 19h00 (Ceska 
televize) 

Televizni noviny 19h30 (TV 
Nova) 

Denmark: Ekstra Bladet 
Morgenavisen Jyllandsposten 
Politiken 

Nyhederne 19h00 (TV2) 
TV-avisen 21h00 (DR1) 

Finland: Aamulehti 
Helsing Sanomat 
Iltasanomat 

Kymmenen uutiset 22h00 
(MTV3) 

Tv-uutiset ja sää 20h30 (YLE 
TV1) 

France: Le Figaro 
Le Monde 
Libération 

Le Journal 20h00 (F2) 
Le Journal 20h00 (TF1) 

Germany: Bild 
Frankfurter Algemeine Zeiting 
Suddeutsche Zeiting 

18h30 (SAT1) 
Heute 19h00 (ZDF) 
RTL Aktuell 18u45 (RTL) 
Tagesschau 20h00 (ARD) 

Greece: Eleftherotypia 
Kathimerini 
Ta Nea 

Ειδήσεις 21h00 (ΝΕΤ) 
Κεντρικό Sελτίο 20h00 (Mega) 

Hungary: Blikk 
Magyar Nemzet 
Nepszabadsag 

Esti Híradó 18h30 (RTL Klub) 
Hírádo 20h30 (M2) 

Ireland: Irisch Independent 
The Irish Times 
The (Daily) Star 

Nine News 21h00 (RTEI1) 
TV3 News 17h30 (TV3) 

Italy: Il Corriere della Sera 
Il Giornale 
La Repubblica 

TG1 20h00 (RaiUno) 
TG5 20h00 (Canale5) 

   



APPENDICES 165 
 

Country Newspaper Television news 

Latvia: Diena 
Latvijas Avize 
Vesti Segidnya 

Panorāmas 20h30 (LTV) 
T ZiĦas 20h00 (LNT) 

Lithuania: Lietuvos Rytas 
Respublika 
Vakaro Zinios 

Panorama 20h30 (LTV) 
TV3 žinios 18h45 (TV3) 

Netherlands: De Telegraaf 
De Volkskrant 
NRC Handelsblad 

NOS Journaal 20h00 (NED1) 
RTL Nieuws 19h30 (RTL4) 

Poland: Fakt 
Gazeta Wyborcza 
Rzeczpospolita 

FAKTY 19h00 (TVN) 
Wiadomości 19h30 (TVP1) 

Portugal: Correio de Manha 
Jornal de Noticias 
Publico 

Jornal Nacional 20h00 (TVI) 
Telejornal 20h00 (RTP1) 

Slovakia: Daily Pravda 
Nový Cas 
Sme/Praca 

Spravy 19h30 (STV 1) 
Televizne Noviny 19h00 (TV 

Markiza) 

Spain: ABC 
El Mundo 
El Pais 

Noticias2 21h00 (Antena3) 
Telecinco 20h30 (Tele5) 
Telediario-2 21h00 (TVE1) 

Sweden: Aftonbladet 
Dagens Nyheter 
Svenska Dagbladet 

Nyheterna 18h25 (TV4) 
Rapport 19h30 (TV2) 

United 
Kingdom: 

Daily Telegraph (Sunday: Sunday 
Telegraph) 

Guardian (Sunday: The Observer) 
Sun 

News at 10 22h00 (BBC1) 
News at 10 22h00 (ITV) 

  



166 FRAMING TURKEY 

 
Appendix 5D: Construction individual media exposure measure 

For each respondent the value   of the individual exposure variable is 

calculated using the following formula:  

 

       
 

 

 

Where    is the aggregated score of outlet  , and    is the number of 

days the respondent reports using outlet  , with   varying over all outlets (in 

the country of the respondent). To illustrate how the individual score is 

calculated, we look at a few imaginative respondents from Austria. In 

Austria we coded 3 newspapers (Der Standard, Die Presse and Neue 

Kronen Zeitung) and two television news programs (ZiB and Aktuell). With 

this information, we can write out the summation in the formula: 

 

                                           

 

From the EES data we calculate the aggregate scores of evaluation of 

Turkey’s potential accession between the panel waves for the five outlets 

from Austria: 

Outlet Score 

Der Standard -0.0157 

Die Presse -0.0319 

Neue Kronen Zeitung 0.0000 

ZiB 19h30 (ORF1) -0.0173 

Aktuell 19h20 (ATV) -0.0556 

 

And we can than fill in the aggregate outlet scores in the formula: 

 

                                                        

 

Now, imagine four respondents in panel survey. The respondents report 

to use the following outlets: 

- Respondent 1 reports to read Neue Kronen Zeitung 6 days a 

week and uses none of the other outlets.  
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- Respondent 2 reports to watch Aktuell 5 days a week and uses 

none of the other outlets. 

- Respondent 3 reports to read Der Standard 4 days a week and 

watches ZiB 5 days a week, and doesn’t use the other outlets. 

- Respondent 4 reports to use all five outlets 7 days a week. 

We insert this information in the formula, and thus calculate the 

individual exposure score for these respondents: 

 

                                                         

                                                         

                                                         

                                                         

  



168 FRAMING TURKEY 

 
 



 
 

ENGLISH SUMMARY 

  



170 FRAMING TURKEY 

 
Since the beginning of the European Community, enlargement has been 

considered as an important policy area and an important part of the 

European integration process. In the past, European affairs were left at the 

discretion of political elites. Citizens were not interested, and as long as 

citizens were not negatively affected, politicians had a free hand. 

With the signing of the treaty of Maastricht and the founding of the 

European Union, European cooperation became increasingly political in 

nature. Citizens became more interested and, also, more critical of what 

happened in the EU. As a result, politicians needed to take their 

constituencies into account when negotiating European issues. This 

illustrates the importance of understanding public opinion towards the EU. 

Previous studies have shown that identity factors are important in 

formation of opinions towards the EU. Individuals are likely to approve 

cooperation with members of the same group, while opposing cooperation 

with members of other groups. The questions is who belongs to the own 

group and who does not. In this dissertation we focus on the relation 

between identity factors and attitudes towards the EU. 

For this, we focus on the specific case of Turkey’s potential EU 

membership. The public debate around Turkey’s potential membership has 

many facets, which relate to similar facets in debates concerning the EU. 

But identity issues (is Turkey actually European, and so should they be part 

of the EU?) are very prominent in the case of Turkey’s potential 

membership, making it a most likely case to study identity issues. But it is 

also a good case to focus on, because given the relative straightforwardness 

and the high contestation of the issue, it is likely that most citizens have an 

actual opinion about it.  

A central concept in this dissertation is framing. In a complex reality it is 

impossible to comprehend an issue in full, both in a communicating text 

and in an individuals’ mind. Framing refers to how an issue is understood: 

which aspects of the issue are taken into account and which are not. 

Through this, frames give meaning to the issue and thus play an important 

role in opinion formation. Looking at the case of Turkey’s potential EU 

membership framing is for example about whether citizens focus on the 
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question whether Turkey is European or not, and what this focus means for 

opinion formation.  

In chapter 1 we begin with a description of the frames citizens use when 

evaluating the issue of Turkey’s potential membership. By coding the 

presence or absence of frames in the answers to an open-ended question, 

we show that the frames citizens use strongly resemble the frames in 

political and media debates. The potential accession of Turkey is framed in 

terms of the degree to which Turkey developed in terms of democracy 

(development frames), what the (mainly economical) consequences of 

Turkey’s accession would be for EU citizens (utilitarian frame), and whether 

Turkey is actually European (identity frame). Previous studies have often 

argued that citizens would use these frames, but until now this had not been 

empirically tested. 

In chapter 2 we continue with the utilitarian frame and the identity 

frame. We ask the question how we can explain which citizens are likely to 

use these frames. We argue that the use of these frames depends on more 

general values of what someone thinks is important. Using a survey in 21 

countries, we show that citizens who believe other utilitarian issues are 

important are also likely to use the utilitarian frame, and that citizens who 

believe other identity issues are important are likely to use the identity 

frame. 

From chapter 3 onwards we focus on anti-immigrant attitudes. Previous 

studies have shown that anti-immigrant attitudes strongly affect attitudes 

towards the EU. This is explained by arguing that the anti-immigrant 

attitudes reveals to us to what degree the holder of these attitudes categorize 

the world in ‘us’ and ‘them’. This does not depend on the specific group of 

immigrants, but depends on personal characteristics of the holder of the 

attitudes. Also, previous studies have shown that defining a group of people 

as ‘the other’ is sufficient to show a negative bias towards these people. 

Applied to the EU, this leads to the following argument: individuals who 

define immigrants as ‘the other’ are also likely to define other Europeans as 

‘the other, and because other Europeans are defined as ‘the other’ 

cooperation with these ‘others’ is assessed negatively.  
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In chapter 3, we test this argument using a mediation analysis. We show 

that individuals with anti-immigrant attitudes indeed define Turks more 

often as ‘the other’ and that because of this they are more negative towards 

Turkey’s potential accession. With this, we showed that the most important 

(empirically witnessed) predictor of opinion towards Turkey’s potential 

accession is indeed related to identities.  

In chapter 4 we turn to the question under which contextual 

circumstances anti-immigrant attitudes are a stronger or weaker predictor of 

EU attitudes. For this, we first look at the presence of Turkish immigrants 

and Muslims. We argue that when a specific group has a stronger presence, 

citizens are likely to have experience with defining this group as ‘the other’, 

and this experience leads to the actual use of the frame when looking at the 

case of Turkey’s potential membership. Because the presence of immigrants 

is not a guarantee for actual direct contact with the immigrants (and thus for 

framing immigrants as ‘the other’), we also look at ‘indirect contact’ with 

immigrants. This indirect contact is formed by cues citizens receive from 

national politicians and the national media. Our study shows that although 

the presence of Turkish immigrants and Muslims matters, it is primarily the 

cues of national politicians and the media that affect the magnitude of the 

effect of anti-immigrant attitudes on support for Turkey’s accession.  

Not only do media affect the way in which individuals think in terms of 

‘us’ and ‘them’, this way of thinking also affects the way new information 

from the media is received. Individuals with anti-immigrant attitudes do not 

only show a negative bias towards other groups, they also have a strong 

need to protect their own group. From this, we argue that negative 

evaluations of Turkey’s potential EU membership in the media have 

stronger effects on individuals with anti-immigrant attitudes. In chapter 5 

we describe a media-effect-study, where we linked data from a content 

analysis of news media from 21 countries to survey data. Although we could 

not explain the variation in support for Turkey’s accession with individual 

exposure to media content, we did find citizens to be receptive of the 

information that was available in the media system. As we predicted, we 

found that individuals with anti-immigrant attitudes were more strongly 

influenced by negative evaluations in the media. 
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Overall, this dissertation adds to our understanding of the role of 

identity factors in opinion formation in the case of Turkey’s potential 

accession. But although the Turkish case may be an ideal case to look at 

identity factors, it also sheds light on the relation between identities and 

more general attitudes towards the EU. The EU is always about 

cooperation, sharing and integrating with other Europeans, who may be 

defined as ‘the other’ by their different nationality, language and/or culture. 

This raises the question where EU citizens draw the line between ‘us’ and 

‘them’, and how this may affect the legitimacy of the European project. 
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Sinds het begin van de Europese Gemeenschap is uitbreiding een 

belangrijk onderwerp, en het werd gezien als een onlosmakelijk deel van het 

Europese integratie proces. In het verleden werden Europese 

aangelegenheden echter overgelaten aan de politieke elites. De burger was 

niet geïnteresseerd, en zolang de burger er geen last van had, mochten 

politici hun gang gaan in Europa. 

Met de overgang van de Europese Gemeenschap naar de Europese 

Unie, kreeg Europese samenwerking steeds meer een politiek karakter. 

Daarmee nam het gevoel van belang onder burgers toe, maar werden 

burgers ook steeds kritischer. Politici moesten daarom steeds meer rekening 

houden met hun achterban wanneer zij over Europa onderhandelden, en 

daarmee werd het ook belangrijk om de rol van publieke opinie te begrijpen.  

Eerdere studies hebben laten zien dat factoren gerelateerd aan 

identiteiten een belangrijke rol spelen in meningsvorming over de EU. 

Mensen zijn geneigd samenwerking met mensen van dezelfde groep voor te 

staan, en samenwerking met mensen uit een andere groep juist af te wijzen. 

De vraag is dan wie bij de eigen groep hoort en wie niet. In dit proefschrift 

zullen we specifiek aandacht besteden aan de relatie tussen identiteit 

gerelateerde factoren en meningen over de EU. 

Hiervoor kijken we naar het specifieke onderwerp van de mogelijke 

toetreding van Turkije tot de EU. In het debat over de mogelijke toetreding 

van Turkije komen vele aspecten aan bod die ook terug zijn te vinden in 

debatten over de EU. Maar vraagstukken over identiteiten (is Turkije wel 

Europees, en horen ze er dus bij?) komen hier duidelijk naar voren, en dat 

maakt dit onderwerp geschikt om juist ook naar deze identiteit gerelateerde 

factoren te kijken. Maar de toetreding van Turkije is ook een geschikt 

onderwerp omdat, doordat het een relatief simpel en omstreden onderwerp 

is, het waarschijnlijk is dat de meeste mensen hier daadwerkelijk een mening 

over hebben.  

Centraal in deze dissertatie is het concept framing. In een complexe 

werkelijkheid is het ondoenlijk om een onderwerp in zijn volledigheid te 

bevatten, zowel in een communicatieve tekst als in iemands gedachten. 

Framing verwijst dan naar hoe een onderwerp wordt belicht: welke aspecten 

van het onderwerp worden wel benoemd en welke niet. Daarmee bepalen 
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frames o.a. hoe een onderwerp betekenis krijgt, en spelen daarmee een 

belangrijke rol in de vorming van een mening. In relatie tot het onderwerp 

van de mogelijke toetreding van Turkije, gaat het dus bijvoorbeeld om de 

vraag of burgers focussen op de vraag of Turkije Europees is of niet, en 

vervolgens wat deze focus doet met hun meningsvorming.  

In hoofdstuk 1 beginnen we met een beschrijving van de frames die 

burgers gebruiken wanneer ze denken aan de toetreding van Turkije. Door 

de antwoorden op een open vraag te coderen op de aanwezigheid van 

frames, laten we zien dat burgers in sterke mate het politieke en media debat 

volgen in welke frames men gebruikt. De mogelijke toetreding van Turkije 

wordt vooral geframed in termen van de mate waarin Turkije zich heeft 

ontwikkeld in termen van democratie (ontwikkelingsframe), wat de (vooral 

economische) gevolgen zijn van toetreding voor burgers in de EU 

(utilitarisme frame), en of Turkije bij Europa hoort of niet (identiteitsframe). 

Eerdere studies hebben vaak wel beargumenteerd dat burgers ook deze 

frames gebruiken, maar tot nu toe was dat nog niet empirisch vastgesteld. 

In hoofdstuk 2 gaan we verder met het utilitarisme frame en het 

identiteitsframe. We stellen de vraag hoe we kunnen verklaren welke 

burgers meer geneigd zijn deze frames te gebruiken. We beargumenteren 

dat het gebruik van deze frames is ingebed in een meer algemeen 

waardepatroon van wat men belangrijk vindt. Op basis van een enquête in 

21 landen, laten we zien dat burgers die andere utilitaristische onderwerpen 

belangrijk vinden eerder geneigd zijn het utilitarisme frame te gebruiken, en 

dat burgers die andere identiteitsvraagstukken belangrijk vinden eerder 

geneigd zijn het identiteitsframe te gebruiken.  

Vanaf hoofdstuk 3 gaan we bezig met attitudes t.o.v. immigranten. 

Eerdere studies hebben laten zien dat attitudes t.o.v. immigranten een sterk 

effect hebben op meningen over de EU. Men verklaart dit effect door erop 

te wijzen dat de mening die iemand over immigranten uit vooral iets zegt 

over de mate waarin de houder van deze mening de wereld categoriseert in 

‘wij’ en ‘zij’. Dit is niet zozeer afhankelijk van de immigrantengroep, maar 

van de persoonlijkheid van degene met de mening. Daarnaast heeft 

onderzoek aangetoond dat het definiëren van een groep mensen als ‘de 

ander’ voldoende is om vervolgens negatieve meningen over deze mensen 
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te vormen. Toegepast op de EU, luidt het argument dan als volgt: mensen 

die immigranten als ‘de ander’ definiëren zullen ook andere Europeanen als 

‘de ander’ definiëren, en omdat andere Europeanen als ‘de ander’ worden 

gedefinieerd zullen zij samenwerking met deze ‘anderen’ negatief 

beoordelen.  

In hoofdstuk 3 testen wij deze argumentatie met behulp van een 

mediatie analyse. We laten zien dat mensen met negatieve attitudes t.o.v. 

immigranten inderdaad ook Turken vaker framen als ‘de ander’, en 

vervolgens daardoor weer negatiever staan tegenover de toetreding van 

Turkije. Hiermee laten wij tevens zien dat de (empirisch) belangrijkste 

predictor voor meningen over de toetreding van Turkije gaat over de 

identiteit die mensen zichzelf en anderen aanmeten.  

In hoofdstuk 4 gaan we vervolgens bezig met de vraag onder welke 

omstandigheden attitudes t.o.v. immigranten meer of minder belangrijk zijn 

als verklaring voor attitudes t.o.v. de EU. Hiervoor kijken we ten eerste naar 

de aanwezigheid van Turkse immigranten en de aanwezigheid van moslims. 

Het argument is dat wanneer een bepaalde groep meer aanwezig is, burgers 

meer ervaring hebben met het frame van deze groep als ‘de ander’, en dat 

die ervaring ertoe leidt dat dit frame ook wordt toegepast op de mogelijke 

toetreding van Turkije. Omdat de aanwezigheid van immigranten nog geen 

garantie is voor direct contact met immigranten (en dus tot het framen van 

de immigranten als ‘de ander’), kijken wij ten tweede ook naar ‘indirecte 

contacten’ met immigranten. Deze indirecte contacten worden gevormd 

door cues die mensen ontvangen van nationale politici en de nationale 

media. Ons onderzoek laat zien dat hoewel de aanwezigheid van Turkse 

immigranten en moslims er toe doet, het toch vooral de cues van nationale 

politici en de media zijn die de grootte van het effect van attitudes t.o.v. 

immigranten op de mening over de toetreding van Turkije bepalen.  

Niet alleen beïnvloed de media de mate waarin mensen denken in termen 

van ‘wij’ en ‘zij’, deze manier van denken beïnvloed ook weer de manier 

waarop nieuwe informatie vanuit de media wordt ontvangen. Mensen met 

negatieve attitudes t.o.v. immigranten zijn niet alleen negatief over anderen, 

maar hebben ook sterk de behoefte de eigen groep te beschermen. Op basis 

hiervan beargumenteren wij dat negatieve evaluaties over Turks 
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lidmaatschap in de media een sterker effect heeft op mensen met negatieve 

attitudes t.o.v. immigranten. In hoofdstuk 5 beschrijven we een media-

effect-studie, waar we data uit een inhoudsanalyse van nieuwsmedia uit 21 

landen koppelden aan enquêtedata. Daarmee konden we niet aantonen dat 

mensen worden beïnvloed door informatie in media waar ze zelf aan 

blootgesteld zouden zijn, maar wel door de informatie die er in elk media 

systeem aanwezig is. Zoals we voorspelden, werden mensen met negatieve 

attitudes t.o.v. immigranten inderdaad sterker beïnvloed door negatieve 

evaluaties van de mogelijke toetreding van Turkije.  

In zijn geheel draagt dit proefschrift bij aan het begrip van de rol van 

identiteit gerelateerde factoren in de vorming van meningen over de 

toetreding van Turkije. Maar hoewel de toetreding van Turkije misschien 

een ideaal geval is om naar identiteit gerelateerde factoren te kijken, kunnen 

we toch een boel hiervan leren over attitudes t.o.v. de EU in het algemeen. 

De EU gaat altijd over samenwerken, delen en integreren met andere 

Europeanen, die op basis van hun nationaliteit, taal en/of cultuur als ‘de 

ander’ kunnen worden gezien. Dit roept echter vragen op waar Europese 

burgers precies de grens leggen tussen ‘wij’ en ‘zij’, en hoe dit doorwerkt in 

de legitimiteit van de EU. 
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