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Although there is a considerable amount of talk about transformative power of deliberation
on identity, the debate in literature remains highly theoretical in underlying the benefits of
deliberative model for EU Integration. So far, little empirical evidence is available on the
actual impact of deliberation. Can deliberation enhance European identity? We specifically
address this question by using deliberative polling quasi-experiment that involved random
sample of 348 European citizens in 2 days deliberation on issues of European concern. The
comparison of citizens’ sense of belonging to both EU and nation states before and after
deliberation, allowed us to explore the effects of deliberation on identity and further test it
against the control group. The analyses show that when European citizens are enabled to
deliberate on European issues beyond national borders their exclusive national identity
decreases and they become more community minded. The observed transformation of
identities is further analyzed in order to explore the relationship between European and
national identity. The analyses indicate that even after deliberative treatment in which
European identity has been activated the relationship between multiple identities remains
compatible.
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Introduction

European identity, as other collective identities, is not a given unchangeable
construct, but rather a context-dependent one (Castano and Yzerbyt, 1997; Risse,
2004), that could be intensified when exposed to certain stimuli. Within this article,
we aim to test empirically this assumption by verifying whether deliberative mini
publics may represent contexts that stimulate the formation and the development of
the European identity. The deliberative polling held in 2009 in Brussels provided
data for this research, enabling us to fill in an empirical gap in literature about
deliberation and identity formation. The assumption that deliberation has a
‘community-generating power’ (Cooke, 2000) remains indeed strongly normative
due to the lack of empirical findings. This lack is even more acute in European
studies where deliberation is mostly conceived in theoretical terms. At the same
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time, many deliberative mini publics have already been promoted by the EU in order
to develop European Identity. Therefore, on one hand, there is a strong normative
claim that deliberation could promote European identity and a belief of EU
institutions that citizens’ involvement in deliberation plays an important role in
defining the future of the EU. On the other hand, there is a complete lack of
empirical research on the effects of deliberation on European identity.
In fact, our knowledge on formation and development of citizens’ European

identity is mainly derived from studies based on Eurobarometer (EB) or similar
surveys (Duchesne and Frognier, 1995; Green, 2000; Citrin and Sides, 2004). Those
studies confirmed that the levels of European identity are rather stable over time,1

although the types of data used show only a partial and static picture of the
phenomenon and present many limits in the explanation of its origins. On the
contrary, the data produced by deliberative mini publics that simulate a public
sphere (Fung, 2003), as a place where identities could be formed, may give us an
insight on how the process of identity formation and development works.
Studies that explored European identity also showed that national and European

identity are nested (Medrano and Gutierrez, 2010), that national identity affect atti-
tudes toward EU and European integration (McLaren, 2006), and that most of the EU
citizens feel ‘national’ and European at the same time. Following these findings, we
will explore whether deliberative mini publics promoted by the EU can really have a
significant impact on different types of identity. We will analyze the effects of delibe-
ration on both, national and European identity and the association between them.
In the first part of the article we briefly review the studies at the origin of our

research question. The second part focuses on the description (and discussion) of
the EuroPolis, a European-wide deliberative poll (DP) quasi-experiment which
provided the data for the empirical part of our study. Empirical analyses of the
effects of deliberation on both, the European and national identity are presented in
the third part. Finally, the conclusion remark and discuss our findings.

Deliberation and European identity

With the deliberative turn (Neyer, 2006), the relationship between collective
European identity and deliberation assumed a central place in EU studies. Although
there is a considerable amount of talk about European integration through
deliberation, about potential of deliberation for overcoming the democratic deficit
of Europe (Eriksen and Fossum, 2000; Eriksen, 2006), and about transformative

1 The most comprehensive study in terms of time period covered, conducted by Isernia et al. (2012)
analyzes all publicly available survey indicators of citizens’ identification with Europe for the period
between 1971 and 2007 and shows that European identity did not change significantly during the explored
period, thereby confirming its stability. The study included 49 data sets: European Community Studies
(1971 and 1973), standard EB (1976–2007), World Value Surveys (1981, 1990, 1999), and International
Social Survey Programme (2003).
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power of deliberation on preferences and identity (Checkel, 2000), the debate in
literature remains highly theoretical in underlying the benefits of deliberative model
for EU Integration. So far, little empirical evidence is available on the impact of
deliberation on EU integration. When available, it is focused on describing the
deliberation within institutional bodies (Joerges and Neyer, 1997) or discussing the
models of policy-making of the EU (De la Porte and Nanz, 2004).
Empirical studies that specifically address citizens’ deliberation within EU are rare

and usually do not approach explicitly the question of identity. Focusing on delibe-
rative mini publics promoted by EU institutions, Abels (2009) and Hüller (2010)
explored their potential to improve EU democratic performance and their (limited)
capacity to influence democratic processes. While recognizing positive short-term
effects on participants’ political skills and competences, they also suggest that the
deliberative devices could, eventually, foster a sense of European identity, given that
one of the main goals of mini publics examined was to develop a sense of European
identity. However, the question of European identity was not the main object of
their studies also due to the lack of data measuring identity.
Up till now, the only empirical evidences related to the relationship between

European identity and deliberation are provided by Fiket et al. (2014), that
analyzed the contents of discussions on immigration of four EuroPolis groups. Their
study highlights that European mini publics may foster identity change developing a
self-awareness of citizens of a shared European polity. Other studies using
EuroPolis data2did not specifically investigate the issue of European identity. Those
studies showed that is possible for European citizens, to deliberate across barriers of
language and nationality, to become more informed, to consider different
arguments (Fishkin et al., 2014), to change their vote choice (Bernhagen and
Schmitt, 2014) and formulate ‘judgments based on arguments offering reasons’
(Gerber et al., 2014).
Along with the scientific community, EU institutions also consider the citizens’

participation and deliberation as a possible solution for low levels of European
identity and for the democratic deficit of the EU (Olsen, 2003). European elites, in
fact, since the very beginning of the political Union perceived European identity as a
response to various political crises. Following the idea that without developed sense
of common identity, there is no progress of the project of EU integration. European
identity has also been placed at the top of the research agenda of the European
Commission since the 1990s and the 5th Framework Program. The interest of EU
institutions in deliberative ‘experimentalism’ came along with the interest in
European identity and its development. Deliberative mini publics promoted by the
European Commission under the Plan D, the European Citizens Consultations and
the AGORA projects promoted by the European Parliament as well as deliberative
projects funded under the Framework Programs represents in fact, only a ‘new

2 See the Special issue edited by Isernia and Fishkin (2014).
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generation’ of remedies proposed by the EU institutions as an answer to political
crisis of the EU.
Therefore, we believe that there is a need to explore empirically the real potential

of deliberative mini publics.
From a theoretical point of view, a valuable perspective on what could be the

impact of deliberation on European identity is offered by constructivist under-
standing of European identity. The constructivist approach is inspired by a variety
of theories such as social identification, social constructivism, and group reference
theories (Herrmann et al., 2004; Checkel and Katzenstein, 2009). This wave of
studies rediscovered European identity, differently than previous studies that used
identity to explain other social phenomenon’s related to European integration, such
as support for European integration, as it focused on European Identity as a
dependent variable. According to constructivist literature, the identity is a part of
individual self-concept that derives from the consciousness of being a member of a
social or political group. The awareness of belonging to a group is seen rather as a
process than as a given unchangeable fact. More precisely, the constructivist
approach to European identity, conceptualizes European identity as a process
of becoming, through the practices of interaction, socialization, dialogue, and
discussion (Checkel, 2001; Herrmann and Brewer, 2004; Checkel and Katzenstein,
2009; Risse, 2010). The most important factor that influences the formation of
European identity is the psychological existence of Europe in peoples’minds (Risse,
2010). The concept of entitativity (Castano, 2004) can help to understand the
formation of identity. Entitativity refers to the extent to which a community is
perceived to be a real entity. Empirical findings speak clearly in support of the
entitativity thesis: those who are in close and frequent contact with EU institutions,
policies, and symbols are those who show higher level of European identity
(Castano, 2004; Risse, 2010; Sigalas, 2010; Fligstein et al., 2012). So, the main
assumption that follows from entitativity thesis is the more citizens are in ‘contact’
with the EU, the more EU will become real in their lives and therefore the more they
will feel as a part of the EU community.
Another concept provided by the literature that is also beneficial for under-

standing the formation of the European identity of the citizens is European public
sphere(s) (Trenz, 2005, 2009; Risse, 2010) defined as a social construct which
‘emerges in the process through which Europeans engage one another and debate
issues of common European concerns across borders’ (Risse, 2010: 11). At the same
time the European public sphere is seen as an arena where the European identity is
constructed. Even here, the empirical findings speak clearly: the more people
participate in EU public sphere, like for instance, during electoral campaigns and
salient moments such as enlargement (see Risse, 2010), the more they will feel as
Europeans.
All these considerations on formation/construction/development of European

identity provided by the above-mentioned studies, even if differently named and
defined, underline the same assumption that stands behind the deliberative model of
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identity development: contact with other co-citizens and discussion on common EU
problems will make the existence of the EU become ‘real’ in people’s minds, increase
the awareness of common problems and common faith and therefore they will
develop a sense of belonging to the same community. In our paper we try to test this
assumption by using the data produced by DP quasi-experiment in which a random
sample of 348 European citizens participated. More precisely, we hypothesize that
the process of deliberation that happens within the deliberative setting will lead to
intensified European identity, similar to the process of socialization and learning
that take place within a European public sphere(s). With this we are not stating that
our consideration related to the deliberation in DP and other deliberative
mini-publics can be directly translated to the discussion on European public sphere.
The real practical value of our research is to be found in the fact that we are testing
the potential of, already very numerous, deliberative tools promoted and imple-
mented by the EU institutions with the aim to foster dialog between, and identity of,
its citizens.
In the next part of the article, we will describe the deliberative setting that we

analyzed: EuroPolis–European-wide DP quasi-experiment. Besides, we will briefly
expose the limits and advantages of DP as a setting that aims to operationalize
deliberation.

Research design: EuroPolis–European deliberative poll quasi-experiment

DP is a deliberative setting created by Fishkin in 1988 for studying processes of
deliberation and opinion formation, having as a main aim to show that people
could become ‘better citizens’ when they are given the opportunity to engage in
meaningful deliberation on public issues (Fishkin, 1997; Luskin et al., 2002;
Hansen and Andersen 2004). On one hand, DP is a deliberative practice that aims
to improve democratic performance and it was already used as a democratic
instrument with direct influence on the policy-making process (Fishkin, 2009). On
the other, DP is a social science quasi-experiment designed to test deliberative
democracy assumptions. Many of the empirical studies that have explored the
effects of deliberation using the DP confirmed that participation in DP produces
different ‘democratic’ effects: political sophistication, political interest, internal
political efficacy, political trust, political ‘respect’, political empathy, ‘socio-
tropism’, and more positive attitudes toward the political system (Hansen and
Andersen, 2004; Fishkin, 2009; Mansbridge, 2010). Although the main idea on
which deliberative mini-publics such as DP are based is that discussion and delibe-
ration have a positive effect both on the health of democracy and the citizens, the
main focus of empirical research remained primarily concerned with understanding
the effects of deliberation on citizens’ opinions about the issue at hand. The
assessment of the ‘community-generating power’ of deliberation does not represent
the main aim of DP and similar designs in general, but it does represent the specific
goal of our research.

Debating Europe, transforming identities 271

ht
tp

s:
//

do
i.o

rg
/1

0.
10

17
/ip

o.
20

16
.2

6 
Pu

bl
is

he
d 

on
lin

e 
by

 C
am

br
id

ge
 U

ni
ve

rs
ity

 P
re

ss

https://doi.org/10.1017/ipo.2016.26


Operationalization of deliberation in EuroPolis deliberative poll

Process of deliberation in DP is operationalized and implemented trough five key
steps. First, a cross-sectional random survey is conducted on a representative sample
of the population. Second, a random sub-sample of citizens is selected and is invited
to participate at the deliberative event. Third, balanced background materials
(briefing materials) are sent to those who agreed to participate in order to inform
them about the issues. Fourth, participants come together for some days (usually
from 1 to 3), and are randomly assigned to moderated small groups where they
discuss the issues. As part of their small group discussions, they develop questions to
ask to a balanced panel of experts and politicians during the plenary sessions. Fifth,
at the end of the event they fill in a questionnaire. The effects of DP are assessed
through the comparison of the data collected by questionnaires. Most of the
deliberative mini publics promoted and implemented by EU are structured in
similar way.
Note that even if a DP usually includes some elements of experiments such as

treatment, pre and post test, and sometimes control groups and random assignment,
it seems that it does not fully meet the standards of controlled experiment (Farrar
et al., 2010). In fact, we are rather dealing with a quasi-experimental design in the
case of DP. This is mainly because it lacks a high-level control of the variables
compared with control implemented in experimental design (Campbell and Stanley,
1963). Scientific experiments, differently than deliberative quasi-experiment such
as DP, are internally valid – the researcher is sure that there are no other variables,
except those manipulated, that influence the observed phenomena so the variation
observed can only be attributed to the manipulation of controlled independent
variables. The ‘deliberation’ treatment in DP consists of exposure to anticipation of
the event at the moment of recruitment, briefing materials, discussion in small
groups, moderators’ interventions, interactions with experts and politicians and
informal discussions outside of the structured sections. In this way, it is not possible
to precisely distinguish which aspect of deliberative ‘one grand treatment’ (Luskin
et al., 2002) is responsible for variation on the dependent variable(s) – the outcome
of deliberation (Karpowitz and Mendelberg, 2011).
Besides, the self-selection of individuals that, at minor or major extent, is taking

place in deliberative quasi-experiments,3 represents another possible threat to
internal validity of DP since those individuals who self-select, in systematic way
differ from randomly selected individuals (McDermott, 2002).
Another problem that precludes the possibility of DP, and other deliberative

quasi-experiments, to qualify as true experiments is that they are affected by
Duhem–Quine problem. It posits that it is not possible to test one hypothesis in
isolation because an empirical test necessarily includes a set of auxiliary hypotheses

3 We reported the results of the tests conducted to assess if the sample of participants in EuroPolis
substantially differ from non-participants (quasi-control group) and the control group below.
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a part from the main one. Those auxiliary hypotheses are background assumptions
which are not proven by previous empirical tests (Bardsley et al., 2010). In
deliberative quasi-experiments we test the main hypothesis – that the process of
deliberation will bring certain benefits – assuming that the process of deliberation
will take place. The main auxiliary hypothesis depends on other hypotheses dealing
with inclusiveness, equality of participation, exposure to different opinions, the
reason giving requirement just to name those that are central to all deliberative
theories. The latter hypotheses again, depend on other hypotheses which could be:
moderators really facilitate exchange of arguments and do not push the discussions
in direction they consider appropriate; participants have enough time to reflect on
the arguments, etc. The consequences of this problem are highly significant when it
comes to the interpretation of the results. In DP the extent to which inclusiveness,
equality of participation, exposure to different opinions, and reasoned opinion
expression take place is not assessed. Basically, what deliberation should actually
look like is inherent in the DP setting (Siu, 2008) but not measured afterwards,
differently than its effects. Using the pre and post questionnaires as only methods of
measurement does not tell us anything about the way in which deliberation in DP is
actually performed.4

However, even though the way in which deliberation is operationalized and
implemented in DP is far from ideal, it still represents one of the best ways to
implement deliberation (Mansbridge, 2010) and what is more important, most of
deliberative experimentation of the EU institution is based on implementation of
similar deliberative tools.
Two topics were discussed during the EuroPolis DP: climate change and immi-

gration at the European level.5The exercise itself proceeded following the standard
design: small group discussions, formulation of the questions, and plenary sessions.6

Participants were assigned into 25 small groups consisting of two or three
languages. In order to allow all participants who spoke 21 different languages to

4 Although this surely represents the problem of DP, it should be noted that it affects all mini publics
since they need to operationalize idealized normative theory (Karpowitz and Mendelberg, 2011) trans-
forming it in testable hypotheses. What heavily complicate the process of operationalization is that there is
no definition of deliberation accepted by all theorists (Macedo, 1999). For this reason, when scholars talk
about deliberation, they often refer to different phenomena. This problem does not occur only when we
compare theoretical and empirical research of deliberation; it even occurs within these two areas. A variety
of studies using empirical research have applied different research designs, different measurements, and
different definitions of deliberation (Neblo, 2007).

5 The team of experts and stakeholders prepared a draft of briefing materials that aimed to provide
participants with basic and balanced information about these two issues. It included alternative purposed
policies about the issues, arguments about social costs and benefits, position of interest groups, and party
families of the EU Parliament. Additionally, the first part of briefing materials described the institutional
design of the European Union and its policy-making processes. The inclusiveness and accuracy of the
briefing materials were assessed by two stakeholders’ committees (one for each issue). Experts that con-
tributed to draft the briefing materials were also invited to attend EuroPolis event by participating in the
plenary sessions.

6 Detailed description of EuroPolis can be found in Isernia and Fishkin (2014) and Isernia et al. (2013).
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communicate in their mother tongue, simultaneous translation was provided for
each group.
On the first day, participants attended the welcome plenary after which they met

in small groups and filled in the questionnaire (Time2 questionnaire).7 When this
task was completed, the discussion on the first topic (immigration) started and it
was concluded with the formulation of questions for the plenary session with
experts, scheduled for the next day. The second day started with the plenary session
in which three experts participated in the discussion on immigration. After the
plenary, participants returned to their small groups and discussed the climate
change issue. After discussion and formulation of questions, citizens participated in
a plenary session that involved two experts on climate change. The day concluded
with a social dinner. The third day instead started with a small group session and
concluded with a final plenary session.8 After the plenary, participants filled in the
Time3 questionnaire.
EuroPolis followed the DP standard design adding two important elements of

inquiry: the survey was repeated more times and control groups were included as a
part of the research design. Inclusion of a control groups allowed the comparison of
those who participated at the DP (test group), those who declined to participate at
the DP (i.e. non-participants), and those who never were informed about the
DP (i.e. control group).9 Overall, the data have been collected four times: before,
during and after the DP, and one more time after the 2009 EU Parliamentary
elections held in June. More precisely, the first survey of about 4300 EU randomly
selected citizens started 1 month before the quasi-experiment (Time1).

10 In total,
3000 randomly selected individuals11 out of 4300 interviewed were invited to take
part and a random sample of around 400 individuals was drawn from all those
accepting the invitation. The latter group became the test group and 348 of them
attended the DP event. They filled in the questionnaire both at the beginning of the
DP (Time2) and at the end of it (Time3). In parallel, 1300 randomly selected
individuals out of the initial 4300 interviewed were not invited to the DP event, but
they were interviewed both in the initial survey (Time1) and in the final survey
conducted in June after the 2009-EU Parliamentary elections (Time4). This latter
group was the control group. The Time4 post-elections survey was also submitted to

7 First questionnaire (Time1 questionnaire) was filled in, by future participants to the DP, at the moment
of recruitment.

8 The speakers at the final plenary session were the Estonian President Toomas Hendrik Ilves, the
former Italian Prime Minister Giuliano Amato (in video conference), the former Danish MEP Jens Peter
Bonde, and the former Belgian Deputy Prime Minister Isabelle Durant. Participants had the possibility to
raise their questions on immigration, climate change, and EU decision-making to all speakers.

9 The presence of quasi-control and control groups represents the added value of EuroPolis DP because
it allows for the major control of its internal validity.

10 The recruitment and first survey of European citizens started on 15 April 2009. It was conducted
by TNS Opinion.

11 The sample has been stratified proportionally, according to the number of seats allocated to each
Member State in the European Parliament.
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the test group12 (for a graphical representation see figure 1 in Isernia and Fishkin,
2014: 315). The questionnaires contained items that measured the following
information: policy preferences and levels of knowledge on two policy issues
discussed, views on European integration process and perceptions of EU institutions
and decision-making processes. It also collected the data about political participa-
tion, interest in politics, political knowledge, trust in others, involvement in
community work, and sense of belonging to the EU. Finally, socio-demographic
data of respondents have been also collected at Time1.

Data

In order to study the possible effect of deliberation treatment on European identity,
we rely on three questions. In the EuroPolis questionnaire, there were actually two
questions that explicitly measured European identity and one that measured
national identity. Even though our research focus on European identity, we decided
to explore the relationship between European and national identity because litera-
ture showed that the relationship between those two identities are indissolubly
linked.
The first question measuring European identity (similar to the so called ‘Moreno

Question’) asks the respondent to prioritize between the nation and Europe, putting
the two identities in a head-on comparison. It reads as follows:

And if you had to choose just one of the following alternatives, what would you
say you see yourself as…? 1) [NATIONALITY] only, 2) [NATIONALITY] and
European, 3) European and [NATIONALITY], 4) European only, 5) None of the
above (Spontaneous).

The second question that we used attempts to measure European identity on a
0–10 point scale:

On a scale from 0 to 10, where ‘0’ is ‘not at all’, ‘10’ is ‘completely’, and ‘5’ is
‘exactly in the middle’, how much would you say you think of yourself as being
European?

The same question wording is used for the measurement of national identity:

On a scale from 0 to 10, where ‘0’ is ‘not at all’, ‘10’ is ‘completely’, and ‘5’ is
‘exactly in the middle’, how much would you say you think of yourself as just
being from [COUNTRY]?

Before analyzing the effects of deliberation treatment and testing our hypothesis,
it is necessary to demonstrate that the sub-sample of participants is not substantially
different from the population that is aiming to represent.
Although the self-selection process during the recruitment of participants (see

Luskin et al., 2002) may cause some biases in the characteristics of this sub-sample

12 See Isernia and Fishkin (2014) for the description of both the sample selection and interviewmethods.
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(distorting therefore the results of the quasi-experiment) previous analyses demon-
strated that ‘there is no dramatic over-representation of people of any particular
political leaning among the participants in our experiment’ (Isernia and Fishkin,
2014: 321).
In Table 1, we show the results of the tests conducted to assess if the sample of

participants substantially differ from non-participants (quasi-control group) and
the control group on socio-demographic variables,13 the level of knowledge and the
questions about European identity. Only three of eight socio-demographic variables
show a statistically significant difference at the 0.05 level. The sample of partici-
pants is slightly better educated than the group of non-participants but is not more
educated than the control group. It also has more females than males, but the
differences of the means between this group and non-participants are really small
(0.06 and 0.08); and it is a slightly higher upper class than the control groups.14

Variables measuring European identity show similar results. European identity as
measured on a 0–10 point scale shows significant differences of means only between
participants and non-participants, but this value is limited to approximately half a

Table 1. Paired sample tests: participants, not participants, and control group

Maximum Minimum P1-T1 P2-T1 Difference P3-T1 P4-T1 Difference

Gender 2 1 1.49 1.55 − 0.06* 1.47 1.55 −0.08*
Age (born date) 1926 1993 1960.57 1960.58 −0.01 1960.33 1959.36 0.97
Years of education 35 0 18.57 17.85 0.72* 18.57 18.17 0.39
Social class 4 1 2.82 3.11 −0.29** 2.82 3.09 −0.27**
Religiosity 8 1 5.08 4.96 0.12 5.06 5.26 −0.20
Birth 5 1 1.07 1.08 0.01 1.11 1.09 0.02
Parents birth 4 1 1.22 1.18 0.04 1.24 1.19 0.06
Left-right 10 0 5.12 5.18 −0.06 5.09 5.22 −0.13
European identity 10 0 7.09 6.63 0.47* 7.11 6.76 0.35
National identity 10 0 7.72 8.30 −0.58** 7.69 8.27 −0.58**
European and
national identities

4 1 2.09 1.86 0.23** 2.10 1.91 0.19**

Knowledge (main
decision body)

1 0 0.13 0.08 0.05** 0.13 0.08 0.05*

Knowledge
(parliament)

1 0 0.23 0.30 −0.07 0.24 0.32 −0.08*

P1 = participants in all the waves (N = 329); P2 = not participants in all the waves
(N = 2715); P3 = participants in Time1 (N = 348); P4 = control group in Time1 (N = 1305).
*P< 0.05; ** P<0.005.

13 The number of cases is different since slightly changed during the waves of interview. All in all we
considered 348 participants at Time1 and 329 answering all the waves. For a detailed discussion about the
different types of people interviewed see Isernia et al. (2013).

14 Similar socio-demographic differences were also observed in other socio-political surveys.
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point (0.47). Still, this difference does not hold when participants are compared with
the control group. Overall, the participants of EuroPolis feel only slightly more
European than non-participants but the differences with the control group are either
not significant (think of yourself as being European) or really small (European vs.
national identity). Other variables concerning European integration confirm this
picture, while the level of knowledge is the same in all compared groups.
Since the data confirmed that, in statistical terms, the sample of participants tends

to be highly representative, it is now possible to address our main research question:
does deliberation on European issues (within the arena composed by European
citizens) affects European identity?

Empirical evidences: effects of deliberation on identity

Given the availability of the data for separate phases of deliberation we compare all
the four waves (Time1 to Time4) collected for participants and the two waves that
surveyed the control group. In this way we are able to explore the effects of all the
phases of the DP and show which one had stronger influence on identity. At the
Time1, about 3000 interviewed individuals were informed about EuroPolis and
asked to participate. Only a sub-sample (348 individuals) of those interviewed
participated to the quasi-experiment (see Isernia and Fishkin, 2014: 316). At Time2
participants arrived in Bruxelles and about half of the sample already read briefing
materials (that were sent to them previously),15while at Time3 they participated in
all the phases of the deliberative exercise. Time4 questionnaire, instead, was admi-
nistrated to both participants and the control group after European Parliamentary
elections (that were held few weeks after the DP).
Figure 1 shows the levels of European and national identity in the first question we

used. The percentage of exclusive nationalist (participants choosing ‘Nationality only’)
decreased from the 15% (Time1) to, respectively, 8, 7, and 7% in the successive waves
(Time2 to Time4). The number of those who indicated first nationality and then
Europe increased from 60% (Time1) to 65% (Time2), 70% (Time3) and 67% (Time4).
The number of participants choosing European and Nationality increased only 1%
point in the successive waves, while choice European only shows equal percentages
(around 2.5%) in all, except for the Time2 wave (3.7%). In sum, the effect of
deliberative quasi-experiment was strongest for the category of exclusive nationalist
and between Time1 and Time2. The input that participants to the DP received between
those two phases consisted on invitation to participate and the briefing materials.
Moving to the second question, we grouped respondents in three categories

according to their level of European identity.16 Coherently with our first findings,

15 ‘43% of the participants declared they had read it all before their arrival, and another 20% had read
more than half of it, while only 6% said they had not read it at all’, Isernia and Fishkin (2014: 316).

16 For both questions (on European and national identity) individuals were grouped into the three
categories: low-level identifiers (answers from 0 to 3), medium-level identifiers (from 4 to 6), and high-level
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the percentage of participants ranking at lower levels of European identity at Time1
decreased in all the other waves, while the number of those with higher sense of
European identity grew after the deliberative quasi-experiment (Figure 2). The
percentage of people in category high increased at Time3 (3% points) and Time4
(8% points). The opposite occurred with the percentage of the national identity
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Figure 2 Percentages of European identity levels: participants in all the waves.
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Figure 1 National vs. European identity: participants in all the waves.

identifiers (from 7 to 10). Therefore, the original 11 points scale was recoded in three categories: 0–3; 4–6;
7–10.
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identifiers. In particular, the percentage of participants that chose the highest levels
of national identity decreased from 70% (Time1) to 56% (Time2), 54% (Time3),
and 61% (Time4) while medium and low levels of national identity grew. Medium
level of national identity grew about 9% points at Time2 and Time3 (Figure 3).
In a nutshell, a first descriptive analysis shows an increase of European identity

of the participants, and even more strikingly, a decrease of national identity also
vis-à-vis the European one. First of all, the quasi-experiment seems to affect the
priority between national and European identity of the respondents (Figure 1), but
the strongest effect is on the national identity, that decrease since Time2. Another
interesting fact is that participants have quite consistent and similar attitudes in all
purely deliberative phases of the quasi-experiment (Time2 and Time3). Participants
seem to maintain the changes they made also at Time4 confirming that deliberation
treatment, as operationalized in DP, can also have ‘medium-term’ effects.
We made statistical tests of participants’ attitudes, before, during, and after the

event, by using paired comparison tests of the means in the four waves (Time1
through Time4). For each question we comparedmeans at Time1 with the successive
waves, for a total of three tests (Table 2). Moreover we run the same test between
control group at Time1 and Time4.

17

In the case of the first question, we observed a slight degree of change from Time1
through all the phases of the DP. Differences between the means are showed in
Table 2. They are statistically significant only for Time1−Time2, showing that, in
this case, the effect of deliberation is not significant.
The second question, on the contrary, suggest an effect of the deliberation process

with a significant (P< 0.05) increase in the mean values from Time1 to Time3
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Figure 3 Percentages of National identity levels: participants in all the waves.

17 This analysis considers the 329 (out of the 348) participants answering to all the waves of the survey
(see Isernia et al., 2013).
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Table 2. Paired tests of the means: participants at Time1 vs. following waves

Test 1 Test 2 Test 3

Variables
Mean
Time1

Mean
Time2

Difference
(Time2−Time1)

Mean
Time1

Mean
Time3

Difference
(Time3−Time1)

Mean
Time1

Mean
Time4

Difference
(Time4−Time1)

And if you had to choose just one of the following alternatives,
what would you say you see yourself as…

2.2 2.29 0.09* 2.19 2.24 0.05 2.19 2.26 0.07

N 321 319 327
On a scale from 0 to 10 where ‘0’ is ‘not at all’ ‘10’ is ‘completely’
and ‘5’ is ‘exactly in the middle’, how much would you say you
think of yourself as being European?

7.12 7.22 0.1 7.1 7.41 0.31* 7.1 7.55 0.45***

N 325 324 328
And on the same 0–10 scale, howmuch would you say you think of
yourself as just being from your [Country]?

7.7 6.79 −0.9*** 7.72 6.66 −1.06*** 7.72 7.02 −0.7***

N 322 322 329

*P<0.05; **P<0.005; ***P< 0.001.
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and Time4. According to these results, the increase in participants’ European iden-
tity is related to the deliberation process. At the same time, national identity shows a
strong and significant decrease from Time1 to the other waves. National identity
decreased on average of 0.9, 1.06, and 0.7, respectively, at Time2, Time3, and Time4
showing a higher effect after the discussion phase (Time3) and, on the whole, an
influence of the quasi-experiment in all its phases.
Our analysis showed that there is a low and significant increase in the European

identity and a stronger simultaneous decrease of the sense of national identity
resulting from the DP quasi-experiment.
Our findings are confirmed further by the results of the analyses of the attitudes of

the control group. As already mentioned they were surveyed at Time1 and Time4:
that is, before the quasi-experiment and few weeks after participants took part in
the DP. Therefore, the comparison in the case of control group refers to Time1 and
Time4. Paired comparison tests show that respondents of the control group mini-
mally change their sense of European identity. None of those changes are statisti-
cally significant for P< 0.05 (Table 3), therefore confirming that changes we
observed in the test group are to be ascribed to the quasi-experiment treatment,
since the same changes did not occur within the control group.
The analyses of individual level changes offer a further insight about the effects of

the quasi-experiment. Rather than considering the mean values, it shows the changes
of sides at the individual level.18 The changes related to the priority of identities reveal
that 37, 33, and 34% of people, respectively, at Time2, Time3, and Time4 answered in
a different way than at the beginning of the event, but only about 20% moved from
one side to the opposite one (Table 4). As far as the other two questions (European and
national identity) are concerned, a high percentage of respondents changed their
positions. These changes refer to more than 60% of participants in the three

Table 3. Paired tests of the means: control group at Time1 and Time4.

Test 1

Variables
Mean
Time1

Mean
Time4

Difference
(Time4−Time1)

And if you had to choose just one of the following alternatives, what
would you say you see yourself as

1.99 2.03 0.04

On a scale from 0 to 10, where ‘0’ is ‘not at all’, ‘10’ is ‘completely’,
and ‘5’ is ‘exactly in the middle’, how much would you say you
think of yourself as being European?

6.79 6.83 0.04

And on the same 0–10 scale, how much would you say you think of
yourself as just being from your [Country]?

8.2 8.1 0.1

Differences of the means are not statistically significant (two-tailed).

18 For an explanation of the difference between aggregate and individual changes see Luskin et al.
(2002).
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comparisons showed (Table 4). More than 20% moved from a neutral position
(value 5 ‘exactly in the middle’) to one of the two opposite directions. The main
difference between the results of these two questions is that, accordingly with our
previous findings, the strongest changes (i.e. the complete changes of side) are observed
in the case of national identity. More precisely, a large majority of participants (above
64%) change their positions toward stronger European identity during the DP, but
only 7% of them completely change sides, moving from the lowest sense of identity to
the highest one and vice versa. The percentage of those who change sides is much
higher in the case of national identity (14–16%), and we know, from the comparison
at the aggregate level, that most of them moved toward a lower sense of national
identity (Table 3). Once again the comparisons between participants’ attitudes at
Time1 and the other waves of the quasi-experiment confirm that a major change
occurred for national identity and between the Time1 and the other phases of the DP.
A first look to our findings may lead to the conclusion that a competition

between national and European identity exists and that the deliberative process
exacerbates it. At the same time, many recent contributions showed the absence of a
conflicting relationship between national and European identity (among other see
Citrin and Sides, 2004; Risse, 2004, 2010; Bruter, 2005; Duchesne and Frognier,
2008). Aiming to understand better this relationship and to test if the national
identity increases when the European one decreases and vice versa, we decided
to analyze the possible existence of a negative relationship between the two forms of
identities. Table 5 reports the odds of ordinal logit models where the degree of
national identity (0–10) is the predictor and the European identity (‘national only;
national and European; European and national, European only’) is the dependent
variable. Models have been estimated for the four waves. Socio-demographic
variables as gender, age, education, economic class self-positioning, and ideology
were inserted as control variables.

Table 4. Individual changes of participants T1 through T4

Variables
Waves

compared
% Changing
position

% Changing
side

% Changing
side completely N

And if you had to choose just one of the T1−T2 37 3 20 321
following alternatives, what would you T1−T3 33 2 19 319
say you see yourself as T1−T4 34 3 20 327

On a scale from 0 to 10 where ‘0’ is ‘not at T1−T2 68 25 8 325
all’ ‘10’ is ‘completely’ and ‘5’ is ‘exactly T1−T3 67 23 7 324
in the middle’, how much would you say
you think of yourself as being European?

T1−T4 64 21 7 328

And on the same 0–10 scale, how much T1−T2 62 23 15 322
would you say you think of yourself as T1−T3 63 24 16 322
just being from your [Country]? T1−T4 61 20 14 329

T1 = Time1; T2 = Time2; T3 = Time3; T4 = Time4.
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Table 5. Ordinal logistic regression: national identity (predictor) – European identity

Time1 Time2 Time3 Time4

Odds Robust SE Odds Robust SE Odds Robust SE Odds Robust SE

National identity 0.698**** 0.035 0.882** 0.044 0.833**** 0.041 0.770**** 0.037
Male 0.881 0.220 1.066 0.278 0.902 0.257 1.247 0.342
Age 0.984* 0.008 1.001 0.008 0.999 0.009 0.997 0.008
Education 1.030 0.026 1.005 0.025 0.999 0.022 1.005 0.026
Class 1.495** 0.267 1.326* 0.216 1.194 0.197 1.034 0.197
Ideology 0.994 0.042 0.904** 0.044 0.917 0.052 0.951 0.049
Cut1 −4.303 0.960 −3.218 1.079 −4.461 1.103 −4.901 1.128
Cut2 −0.566 0.931 0.485 1.051 −0.143 1.046 −0.802 1.072
Cut3 2.581 0.936 2.749 1.069 2.259 1.108 1.872 1.105
Wald χ2 (significance) 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.000
Adjacent R2 0.098 −0.033 0.014 0.035
N 277 271 274 280

*P< 0.1; **P<0.05; ***P< 0.01; ****P< 0.001.
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The analyses show that national identity is significantly and negatively related to
higher levels of European identity through the four waves. Figure 4 shows how the
probability to choose one of the four categories of the dependent variable (‘national
only; national and European; European and national, European only’) changes
from Time1 to Time3.

19 The effect of the DP quasi-experiment therefore does not
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Figure 4 Probability changes for national identity (0–10) on national vs. European identity
categories (categories: nationality only, nationality and European, European and nationality,
European only) both at Time1 and Time3 (EuroPolis data set). Only significant values are showed.

19 Probability changes refer to the models without any other independent variables (i.e. only National
identity from 0 to 10 and each dummy). The models are not aimed to describe the best predictors explaining
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modify substantially the relationships observed before the event. At the same time, it
is worth mentioning that the significant effect of weak national identity disappears
at Time3 for ‘Nationality only’: that is, those who mentioned a value below 5 at
Time3 have not significant different probabilities to choose Nationality only
(Figure 4).20Once again an effect of the DP quasi-experiment on national identity is
confirmed.

Conclusions

The analyses presented in this paper give credibility to two major findings.
Before all, we showed that participation in deliberation process held between

European citizens could strengthen citizens’ sense of European identity and simul-
taneously weaken their sense of national identity.
However, our first finding should be read with our second major finding in mind

since it shows that the role of purely discussion phases of deliberative treatment (the
activities between Time2 and Time3) is less important than expected. The most
evident changes in identity (both national and European) occurred at the very
beginning of the quasi-experiment, when structured discussion has not already
taken place.
Before the discussion phases started, all participants were ‘plunged’ into the

European environment. They became more aware of Europe and its policies,
through the briefing material and informal discussion with other participants, they
find themselves in the center of EU institutions, they freely interacted with people
coming from all the EU countries and they surely felt privileged to be invited to
discuss with and to be listen by EU representatives and stakeholders while being
substantially hosted by the EU Commission (that financed the project).
Europe with its people, institutions, and policies became salient in minds of

participants creating some sort of priming effect (Zaller, 1992) motivating therefore
participants to adopt a more ‘European’ point of view. The priming effect could
have been also more pronounced given the tendency of DP to promote cosmo-
politan worldviews (Gastil et al., 2010). The validity of priming hypotheses seems to
be confirmed by Fiket et al. (2014) in their study. They reported that participants
often discussed about the purpose of EuroPolis and were aware of expectation that
they should develop some kind of common identity (Fiket et al., 2014: 67). And
while we cannot test if the priming may be one of the mechanisms, integrated into

the variations in the percentages of people mentioning each category, but rather to show how the
relationships change when National Identity varies. Portions of lines not showed at Time3 are not
significant. Scales are different for the first (Nationality only) and the last categories (European only) in
order to demonstrate the shape of the curves. We show results only for Time1 and Time3 for synthesis: no
notable differences are present for the other models.

20 Accordingly also values >5 for National identity do not show a significant relationship with
‘European only’ category.
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‘deliberative grand treatment’, responsible for the changes in identity, we certainly
can say that during DP Europe became the real entity for the citizens involved.
In that sense, the entitativity thesis (Castano, 2004) holds truth.
These considerations speak to two audiences. First, to the scholars of European

integration, our findings show that identity is not a given unchangeable construct
and thus they have advanced the possibility of development of the European
identity. Second, to the scholars of deliberative democracy, these findings underline
the existence of the ‘community generating’ power of deliberation. Deliberative
mini publics could be seen as useful tools for fostering European identity. Still,
while our findings are quite optimistic, at least two limits should be considered: the
scale problem and problem related to the persistence of the effects of deliberative
treatment. If the deliberative mini publics remain isolated moments, without
any strong link to the wider social system that hosts them, then their effects will
remain limited only to the population that is involved in the specific deliberative
practice. The integration of such innovative practices within a public sphere and
political system – the scale problem – emerges in the core of the research in the field
(Parkinson, 2003; Mansbridge et al., 2013). The possible solutions cannot prescind
from other limits related to the temporal dimension. There is a risk that the effects of
deliberation on identity will be short term if the continuity of deliberative moments is
not guaranteed. If identity is a social construct that is context dependent and therefore
could be developed, when the stimulus that develops it is missing the identity could
decrease again.
Both limits of deliberative exercises could be overcome by guaranteeing con-

tinuity and high visibility through information and dissemination tools. In this
sense, the EU authorities are certainly on the right way: from the 2001 White Paper
of governance to the Lisbon Treaty, EU institutions progressively developed and
promoted institutional devices based on the deliberative model.
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