
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The Eurozone Crisis and the  
Politicization of European Integration  

 
Codebook for the Analysis of Political Claims  

in the News Media 
 
 
 

Authors: Achim Hurrelmann, Sebastian Baglioni, 
Anna Gora, Andrea Wagner 

 
Version: 27 May 2016  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Address for correspondence: 
Achim Hurrelmann 
Carleton University 

Department of Political Science 
1125 Colonel By Drive  

Ottawa ON K1S 5B6 
Canada 

 
achim.hurrelmann@carleton.ca 

 
 
  



2 
 

I. What is a claim? 
 
Our media analysis is based on the method of political claims analysis that was developed in the 
Europub project at the Wissenschaftszentrum Berlin für Sozialforschung.1 A claim is the 
expression of an opinion in public communication. We only code political claims, i.e., ones that 
are related to institutions or processes of collective decision making. Claims can take the form of 
evaluations (support/criticism) of these institutions or processes, demands or policy proposals 
directed at them, or expressions of approval or disapproval of other evaluations, demands, or 
proposals.  
 
Claims have to be made explicit in political discourse. In contrast to the Europub project, we do 
not treat political/legal decisions (the legislature passing a law, a court deciding a case, etc.) or 
physical actions (the deportation of a refugee, an act of arson against an asylum seekers’ 
residence, etc.) as claims unless they are accompanied by the explicit verbal expression of a 
political opinion. The text of the decision itself (e.g., a court’s judgement) is not treated as a 
claim. This rule also applies to reports by journalists about such decisions/actions as well as to 
quotes by others that merely report about the event, without expressing an explicit opinion. 
 
Claims have to represent purposive discursive action. We follow the Europub project in 
excluding statements that attribute attitudes or opinions to political actors without explicit 
discursive evidence. Reports on public opinion research (“53% of the population oppose the new 
EU Treaty”, etc.) are not treated as purposive discursive action. We also exclude statements that 
are merely state facts (the law required X or Y), are speculative, make predictions for the future, 
or state that someone will make a certain claim at a later date. 
 

 
 
 

 
1 Koopmans, R. and Statham, P. (1999), ‘Political Claims Analysis: Integrating Protest Event and 
Political Discourse Approaches’, Mobilization 4:1, 203-21; Koopmans, R. (2002), ‘Codebook for 
the Analysis of Political Mobilisation and Communication in European Public Spheres’, 
http://europub.wzb.eu/Data/Codebooks%20questionnaires/D2-1-claims-codebook.pdf (30 Oct 
2013). 

Example 1:  
 
President Hollande of France, along with Mario Monti and Mariano Rajoy, the Italian and 
Spanish leaders, are hoping to win German flexibility over more limited measures such as 
using the eurozone's rescue funds to help banks more directly. (The Times, 27 June 2012) 
 
Angela Merkel, the German Chancellor, again rejected calls to agree to greater EU debt-
sharing at Thursday's summit, calling it "economically wrong". (The Times, 26 June 2012) 
 
The first passage does not constitute a claim, since evidence of a specific instance of 
purposive discursive action is lacking. By contrast, the second passage does constitute a 
claim; here a purposive discursive intervention is evident. 
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II. How do we identify relevant claims? 
 
This project is interested only in claims that are related to the EU or European integration. 
These are claims in which the EU – or another European integration actor, such as the OSCE, 
Council of Europe or the ECtHR – is the claimant, the addressee, and/or the object of the claim. 
Claims about domestic objects (such as specific policies of EU member states) are treated as 
relevant if the claimant establishes an explicit link between these domestic objects and the 
EU/European integration (for instance, by arguing that a domestic policy proposal would violate 
EU law, would be necessary to get further EU support, etc.). Claims about “Europe” that do not 
clearly and unambiguously refer to European integration – but rather to European states – are not 
treated as relevant for this project.  
 
To identify relevant claims in media reporting, we first run a search in Factiva or FAZ BiblioNet 
with the search terms >eu or echr or europ* or eurozone< on all media texts for the selected 
weeks. This leads to a pre-selection of potentially relevant articles. Following this automatic 
search, claims have to be identified manually by reading relevant passages of the pre-selected 
articles. We follow separate selection procedures for news reports (containing claims by political 
actors) and commentary/opinion/analysis/op-ed pieces (containing claims by journalists or guest 
authors). 
 
(a) News reports: If the article is a news report, we select each article that contains at least one 

relevant claim. These are identified as follows: If the headline and lead paragraph of a pre-
selected article indicate a connection to the EU and/or European integration, the whole article 
must be scanned for potential claims. If the headline and lead paragraph give no such 
indication, it is sufficient to only read those paragraphs in the body of the text in which one 
of our search terms appears. Articles that do not contain an EU-related claim in these 
passages are deleted from the text corpus. Articles that do contain one or more claims are 
kept for coding.  

 
Indicators for the presence of a claim in news reports are verbs that directly express 
discursive action – such as “said”, “stated”, “argued”, “accused”, “demanded”, “called 
on/for” – or verbs that imply discursive action – such as “threatened”, “offered”, “presented a 
report”, etc. – as well as the presence of direct quotations in newspaper articles. Verbs that 
merely report on decisions (“passed a law”, “decided on a course of action”, “supported a 
proposal”, etc.) are by themselves not considered sufficient to give evidence of discursive 
action. The same is true for statements in the passive tense (e.g., the statement that someone 
has received support from someone else, or has been criticized by someone else, without 
direct evidence of the expression of this opinion).  

 
(b) Commentary: If the article is a commentary/analysis/op-ed by a journalist or guest author 

(usually indicated as such in the title section), we assign only one claim that expresses the 
main thrust of the author’s argument. To assess whether a commentary piece makes such a 
claim, we read the headline, lead paragraph(s), as well as the final paragraph of the text. If no 
EU-/Europe-related claim is evident from these sections, the article is deleted from the text 
corpus. If these passages give indication of a relevant claim, the article is kept for coding. 
Whether the article contains claims by others (e.g., politicians) is irrelevant in this case. 
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Letters to the editor are treated as commentaries. Pieces in which politics is portrayed in a 
humorous or satirical fashion are excluded from coding, as it is often difficult in these cases 
to verify the veracity of claims attributed to politicians or to identify the claims that an author 
him- or herself wants to make. 

 
Very brief articles of 50 words or less are not coded. The basis for this assessment is Factiva’s 
word count in the title section of the article. Should the automatic search produce the same 
article twice, it is coded only once. If it produces articles that are partially identical, the sections 
that are identical are coded only once. However, if the same direct quote (from a politician, etc.) 
appears in two or more articles that are otherwise different, it will be coded multiple times. 
 
Claims made in the past, or claims made about the past, are considered relevant for our study 
only if they are presented in the article as having a lasting impact. They are not considered 
relevant, and hence not coded, if they are presented as being superseded by a more current claim 
(“they used to argue X, but now they argue Y”) or are only introduced as broad historical 
background to current controversies. We do not, however, apply a mechanical cutoff rule like the 
one used in the Europub project. 
 
Technical instructions for the text selection are included in the Appendix. 
 
III. How do we code claims? 
 
Just as in the process of text selection, we follow different coding rules depending on whether 
the article is a news report (containing claims by political actors) or a commentary/opinion/ 
analysis/op-ed (containing claims by journalists or guest authors). 
 
(a) News reports: If the article is a news report, we code each claim contained in the piece. We 

code each statement as it is presented in the article and do not second-guess whether the 
journalist has correctly interpreted or summarized it. In dealing with multiple claims, the 
following rules are applied: Statements by different actors are treated as separate claims. 
There are two exceptions to this rule. First, if statements by multiple actors originate from a 
joint discursive intervention (e.g., a joint press conference or a jointly authored report), only 
one claim is coded. In this case, explicit evidence in the text is required outlining that the 
discursive interaction is made jointly. Second, if various actors of the same category (e.g., 
government ministers from different member states) are cited with identical comments, only 
one claim is coded. This is the case if the coding of the respective statements would, in each 
case, result in the same combination of codes for claimant, addressee, object, evaluation, 
demand and justification.  

 
If multiple statements in an article stem from the same actor, the default assumption is that 
only one claim is coded per instance of claims-making (i.e., press conference, media 
interview, op-ed). In order to fully reflect the content of the claim, we read all statements by 
this actor and try to give a full representation of his/her claim in the coding. For instance, if 
the first statement indicates an addressee for a demand and the second statement indicates a 
justification, the coded claim should express both elements. In exceptional conditions, we 
may code more than one claim for the same claimant. This is done if this person’s statements 
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clearly refer to different objects in our coding scheme (for instance, one statement criticizing 
the EU’s foreign policy and one its monetary policy). 

 

 
 

 
 
(b) Commentary: If the article is a commentary/opinion/analysis/op-ed, we assign only one claim 

that expresses the thrust of the author’s argument. It is necessary to read the whole article to 
get an adequate sense of the author’s argument. In cases in which it is difficult to summarize 
the author’s argument, we treat the headline, lead paragraph, and final paragraph as decisive. 
If these three elements seem to contain multiple claims, we code the one that is most evident 
in the headline. Statements by other speakers that may be contained in the commentary (such 
as claims by a politician that are endorsed or criticized) are not coded. 

 
As a general rule, we only assign codes for what is explicitly stated in the text. While this 
strategy might mean that we do not always capture what is implicitly inferred in a statement, it is 
necessary to ensure inter-coder reliability, as interpretations of what is left unsaid may differ. 

Example 2:  
 
François Fillon, the French Prime Minister, said that S&P had [by threatening a downgrade 
of credit ratings of EU states] delivered "in effect a call to more solid political and economic 
governance". He added: "Our reply is unambiguous. It is the Franco-German accord crafted 
by Nicolas Sarkozy and Angela Merkel." || Wolfgang Schäuble, the German Finance 
Minister, argued that the warning was an ideal incentive for leaders "to do what they have all 
promised to do in order to win back gradually the trust of investors worldwide. Time is now 
running out." (The Times, 7 Dec 2011) 
 
Here the two statements are arranged by the author of the article, but there is no evidence that 
they originate from a joint discursive intervention. However, both statements are would result 
in the same combination of codes (an executive actor from another member state demanding a 
change in EU policy for economic reasons). We would therefore code only one claim. 

Example 3:  
 
Nearly a hundred Tory MPs have urged David Cameron to pass a law before the next 
election committing Britain to a referendum on Europe, suggesting that they think voters no 
longer trust their manifesto pledges. || MPs want the binding promise of a referendum in the 
next Parliament. They said that there was "a consistent majority in this country who believe 
that the EU meddles too much in our everyday lives, that the weight of regulation on our 
businesses is too burdensome and that the cost of membership is far too high". (The Times, 
29 June 2012) 
 
This statement contains two claims about different objects. The first paragraph evaluates 
Britain’s domestic policy on Europe (no longer trusted) and voices a demand (referendum 
law).The second paragraph evaluates Britain’s membership in the European Union (negative 
economic effects); it does not contain an explicit demand. Both paragraphs must be coded 
separately. 
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Technical instructions for the coding are included in the Appendix. 
 
IV. Which categories are used in coding claims? 
 
(1) Claimant: The author of the claim. Identifying claimants is usually straightforward. For 

commentary pieces, we code journalists as claimants unless the author is introduced as 
belonging to another coding category (e.g., a guest contribution by a politician). If a 
spokesperson makes a claim on behalf of an organization, that organization is coded as 
claimant. If a claim has more than one author (in the case of a joint discursive intervention), 
we apply the priority rules spelled out in the Europub codebook: 

 
“(1) actors mentioned in the article as ‘leaders’, ‘organizers’, ‘spokespersons’, etc. have 
priority, unless, of course, they do not make any claims; (2) organizations, institutions or 
representatives thereof […] have priority over unorganized collectivities or individuals […]; 
(3) active actors or speakers have priority over passive audiences/rank-and-file participants 
(e.g., if a party representative addresses a crowd at a peace rally, the party representative has 
priority). [4] If there are several actors or no actor at all who have priority according to these 
three criteria, the order in which they are mentioned in the article decides […]. If of one 
physical actor two functions are mentioned, the highest level capacity in terms of the scope 
variable […] is coded. E.g., if the article says ‘Portuguese prime minister and current Chair 
of the EU Presidency Guttierez’ would be code as ‘EU presidency’ even if Portuguese prime 
minister would be mentioned first. However, the precondition would be that the EU 
presidency function is really mentioned in the article – that you know that the Portuguese 
prime minister is present Chair of the Council is not decisive, it should be explicitly 
mentioned. Similarly ‘Bavarian prime minister and CDU/CSU candidate for Chancellor 
Stoiber’ would be coded as ‘national’ not ‘regional’ in scope and as candidate chancellor (a 
party function and therefore coded as ‘political parties’) and not as Bavarian prime minister. 
Only if two capacities are at the same scope level the rule is that the first mentioned is coded” 
(Koopmans 2002, pp. 24-25). 

 

 

Example 4:  
 
In an e-mail leaked to a newspaper, business leaders are asked to sign up to a letter saying 
they “believe it is vital that the UK engages. . . and supports EU institutions in helping the 
euro". || The e-mail, sent by the lobbyist Roland Rudd, described a meeting he had with Mr 
Clegg, the Business Secretary Vince Cable, the Treasury Chief Secretary Danny Alexander, 
and the Energy Secretary Chris Huhne and said that the party backed his desire to re-engage 
with Europe. || He wrote: “Having had an extremely productive meeting with Nick Clegg... 
Vince Cable, Danny Alexander and Chris Huhne yesterday, we are convinced it is necessary 
to maintain pressure on the Government to follow its promise to be fully engaged in the 
European Union following last week’s veto.". (The Times, 16 Dec 2011) 
 
The lobbyist Roland Rudd is here acting as a spokesperson for the politicians mentioned in 
the article. According to priority rule #1, he has to be treated as claimant.  
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(2) Addressee: This variable is used for claims that are explicitly directed at another actor. If the 
claim is an evaluation, the addressee category is used if the claim singles out an individual or 
institution as being to praise/blame for what is being evaluated. For instance, if EMU policy 
is evaluated negatively and the European Central Bank is presented as a culprit, the object of 
the evaluation is EMU policy and the addressee is the ECB. If the claim is a demand, the 
addressee category is used if the demand explicitly calls on someone to behave in a certain 
way. For instance, if a claimant calls on the European Commission to change the EU’s 
environmental policy, the Commission is the addressee and the EU’s environmental policy is 
the object. If an office holder (for instance, an EU Commissioner) is addressed as 
representative of his/her organization, that organization is coded as addressee. We assume 
that this is the case unless there is clear discursive evidence separating the office holder from 
the institution (for instance, in a call on the Commission President to resign). For the 
definition of the term addressee, we again follow the Europub codebook:  

 
“Note that the addressee is the actor to which the actor refers in his claim, which is not 
necessarily the same as the public for which he directly speaks. E.g., if a politician speaks to 
a conference of his party and calls on the government to change its education policies, the 
addressee is the government, not the party delegates! […] Passive objects of claims are not 
coded as addressees […]. E.g., in the claim ‘The churches called on the government not to 
deport Bosnian refugees’, the government is coded as addressee, the reference to Bosnian 
refugees is irrelevant here […]. However, in the claims ‘The government called on Bosnian 
refugees to leave the country’ […] Bosnian refugees are coded as addressees […]. 
Addressees […] are defined by their DISCURSIVE relation to the claimant: they are the 
objects of demands, criticism or support, or, in other words, they are the actors to whom the 
claimant relates in the public discourse” (Koopmans 2002, 42-43). 

 
If an article mentions that a claim has been made in an interview with a specific news 
organization, this organization is not coded as addressee.  

 
If a claim refers to multiple addressees, we apply the same priority rules that are applied for 
claimants. 

 
(3) Object: This variable refers to the aspect of the EU/European integration that is discussed in 

the claim. The variable is important in the design of our project for distinguishing various 
objects of politicization (what exactly is it about European integration that generates public 
discussions). In contrast to the claimant and addressee category, the object category is to a 
greater extent an analytic construction which need not be reflected in the actual language of 
the claim. For this variable, we hence diverge from the usual explicitness rule and try to 
assign a specific code even if the language used in the relevant passage does not explicitly 
name one of our categories. Information from the context of the statement (headline, lead 
paragraph, paragraphs surrounding the statement) can be used in making the coding decision 
if necessary.  
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(4) Evaluation: This variable denotes whether the object referenced in the claim is explicitly 

evaluated as positive or negative. The evaluation category always refers to the object 
category. An evaluation must be explicit in the language of the claim, and cannot be inferred 
from the context. If a statement evaluates an actor/an institution/a policy that is not part of 
the EU/European integration or its member states (such as in Example 5 above), we code 
“evaluation of non-European integration object”.  

 
Evaluations are relevant to our study if they relate either (a) to the institutional/policy status 
quo, or (b) to an official proposal for institutional or policy change. Proposals are considered 
“official” if they have been adopted by an institution with legislative competencies 
(European Commission, Council and/or its presidency, European Parliament for object 
categories 20-40, national governments or parliaments for object categories 50), even if the 
legislative process has not been concluded. Such pronouncements of legislative institutions 
can legitimately be seen as evidence of these institutions’ policies; their evaluation therefore 
constitutes a statement on European integration. However, evaluations of EU-related 
proposals that stem from other actors (such as civil society actors, but also individual 
member states if object categories 20-40 are concerned) are not coded as negative/positive, 
but rather using the category “evaluation of non-official proposal”. Evaluations of such 
proposals are part of a controversial political debate, but do not constitute evaluations of 
European integration. If the evaluation refers to policies or activities of a non-European 
integration actor (see Example 5 above), we code “evaluation of non-European integration 
object”. 

 
(5) Demand: This category is used for claims that express demands or proposals for political 

activities by the EU or its member states. The demand category always refers to the object of 
the claim. Demands can refer to changes in the EU’s membership, constitutional structure, 
EU policy, or domestic policy (if there is an EU/European link), but also to arguments that 
defend the status quo in any of these respects. We also code claims that are directed at an 
existing proposal for change, but demand amendments. Like in evaluation category, we only 
assign a code in the demand category if the demand is explicitly expressed. If a statement is 
directed at an addressee who is not part of the EU/European integration or its member states 
(for instance, in a call on China to release a political prisoner), we code “non-European 
integration related demand”.  
 

Example 5:  
 
Lady Ashton, the EU foreign policy chief, expressed deep concern at the disappearance of 
Cao Shunli, who was questioned by police at Beijing airport on 14 September, en route to a 
human rights training session in Geneva (The Guardian, 23 Oct 2013) 
 
This claim addresses (and evaluates) Chinese policy. However, the statement is relevant to 
our study because the act of claims-making is an exercise of the EU’s foreign policy 
competences, and it originates in this context. Therefore, we code the claims as relating to the 
object EU/European external policy making.  
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Note that one and the same claim can contain both an evaluation and a demand, for instance 
in statements such as “the democratic deficits of EU decision-making (evaluation) can be 
addressed by allowing for more referendums (demand)”. However, a demand can also be 
justified by a negative evaluation of another object (for instance, in a proposal to grant the 
EU new powers because member-state policies have failed). In this case, we code two claims 
(see Example 3 above).  
 
It is important to note that making a demand is not treated as an automatic (negative) 
evaluation of the status quo – such an evaluation must be explicit. For instance, the claim that 
“we need a better policy on X”, would be coded only as a demand, not as an evaluation. 
Likewise, a negative evaluation is not automatically a demand for change. We only code both 
a demand and an evaluation if both elements are explicit in the claim, for instance in the 
statement: “We need a better policy on X because our existing laws have failed.” 

 
(6) Justification: This category denotes which kinds of reasons (if any) are presented for 

evaluations and demands. If a claim contains no EU-related evaluation or demand, no 
justification will be coded. Justifications must be explicit in the claim. Sometimes the 
justification can be contained in the evaluation/demand itself (e.g., the statement “the EU is 
undemocratic” presents a negative evaluation and a justification at the same time), 
sometimes a more elaborate rationale is given. If an evaluation/a demand is first advanced 
and then justified in the following paragraph(s), this justification is treated as part of the 
claim and thus coded. The justification should not be inferred from the context if it is not 
made explicit. 

 

 
 

If more than one justification for an evaluation or a demand is given, we apply the following 
priority rules: (1) If one argument is clearly dominating the claim, for instance because it is 
defended at the greatest length, the corresponding justification category is coded. (2) If 
multiple arguments have equal weight in the claim, but a plurality of them fall into the same 
of our categories (for instance, references to participation and accountability would both be 
subsumed under the category “democracy”), this category is coded. (3) If none of these rules 
applies, we code the first justification that is given in the claim. If a justification appears in 

Example 6:  
 
Fine Gael described the EU-IMF deal as a "downright obscenity". Michael Noonan, its 
finance spokesman, said the country's debts were once manageable, but when the banks' debts 
were added the situation was no longer sustainable. || Noonan said it was an obscenity that 
the liability for loans was being transferred to the taxpayers, especially the poorest ones. 
There was euros 15bn of non-guaranteed senior debt that the government was not liable for, 
"but the bailout forces them on us". (The Guardian, 16 Dec 2010) 
 
The first paragraph does not give any indication of why the claimant evaluates the bailout 
deal as “an obscenity”. However, the justification (framed in terms of economic effects on 
taxpayers) is given in the following paragraph.  
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the title, this is seen as decisive. If not, we go with the first justification mentioned in the 
body of the text. 

 
(7) Relationship between claims: As mentioned above, this code is assigned at the article (rather 

than claim) level. It focuses on the ways in which various claims that are contained in the 
same article relate to each other. The category is not used for references to claims that were 
reported elsewhere, unless these are explicitly repeated in the article in question. 

 
(8) Structure of conflict between claims: This category is likewise assigned at the article level. It 

is only applicable if an article contains contradicting claims. In this case, this category 
captures the type of conflict between these claims, in an attempt to gauge the kinds of 
cleavages generated by the politicization of European integration.  
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V. Individual Codes  
 
These rules will be continuously expanded as we discuss questionable cases. 
 

(0) Article type  
1 News report  
2 Opinion piece  Articles designated by the paper as “op-ed”, “commentary”, 

etc. are always coded in this category 
 Even if not designated by the newspaper, articles are 

classified as an opinion piece if the author of the article 
himself or herself acts as a claimant

 
(1) Claimant  
 Note: Base this coding on how the speaker is introduced in the article (not your own 

background knowledge about various speakers).
11 Journalist or guest 
author 

 If a guest author belongs to any of the other categories (e.g, 
articles by an EU Commissioner), that category is coded. 
Therefore, it is important to check at the end of an opinion 
article whether the author is introduced in a specific way; 
we often find a brief bio of the author here. If you cannot 
easily establish who an author is, code 11. 

 Code 11 is used if the author is a journalist from another 
country (writing as guest author) or if the newspaper cites 
editorials/articles from foreign news sources. 

  
(20 EU/European) Note: Categories in brackets cannot be coded; these are for 

organization purposes only.
21 EU executive actor  Used if “the EU” is cited as a claimant, without further 

details from whom the claim originated. 
 Used for representatives of the European Commission, for 

the European Central Bank, and for the President of the 
European Council. 

 Used for national leaders if acting as Council president/ 
representative (as long as their council presidency is 
explicitly mentioned). 

 Used for national leaders if acting jointly in the Council 
(e.g., joint declaration of foreign ministers). 

 Used for EU executive agencies and EU bureaucrats.
22 EU legislative/party 
actor 

 Used for the European Parliament as a whole, as well as for 
individual party groups, individual MEPs, and their staff.

23 EU judicial actor  Note that the language of a court decision it not itself 
treated as a claim. However, if an ECJ judge is cited with a 
political position in an interview, this would be coded.

24 Non-EU European 
integration actor 

 Used for instance for the Council of Europe and its 
institutions (including the ECtHR).
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25 Troika  
  
(30 Member State)  
31 Executive own state  Used if the state in question is presented as a claimant 

(without specific evidence on who the exact claimant is). 
 Used for national governments and their individual 

members. 
 Used for bureaucrats and diplomats of the member states.

32 Executive other state  Used if the state in question is presented as a claimant 
(without specific evidence on who the exact claimant is). 

 Used for national governments and their individual 
members. 

 Used for bureaucrats and diplomats of the member states.
33 Legislator own state  Used for members of national parliaments, as long as they 

do not hold a government function (or are not referred to 
by their government function). 

 Used for leaders, spokespeople, or other members of 
political parties.

34 Legislator other state  Used for members of national parliaments, as long as they 
do not hold a government function (or are not referred to 
by their government function). 

 Used for leaders, spokespeople, or other members of 
political parties.

35 Other MS actor own 
state 

 Used for judicial actors.  
 Used for subnational actors (politicians and bureaucrats at 

all levels below the national government, including federal 
subunits and municipalities).

36 Other MS actor other 
state 

 Used for judicial actors.  
 Used for subnational actors (politicians and bureaucrats at 

all levels below the national government, including federal 
subunits and municipalities).

  
(40 International)  
41 IO representative  
42 Third country politician  “Third country” refers to non-EU states. 
  
(50 Non-governmental)  
51 Academic/expert/ 
authority 

 Used for statements made by think tanks. 
 Used for former officeholders, as long as they do not have 

a current affiliation to any of the other categories. 
52 Civil society/interest 
group 

 Used for statements by all kinds of organized groups, or 
their spokespeople. 

 Used for statements by business organizations and 
individual business leaders. 
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 Used for statements by churches or faith leaders. 
53 Individual citizen  Also used for representatives (e.g. lawyers) speaking for 

individual citizens. 
 This category is only used for the average “man on the 

street”, not for spokespeople officially representing a 
particular interest (here, 52 would be coded). 

 Used for authors of letters to the editor, if they are just 
newspaper readers without any other political function. 
Note: The citation of a person’s job title (e.g., professor, 
doctor, lawyer) in the by-line of the letter does not make 
this person an “expert” (=code 51) unless the letter writer 
him- or herself claims expert status in the text of the letter. 
However, if the letter is by a politician or interest group 
representative, the appropriate codes are used. 

 
(2) Addressee  
 Note: If coding letters to the editor, the author of the original article (to which the letter 

responds) is not automatically coded as addressee. Rather, the addressee depends on the 
evaluation/demand in the claim.

11 Not explicitly specified   Use this code if no addressee is explicitly mentioned in 
the claim. Note that addressees must be made explicit in 
the claim itself; if they can only be inferred, code 11.

  
(20 EU/European)  
21 EU/Europe as such  Used if a clear reference is made to “the EU”. If the 

reference is to the member states (even if acting in the 
context of an EU policy), code 31.

22 Specific EU institution  If a claim is directed to a particular office holder (e.g., an 
EU Commissioner) in his/her professional role, we treat 
the claim as addressing the institution and hence code 22 
(not 23). We assume that this is the case unless there is 
clear discursive evidence separating the office holder from 
the institution (for instance, in a call on the Commission 
President to resign).

23 Individual party/politician  If a claim is directed to a particular office holder (e.g., an 
EU Commissioner) in his/her professional role, we treat 
the claim as addressing the institution and hence code 22 
(not 23).

24 Non-EU European 
integration actor 

 Used for instance for the Council of Europe and its 
institutions (including the ECtHR).

25 Eurozone  
26 Troika  
  
(30 Member State)  
31 All or multiple MS  Used for references to “the European governments”.
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 Appropriate code if one EU government appeals to the 
others to act in a certain way in the context of EU decision 
making.

32 Own MS or gov’t  Used both for references to the state as such and for more 
specific references to its government. 

 Used for references to the head of government. 
33 Other MS or gov’t  Used both for references to the state as such and for more 

specific references to its government. 
 Used for references to the head of government. 

34 Other MS actor own state  Used for references to all other member state institutions 
or actors, including legislatures, political parties, courts, 
subnational authorities, etc.

35 Other MS actor other 
state 

 Used for references to all other member state institutions 
or actors, including legislatures, political parties, courts, 
subnational authorities, etc.

  
(40 International)  
41 IO  
42 Third country  
  
(50 Non-governmental)  
51 Europeans  Used for references to the European people(s). 

 Coded when the term Europeans is used to mean “the 
(other) EU citizens”

52 MS nationals  Used for statements that appeal to all citizens of a member 
state, e.g., “the Irish”.

53 Civil society/interest 
group 

  

54 Individual/social group  Used for references to unorganized social groups, such as 
the Roma.

  
60 Politicians in general  This code is used for statements that address all 

politicians, the political class, etc. If a claim refers to the 
specific politician or group of politicians, codes in the 20-
40 categories are used.

 
(3) Object   
 Note: Object code depends on how an issue is framed in the claim. If necessary, look at 

the context of the claim (including headline and lead paragraph) to determine this.
11 Impossible to specify  
  
(20 Integration/ 
membership) 
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21 EU as such  Used for all claims that refer to “the EU” as a system of 
institutions.

22 Idea of European 
integration 

 Used for all claims that refer to the project/principle of 
integration. It must be clear from the language or the 
context that the claim refers to something more 
fundamental than just the current institutional shape of the 
EU.

23 EU membership and its 
benefits/costs 

 Used if speakers from current member states discuss the 
pros and cons of membership. If EU membership is 
discussed in an accession state (or other third country), 
code 24.

24 Size of EU/enlargement  Used for debates about EU enlargement/the accession of a 
particular candidate state. 

 Used if benefits and costs of EU membership are discussed 
in a candidate state (or other third country). 

25 Non-EU European 
integration 

 Used for membership in institutions of European 
integration that are not part of the EU, especially the 
Council of Europe. 

 Used for initiatives that might involve the EU, but are 
broader in geographical scope, e.g. the Bologna Process in 
higher education.

26 Eurozone membership  Used for claims that relate to the size of the Eurozone, or 
the membership of one’s own or another country. If a claim 
relates to EMU policy 41 is used.

  
(30 Constitution/ 
institutions) 

 This category is used for claims that debate explicit 
changes in the EU Treaties, as well as the ways in which 
the treaties have been interpreted/applied in practice. 

31 EU Treaties/Treaty 
change 

  

32 EU institutions/ 
institutional structure 

 Used for articles about specific EU institutions, or for 
articles that discuss the EU’s institutional system as a 
whole.  

 Used irrespective of whether the claim refers to an 
institution in a general sense, or to an institution under a 
particular leadership (e.g., the Barroso Commission, the 
French Council Presidency, etc.).

33 Internal functioning of 
EU institutions 

 This category is used for statements that debate the internal 
operation of an EU institution (e.g., remuneration of EU 
staff, personnel changes in an EU institution). 

 Used for instance for reports about EP elections, internal 
processes of EP party groups, discussions about how to fill 
leadership positions, reports about individual EU leaders, 
etc.
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34 Other constitutional 
aspects/unclear 

  

35 Constitution of non-EU 
Europ int 

 Used for all kinds of constitutional/institutional questions 
associated with aspects of European integration that are not 
institutionally related to the EU, especially the Council of 
Europe and its institutions (ECHR, ECtHR). 

  
(40 EU/European policy)  This category refers to all joint policies. It does not 

distinguish between policies decided supranationally at the 
EU level, and policies that would require 
intergovernmental coordination among the member states.  

 This implies that categories in this group are used for calls 
on all EU member states to address a particular issue. If 
policies of one particular member states are discussed with 
an EU reference, codes from the 50-category are 
applicable. 

 Judicial decisions made at the European level are treated 
as policy. Therefore, if a claim addresses a decision by the 
European Court of Justice on the Single Market (and 
criticizes it, for example), we would code 42. For the 
ECHR, code 46.

41 EMU (monetary and 
fiscal aspects) 

 Used for all monetary policy. 
 Used for all Eurozone crisis rescue measures. 
 If size of the Eurozone or a particular country’s 

membership is discussed, use 26 (Eurozone membership). 
 Used for coordinated taxation and spending decisions by 

national governments (but not for decisions on individual 
national budgets – if these are discussed with an EU angle, 
code 51). 

 Code 41 is used for intergovernmental policies adopted in 
the context of the Eurozone crisis, such as the EFSF/ESM, 
Fiscal Compact, and the Common Resolution Mechanism 
in Banking Union (even if these are, in a strict legal sense, 
no EU policies).

42 Internal policies (e.g., 
Single Market) 

 Used for all internal policies except EMU. Includes EU-
level market regulation, regulation of labour conditions, 
Structural Funds, CAP, etc. 

 Used for articles about the EU budget. 
 External economic policies (such as international trade) are 

coded as external policies  use category 43 
43 External policies (e.g., 
CFSP, migration) 

 Used for claims that relate to eternal economic policies 
(such as international trade) 

44 Other EU policies/ 
unclear 
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45 Policy of non-EU Europ 
int 

 Used for all kinds of policies associated with aspects of 
European integration that are not institutionally related to 
the EU, especially the Council of Europe and its 
institutions (ECHR, ECtHR).

  
(50 Domestic affairs)  Codes in this category are used if issues of domestic 

politics in EU member states are discussed with an explicit 
EU reference – either because the EU is claimant or 
addressee in a discussion of domestic politics, or because 
the claim contains any other reference to European 
integration (for instance, the argument that a specific 
domestic policy proposal would violate EU law, is made in 
response to EU pressure, would endanger further support 
from the EU, etc.) 

 The EU reference must appear in the same paragraph(s) in 
which the claim appears; it is not sufficient if it appears 
elsewhere in the article or can be inferred from the context. 

 We do not second-guess the appropriateness of EU 
references. If a claim about national policy is made and the 
EU is mentioned in this context in one form or the other, 
one of the 50-codes is used.

51 Domestic affairs linked 
to EU, own country 

 Used for domestic debates about one’s member state’s 
policies towards European integration, including 
negotiation strategies, demands that should be expressed in 
Brussels, domestic ratification of Treaty changes, potential 
referendums, etc. 

 Used if the implementation of an EU Directive in the own 
member state is discussed.  

 Used if a domestic policy – or the way in which it has been 
applied in a particular case – is challenged before the Court 
of Justice of the EU, especially in the claims by applicants 
who have brought the case. 

 Used for positions taken by political parties at the domestic 
level on questions relating to European integration. 

 Encompasses effects on subnational policies. 
 Used for statements that refer to domestic policies in 

various member-states, if the own member state is included
52 Domestic affairs linked 
to other European 
integration, own country 

 Used for all kinds of domestic effects generated by aspects 
of European integration that are not institutionally related 
to the EU, especially the Council of Europe and its 
institutions (ECHR, ECtHR). 

 Used if a domestic policy – or the way in which it has been 
applied in a particular case – is challenged before the 
European Court of Human Rights, especially in the claims 
by applicants who have brought the case. 
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53 Domestic affairs linked 
to EU, other country 

  

54 Domestic affairs linked 
to other European 
integration, other country 

  

 
 

(4) Evaluation of object  

 Evaluations are relevant to our study if they relate either (a) to the institutional/policy 
status quo, or (b) to an official proposal for institutional or policy change. In both cases, 
we will track the positive or negative nature of the evaluation.  

 Evaluations of EU-related proposals that stem from other actors (such as civil society 
actors, but also individual member states if object categories 20-40 are concerned) are not 
coded as negative/positive, but rather using the category “evaluation of non-official 
proposal”. 

1 No explicit/clear 
evaluation 

 If we cannot decipher the precise meaning of an evaluative 
statement (who exactly is evaluated, how, etc.), we code “no 
explicit/clear evaluation”.

2 Positive evaluation of 
EU/MS 

 Positive evaluations must relate to the object coded before.  
 Expressions of confidence/trust in an institution or a policy 

are treated as a positive evaluation.
3 Negative evaluation of 
EU/MS 

 Negative evaluations must relate to the object coded before.  
 Expressions of worry/concern about an institution or a policy 

are treated as a negative evaluation.
4 Positive evaluation of 
official proposal  

 This code (4) and the next (5) are used to capture debates in 
the policy crafting process, in other words, claims that occur 
before a formal policy decision has been made. 

 In the case of EU decisions that require national ratification 
(such as treaty changes or intergovernmental policy 
instruments such as EFSF, ESM, Fiscal Compact, etc.), we 
treat the formal decision at the EU level as the point where 
the policy ceases to be a proposal. After the date of formal 
decision making at the EU level, codes (2) and (3) are used 
for evaluations of these policies/decisions, even if national 
ratification is still outstanding.  

 Codes (4) and (5) for official proposals, while code (6) is for 
non-official proposals. Proposals are considered “official” if 
they have been adopted by an institution with policy-making 
competencies in the domain in question. For EU-level 
legislation, this encompasses claims by the European 
Commission, the Council and/or its presidency, or the 
European Parliament. For intergovernmental forums such as 
meetings of the European Council, member state 
governments would also be considered “official” proposal 
makers. By contrast, proposals by national opposition 
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parties on EU-level legislation would be considered an 
“unofficial” proposal.

5 Negative evaluation of 
official proposal 

  

6 Evaluation of non-official 
proposal 

 This code (6) is used for evaluations of EU-related 
proposals that have not been formally adopted by an 
institution with policy-making competencies, but rather 
stem from other actors (such as civil society actors). These 
are not coded as negative/positive, as they do not constitute 
evaluations of European integration. 

7 Evaluation of non-
European integration object 

 This code (7) is used for evaluations that refer to policies or 
activities of a non-European integration actor (such as a 
third country, an IO, etc.).

 
 

(5) Demand  

 Note: Do not code implicit demands; even the most scathing criticism is not necessarily a 
demand for change. 

11 No explicit/clear demand  If we cannot decipher the precise meaning of a statement, we 
code “no explicit/clear demand”. 

 Used if a demand focuses on procedural aspects of decision 
making without taking a clear position on the need for 
change.

21 Change in integration/ 
membership 

 Used for claims that demand a fundamental change in 
European integration (without making detailed institutional 
proposals). 

 Used for claims that advocate the admission of new 
members (or demand to kick some members out). 

22 No change in 
membership 

  

23 Change to proposal on 
integration/membership 

 Used for claims that address an existing proposal for change 
in integration/membership, but demand amendments.  

 Used for claims that present alternative demands for change 
that differ from the ones currently debated (e.g., during 
debates on enlargement, demands for an alternative 
enlargement strategy, etc.)

31 Change in constitution/ 
institutions 

 In debates about Treaty reform, used for claims that press for 
moving ahead with the reform.

32 No change in 
constitution/ institutions 

 In debates about Treaty reform, used for claims that argue to 
retain the status quo, drop reform proposals, or delay 
decisions until a later date.

33 Change to proposal on 
constitution/institutions 

 Used for claims that address an existing proposal for change 
in constitution/institutions, but demand amendments.  

 Used for claims that present alternative demands for change 
that differ from the ones currently debated (e.g., during 
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debates on enlargement, demands for an alternative 
enlargement strategy, etc.)

41 Change in EU/European 
policy 

  

42 No change in 
EU/European policy 

  

43 Change to proposal on 
EU/European policy 

 Used for claims that address an existing proposal for change 
in policy, but demand amendments.  

 Used for claims that present alternative demands for change 
that differ from the ones currently debated (e.g., during 
debates on a specific policy, demands for an alternative 
strategy to address the problem in question, etc.) 

51 Change in domestic 
affairs 

 Used for claims that demand a national referendum on 
(certain aspects of) European integration. 

52 No change in domestic 
affairs 

  

53 Change to proposal on 
domestic affairs 

 Used for claims that address an existing proposal for change 
in domestic policy (or other domestic affairs), but demand 
amendments.  

 Used for claims that present alternative demands for change 
that differ from the ones currently debated (e.g., during 
debates on a specific national strategy on European 
integration, demands which that the status quo is untenable, 
but propose an alternative strategy to the one currently 
proposed, etc.)

60 Non-European 
integration related demand 

  

 
 

(6) Justification   
11 No justification given   
  
(20 Pragmatic)  Pragmatic justifications are ones that evaluate the 

concrete benefits or costs of EU policy outcomes. 
21 Economic effects  Used for general references to the economic performance / 

prosperity. Not used if the claim refers to the economic 
interests of a particular member state (use 23 in this case). 

 Arguments that refer to economic effectiveness/problem-
solving are coded in this category (not 24). 

 Keywords that suggest economic evaluations include: 
money, markets, business, consumers, taxpayers, etc.

22 Protection of EU 
interests 

 Used for statements which describe the EU as advancing 
the common interest of all Europeans/all member states. 

 Used for statements which present the EU as a safeguard 
against “US hegemony”.
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23 Protection of national 
interests 

 Used for all claims which describe the EU in general terms 
as good or bad for the claimant’s own state (regardless of 
whether this is a current or a potential future member).  

 Also used if such a claim refers merely to a certain region 
within the member state. 

 Used if the claim refers to the economic interests of a 
particular member state.

24 Effectiveness  Used for general statements about the EU’s ability to get 
things done, make the necessary decisions at reasonable 
speed, etc.  

 If the claim refers to the EU’s ability to achieve its goals in 
a specific field of policy making (e.g., protect the 
environment), use code 25.

25 Other pragmatic 
arguments 

 Used for statements that discuss concrete effects of EU 
policies (unless mentioned in the categories above), such as 
environmental protection, security from terrorism, etc. 

 Used for statements that point to concrete effects that the 
EU has had in third countries.  

 Used for statements which characterize the EU as “model” 
for other parts of the world. 

 Used for statement that refer to the citizens’ (lack of) trust 
or popular support. Such statements must have a clear 
evaluative component and should not simply report on 
Eurobarometer data, etc.

  
(30 Moral)  Moral justifications are ones that evaluate the EU based 

on universal standards of justice or good governance. 
31 Democracy  Used for references to “accountability”, “participation”, 

“representativeness”, “transparency”, the fact that power 
originates in the people 

 Used if the EU is criticized for being “too bureaucratic”, 
“too elitist”, “lobby-dominated”, etc. 

 Used for all statements which portray the EU as being 
controlled by special interests of various kinds (“big 
business”, etc.). 

 Used for statements which discuss whether all citizens 
and/or member states have an equal say in the EU (not 33 
in this case!). For instance, this code is used if the EU is 
described as being dominated by large member states.

32 Legality/human rights  Used for statements which assess the impacts of the EU for 
constitutionalism/the constitutional protection of rights. 

 Used for statements that argue that EU rules/decisions do – 
or do not – come about according to orderly legal 
procedures. 



22 
 

 Used for statements that claim that the EU has abused its 
powers/broken treaty rules. 

 Used for references to human dignity. 
 Keywords that suggest evaluations in this category include 

“legal”, “rights”, “liberty”, “freedom”, etc. 
 Used for references to “corruption”, “sleaze”, etc. (not 

legal).
33 Solidarity/equity/justice  This code is used for references to social policy, social 

solidarity (between citizens or with weak/poor citizens), 
the welfare state, etc.  

 Statements on economic effects of certain policy measures 
are only coded in this category if their effects on solidarity/ 
justice are explicitly debated. Otherwise, the category 
“economic effects” is usually applicable. 

 Used for references to social equality. 
 Used for references to the European “social model”. 
 Not used for statements that refer to equality in political 

participation rights  use 31 (democracy) instead. 
34 Other moral arguments  Used for moral arguments that do not clearly fall in any of 

the above categories (for instance because it remains 
unclear whether a democracy or legality argument is 
intended). 

 Used for arguments that appeal to tradition/custom/ 
unwritten rules. 

 Used for arguments that refer to the EU as a “peace 
project”.

  
(40 Ethical)  Ethical justifications are ones that evaluate the EU based 

on the values and identities of specific political 
communities.

41 European identities  Used for statements that present the EU as representation 
of specific values (etc.) characterized as “European”, 
irrespective of which values the speaker refers to. 

 Used for statements which refer to a European “community 
of values” (“Wertegemeinschaft”).  

 Used for statements which deplore the lack of solidarity 
between the member states, or their unwillingness to 
compromise (too little European identity). 

 Used for references to (lack of) “emotional attachment” to 
the EU, and if the citizens’ indifference about the EU is 
characterized as problematic.

42 National identities  Used for references to national sovereignty, unless they are 
framed in terms of national interests. 

 Used for statements that refer to the EU as a “superstate” 
(which presumably undercuts the sovereignty/identity of 
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the member states), and for statements that claim that 
European integration has “gone too far”. 

43 Other ethical arguments  Used for references to other cultural communities, for 
instance, the honour of farmers

  
50 Other/non-classifiable  Used for claims that cannot be subsumed to any of the 

above categories.
 
 

(7) Relationship between claims  
 This category is only coded for news reports (not for opinion pieces, which have only 

one claim) 
1 Single claim/free-
standing claims 

 Used if the article contains only one claim, or if the claims 
contained in the article are totally unrelated to each other

2 Claims support each 
other 

  

3 Claims contradict each 
other 

  

4 Both supporting and 
contradicting claims 

 Used for articles with three or more claims some of which 
support and some of which contradict each other 

 
 

(8) Structure of conflict between claims 
 This category is only coded for news reports (not for opinion pieces, which have only 

one claim) 
1 No explicit conflict  Used if the article contains only one claim, or if the claims 

contained in the article are totally unrelated to each other
2 Conflict within MS  
3 Conflict between MS  
4 Conflict MS vs. EU  
5 Conflict MS vs. IO/third 
country 

  

6 Conflict between actors 
at EU level 

  

7 Conflict EU vs. IO/third 
country 

  

8 More than one conflict 
dimension/Other 
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VI. Appendix: Technical Instructions 
 
Searching for EU-related claims  
 
(a) Factiva (for all newspapers except Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung) 
1. Go to Factiva. 
2. In the “Free Text” box, enter the search terms: >eu or europ* or eurozone< (German and 

English), >ue or europ* or eurozona< (Spanish).  
3. Under “Date”, select date or date range. (Given that Factiva has difficulties handling large 

number of hits, it makes sense to search for one or two days at a time.) 
4. Under “Source”, select the name of your newspaper (Publication, not Web Site). 
5. Under “Subject”, exclude the category “Sports/Recreation”. 
6. If searching German/Spanish papers, change “Language” to German/Spanish. 
7. Hit “Run Search”. 
8. Under “Display Options” (top right corner of the screen), click on “Frames”. 
9. Click on the title of each article; the text appears in the right window.  
10. Look at the article. If you find a (potential) claim, copy the text of the article into a Word file. 

If in doubt, err on the side of caution (i.e., select the article).  
11. When you are done, save the Word file, using a title that clearly identifies newspaper and 

search period (e.g., “Irish Times 5 June 2013”).  
 
 
(b) FAZ BibilioNet (for Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung) 
1. Go to http://www.faz-biblionet.de.  
2. Click “Erweiterte Suche” (right side of screen). 
3. In the field titled “Text-Suche” (top of screen), enter the search terms: >eu or europ* or 

eurozone< 
4. Under “Ressort”, select “Politik”. 
5. Under “Zeitraum”, enter date or date range. (Given the number of articles in FAZ, it makes 

sense to search for one or two days at a time.) 
6. Click “Suchen!”. 
7. Click on the title of each hit, read paragraphs with highlighted search terms. 
8. Look at the article. If you find a (potential) claim, copy the text of the article into a Word file. 

If in doubt, err on the side of caution (i.e., select the article). 
9. When done, change “Ressort” to “Wirtschaft” and repeat process. 
10. When done, change “Ressort” to “Feuilleton” and repeat process. 
11. At the end, save the Word file, using a title that clearly identifies newspaper and search 

period (e.g., “FAZ 5 June 2013”). 
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Coding EU-related claims in MAXQDA 
 
(a) Importing Statements 
1. Open the Word file saved after the Factiva or FAZ BiblioNet search. Copy the first text 

(including headlines). 
2. Open the MAXQDA file (“MAXQDA template.mq5”). 
3. In MAXQDA, right-click on the name of the newspaper (top left window). Then click 

“Create Document”. A new line appears, titled “Document 1”. 
4. Left-click on “Document 1” and replace the name “Document 1” with a text number. The 

first digit is the newspaper code (1 Süddeutsche, 2 Frankfurter Allgemeine, 2 Standard, 4 
Presse, 5 El Pais, 6 El Mundo, 7 Irish Times, 8 Irish Independent). The second digit indicates 
the year (8 2008, 9 2009, 0 2010, 1 2011, 2 2012 etc.). The last three digits are numbered 
consecutively for each newspaper (001 to 999). 

5. Right click into the top right window and paste the copied text. 
6. Repeat this process for all relevant texts. 
7. Close the file (MAXQDA saves automatically) and rename it. The new name should indicate 

the country and year in question (e.g., Spain 2008). Create a separate file for each year.  
 
(b) Coding 
1. Open the coding table by clicking on the “Data Editor” symbol (second line of menu). 
2. In the coding table, double click on the text name (first column); the corresponding text will 

open in the top right window. 
3. Double click on each coding category to enter the correct code (see coding scheme). 
4. The date, source, and article type are coded once for each article. After that, each claim is 

coded separately (up to a maximum of eight claims, which usually is not reached). At the 
end, if the article is a news report, the relationship and conflict variables are coded for the 
article as a whole (scroll to the right of the coding table). 

5. If the “discuss” category is coded, add the manual code “Discuss” to the paragraph in 
question. This is done by selecting the paragraph in question in the top right window, 
selecting the “Discuss” code in the bottom left window, and then clicking the “Code” tab in 
the second line of the menu. Doing this allows us to quickly identify the paragraphs that 
require further attention. 

6. If any of the “other” categories are coded, add the manual code “Other” to the paragraph in 
question. That way we can later revisit these statements and see whether new categories 
should be invented. 

7. If you consider an article (or a passage within it) particularly interesting, add the manual code 
“Flag for qualitative analysis” to the article/paragraph in question. 

 
Warning: MAXQDA does not have an “undo” function. Think carefully about all deletions! 
 


