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Research Strategies in European
Union Studies: Beyond Dichotomies
Ian Manners, Kennet Lynggaard and Karl Löfgren

Introduction: Research strategies in EU studies

The contributing chapters of this book all illustrate the richness and diversity
of problem-driven research in EU studies. This concluding chapter draws
together the insights of this rich diversity in order to move the study of
research strategies beyond the dichotomies of the past towards a new agenda
for research on Europe. The crisis gripping the EU in the 21st century is not
just an economic crisis, it is a crisis of belief in the EU. Research on the EU
is deeply implicated in this crisis, not least because of the questions it does
not ask, but also because of the perceived weakness of demonstrating the
methods and evidence used. A new agenda for research on Europe needs
to acknowledge these weaknesses of the past and move beyond dichotomies
towards greater openness and awareness of the importance of research strate-
gies, designs and methods. In many respects this agenda has its origins in
Rosamond’s (2008) call for ‘open political science’ in EU studies, as has been
discussed here in his Chapter 2 on methodology in EU studies. Hence, the
new agenda for research on Europe should be ‘open’ in the sense that it
respects a plurality of methods; it is inclusive of the broadest range of single-,
inter- and transdisciplinary EU studies; and it embraces critical and norma-
tive thinking about the EU and EU studies (Rosamond, 2008: 603; Manners,
2007; see also Warleigh-Lack’s Chapter 19 in this volume).

As the first two introductory chapters in this volume illustrated, ques-
tions of philosophy, methodology and research methods are often conflated,
but always implicated in the development of research strategy and design.
As the second section on research dichotomies and their social constructions
discusses below, the directional dependence of philosophies, methodologies
and methods needs to be overcome as part of this new agenda for research,
just as the dichotomies which characterised these relationships need to be
seen for what they were – constructions in the sociology of knowledge. The
contributors to this book all demonstrate considerable diversity on questions
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of ontology, epistemology and methodology. This diversity is central to the
health, vitality and utility of EU studies as an open and plural field of study
responsible to the needs of European society and societies in the 21st cen-
tury. Finally, while EU studies demonstrate a number of characteristics that
are particular to the region, they are not unique. In this respect EU stud-
ies can be situated at the crossroads of many contributing and receiving
transdisciplinary fields. Questions of political and social hybridity, poly-
centricity of power, Europeanity of a multitude of institutional forms, and
globality of context are thus all important, but not exclusive to EU stud-
ies. The rest of the chapter moves beyond the dichotomies of the past
towards a new agenda for research by first looking at the ways in which
dichotomies and bridge building characterise the development of research
strategies. Following that, the chapter develops these arguments with refer-
ence to research strategies beyond dichotomies found in the contributions
to the book. Finally, we conclude by reiterating the need for a new agenda
for research on Europe – one that demonstrates an awareness of the impor-
tance of research strategies, purpose, design and method for EU studies and
the EU itself.

Research dichotomies and their social constructions

There are two central points running through the contributions to this vol-
ume: first, that research designs directed at the study of EU affairs have
traditionally been characterised by a series of dichotomies and, second, that
much of the innovative research design potential lies in moving beyond
such dichotomies. The development of research designs directed at the study
of EU affairs has traditionally been characterised by dichotomies on:

• Research ontology. Do we approach our research through rationalist or
constructivist assumptions about EU affairs?

• Research epistemology. Is our ultimate knowledge ambition to formulate
explanatory theories capturing EU affairs? Or is our research a process of
conceptual (re)constructions aimed at understanding EU affairs?

• Research methodology. Do we best capture EU affairs through positivist
and deductive research strategies, or through interpretative and inductive
processes?

• Research methods. Do we prefer quantitative or qualitative research meth-
ods and data?

Research design dichotomies may also be perceived from a disciplinary per-
spective. From this perspective there at least two types of research: one type
that can be seen as intra-disciplinary relating to particular research themes
within EU affairs, and another type that is interdisciplinary, and which
antagonises disciplines. While the former is probably done more wittingly
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by scholars positioning themselves against what is articulated as adversaries,
the latter is probably more implicit and unwittingly done due to lack of
awareness of, and possibly concern with, pertinent research in related social
sciences and beyond.

Examples of the nature and implications of research design dichotomies in
this book are numerous. Let us first have a brief look at the intra-disciplinary
type. In her chapter on European identities, Angela Bourne shows how
those who see identities as more coherent and measurable entities also tend
to prefer quantitative research techniques and data such as Eurobarometer
surveys, while those understanding identities as more complex, fluid and
contradictory also tend to be more interpretative in their approach and
prefer qualitative research techniques. As discussed by Sebastiaan Princen,
agenda setting in the EU is also an area of research inhabited by both pos-
itivist and interpretative, or constructivist, approaches to research design.
From a positivist perspective the focus is on how pre-defined issues rise
and fall on an agenda, and explanations are formulated in terms of the
strategies that political actors use, and how these strategies interact with
the institutional and political context. From a constructivist angle the focus
is on the processes through which issues are constructed and the strug-
gle over the meaning and definition of agenda items. Bourne and Princen
both suggest that looking beyond research dichotomies by means of mixed
research design and ‘employing multiple methods in a single empirical
study’ (Bourne) is potentially a fruitful path, although examples of such
research are currently very limited. Addressing discourse analysis in EU
affairs Amandine Crespy reminds us that this type of analysis is found not
only as an ontological and epistemological position among some interpre-
tivist and constructivist scholars, but is also employed by positivists as a
particular research technique. Consequently, an ontological commitment
among some scholars (constructivists) is elevated by others (positivists) to
the level of research technique. She also observes that between the posi-
tions ‘there is a vast category of students of EU integration who take a
middle-stance and seek to explain how discourse matters with explanatory
endeavours’.

Hence, Jackson’s (2011) general observation that ontological commit-
ments and the subsequent methodologies are often oversimplified and
boxed in a positivist-interpretivist, or possibly a rationalist-constructivist
distinction, is also relevant to research on EU affairs. Moreover, such
dichotomies are present regardless of whether researchers are explicitly sub-
scribing to a certain school of thought, or if scholars engage in building
bridges across the divide. That is, even the otherwise admirable ambitions of
combining rationalistic and constructivist research designs, as became popu-
lar in the 2000s, contributed to the reproduction of traditional dichotomies
in the sense that, for this endeavour, ‘you need something to build bridges
between’, so to speak.
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Several contributions also address the interdisciplinary dichotomies. Ann-
Christina L. Knudsen points to the concern among some historians that
research on the history of EU affairs is being ‘colonised’ by, for example,
social science (European integration) theories. Equally, she also identifies a
‘spatial turn’ in historical research aiming to analyse transnational spaces
of practice and experience of a variety actors involved in European integra-
tion processes beyond the formal political institutional boundaries. This can
be perceived as an invitation to a new cross-disciplinary dialogue aiming to
re-situate the emergence of the EU in a broader European context, while at
the same time employing a wider range of methods in historical research.

The most articulated interdisciplinary antagonism in the study of EU
affairs is probably the one we saw in the early 1990s between the two sub-
disciplines of international politics and, at the time the newest contender,
comparative politics. In this regard, while we have seen a general strength-
ening of comparative politics approaches, Karl Löfgren reminds us that there
is still room for inspiration from public administration research conducted
within a national political and administrative context. Research design tra-
ditionally known from public administration has gained recent prominence
in the study of transnational administration in the EU, but Löfgren also sug-
gests that the ways in which the EU system engages with sub-national actors
may well gain from connecting further with implementation studies in pub-
lic administration research. In her chapter, Julie Hassing Nielsen illustrates
the potential of experimentation as a research method to explore EU affairs.
This is a tool that has been used extensively in psychology and economics,
less so in political science, but has only rarely found its way into research on
EU affairs.

A recent exchange in the journal Cooperation and Conflict illustrates very
well the obstacles, but also the pathways in dealing with scholarly positions
on research design (the specific topic in the exchange is the potential of dia-
logue between European studies and new regionalism). The common ground
is an agreement that intra/interdisciplinary dialogue is desirable, if nothing
else illustrated by the fact that the authors find it worthwhile entering a
debate on the issue. Yet, the dispute is centred round the likeliness of pro-
ductive dialogue actually taking place. Jørgensen and Valbjørn (2012, 2014)
represent a rather pessimistic view on dialogues among disciplines, which
they find almost inevitably end up in a hegemonic relationship with one
(sub-)discipline acting as the master (taking the intellectual leadership on
general theoretical developments) of another (sub-)discipline, which acts as
servant (by supplying empirical findings for the former). Jørgensen and Val-
bjørn develop an ideal typology of models of dialogue as the basis for their
argument: eristic, hierarchical, reflective and transformative types of dia-
logues, each defined by the purpose, procedure and product of the dialogue.
Whereas the first two ideal types essentially serve to preserve existing knowl-
edge production, the reflective type contains some and the transformative
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the most potential for conceptual and disciplinary advancement, even open-
ing up for new fields of study. In other words, reflective and transformative
knowledge production is the imagined ideal, and yet such ideals face little
chance in the current practice of academia.

Rosamond and Warleigh-Lack (2013) agree with the desirability of reflec-
tive and transformative knowledge production, but represent a more opti-
mistic view on its viability. The central claim is that methodological
divisions are the real barriers to overcome, but also that ‘within method-
ology’ dialogue across disciplines, or sub-fields, is certainly a viable pathway
to the advancement of knowledge production. Extending Rosamond and
Warleigh-Lack’s point: there seems to be nothing in principle hindering
within-methodologs’ intra- and interdisciplinary dialogues from the view-
point of studies in EU affairs. While this is probably true, we also have
to acknowledge that in practice many barriers exist in terms of dealing
with more tangible, yet equally challenging, actual research activities. This
book presents numerous examples of these practical barriers. Sara Hagemann
reminds us in her study of bargaining in the EU that we should avoid
solely specialising in either qualitative, quantitative or formal approaches,
and instead attain a broader knowledge base and a multitude of technical
skills. Discussing the prospects of a dialogue between research on EU affairs
and the new regionalism research agenda, Alex Warleigh-Lack recognises the
challenge of getting to master the literature of not just one, but two or more
regions as well as related linguistic challenges in terms of both the literature
available and collecting empirical material. While such concerns may be par-
ticularly pronounced in the area of new regionalism, similar challenges are
found across a range of research areas in the study of EU affairs including, for
example, implementation studies and historical and archival research. How-
ever, Alex Warleigh-Lack offers a pointer to the pragmatism necessary by
suggesting that once a general level of knowledge of the region with which
the EU is compared has been attained, it may be sufficient to focus on the
literature relating to the specific matter for comparison.

Regardless of the challenges, we are still fairly convinced of the viability
of within-methodologies interdisciplinary dialogues. This still leave us with
the even more challenging, but also potentially more rewarding, task of the
across-methodologies path to intra/interdisciplinary dialogue. We take our
cue from Colin Hay. Hay (2002: 63; also Manners, 2011: 240–5) argues that
there exists a ‘directional dependence’ between our research ontology, epis-
temology, methodology and methods; meaning that our research ontology
tends to shape our epistemological and methodological choices and, even if
less pronounced, also tends to affect our choice of preferred research meth-
ods. Importantly, however, this directional dependence is not a deterministic
one, necessarily leading to fixed dichotomies. Against this backdrop, a cen-
tral and explicit aim of the contributions to this book has been to explore
the ground for moving beyond fixed dichotomies; the central claim being
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that dichotomies in research design are social constructions and that these
dichotomies could – and should – rather be treated as endpoints on a series of
continuums that research activities may be placed along, just as researchers
may move back and forth on these continuums during the research process.

But how can our research practices move beyond the traditional
dichotomies on research designs? What happens in the process and with
the outcome of research efforts when we move beyond these dichotomies?
These questions are important for at least three reasons. First, by moving
beyond one-sided research designs we aim to generate more comprehensive
knowledge of EU affairs. Second, an increasingly wider range of analytical
and theoretical frameworks make claims about EU affairs that transcend the
traditional dichotomies which, in turn, demand us to develop more sophis-
ticated research designs. Third, by not only adhering to a friendly dialogue
between positions on research design, but by making the road between posi-
tions ‘open to traffic’, we also promote the pooling of knowledge, all to
improve our insights into the organisation of EU affairs.

Research strategies beyond dichotomies

In order to move beyond traditional dichotomies in EU studies we need to
ask three basic questions of research strategies:

• What is the purpose of the research?
• What is the best research design to address this purpose?
• What are the best research methods to use in the chosen design?

The remainder of this section addresses the varieties of answers to these ques-
tions, drawing on the chapters of the book, in order to suggest how research
strategies in EU studies can move beyond dichotomies.

Research purpose

The first question to be asked of any research strategy is: what is the
purpose of the research? Traditionally this question is often posed as a
choice between inductive (empirically driven) versus deductive (theoret-
ically driven) research strategies. In reality most research strategies are
pragmatically abductive (empirically and theoretically informed), in that
they are a conscious and systematic attempt to solve problems and gen-
erate knowledge of our everyday lives (Friedrichs and Kratochwil, 2009:
709–710). Arguably, this is particularly so within a sub-discipline like EU
studies often characterised as being a ‘meeting place’ for a wide range of
academic disciplines and, at the same time, having an empirical research
object in common (even if this research object is continuously in flux and
not easily defined). In order to move beyond the awkward dichotomy of
inductive versus deductive research purpose, it is necessary to imagine at
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least three different purposes of research. First, exploratory research is most
useful when the research purpose and questions are uncertain (Cresswell,
2013: 18). Exploratory research is more common when trying to understand
new treaty, organisational or policy developments. As Bourne discusses in
Chapter 4 on European identity and research on regional identities, the
early stages of almost all research uses exploratory tools to interrogate the
viability of the material and the theories. Second, descriptive research is
more useful when trying to accurately observe or describe phenomena (de
Vaus, 2001: 1–2). Descriptive research is more common when seeking to
understand the extent or totality of a given policy activity. As Lewis and
Chatzopoulou argue in Chapter 11 on analysing networks, the ‘network gov-
ernance’ approach describes how things are, and the subsequent challenges
of joining actors and processes up in order to coordinate across different pol-
icy sectors and multiple levels of governance. Third, explanatory research
is more common when trying to explain cause-and-effect relationships in
EU policies. Explanatory research is more useful for explaining relation-
ships between known factors (de Vaus, 2001: 2–3). One of the variations
in design in Kronsell and Manners’ chapter on single policy studies repre-
sents this strategy by using comparative hypothesis testing to understand the
EU biofuels policy. Hence, the first question about the purpose of research
strategy: informative cross-cutting questions about the merits of exploratory,
descriptive and explanatory research can be asked without getting trapped in
dichotomous debates over theory driven versus empirically driven research
strategies.

Research design

The second question to be asked is what is the best research design to address
the research purpose? Traditionally this strategic question is often raised as
a choice between small sample studies (‘small-n’) versus large sample stud-
ies (‘large-n’). In practice this dichotomy tends to confuse the sample size
with the design of the data collection strategy. In order to move beyond the
unnecessary dichotomisation of small versus large sample studies, it is nec-
essary to consider more than just case study or comparative study research
designs. Alan Bryman (2012: 50–75) and David de Vaus (2001: 10) have iden-
tified five basic types of research designs including case study, comparative,
experimental, cross-sectional and longitudinal designs.

The use of case study is the most common research design in EU stud-
ies, as chapters 4, 6 and 19 (on European identity, single policy study and
new regionalism respectively) illustrate. As Bourne, Kronsell and Manners,
and Warleigh-Lack suggest in these chapters, case studies may focus on sin-
gle sub-national regions (such as the Basque region), single policies (such
as environment, biofuels or CSDP) or single meta-regions (such as the EU)
(see also Manners and Whitman, 2003: 385). The use of comparative stud-
ies is the second most common research design in EU studies, as chapters
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15, 16 and 17 (on integration and globalisation, hard and soft governance,
and political parties respectively) illustrate. What Lynggaard, Maggetti and
Blomgren’s chapters conclude is that comparative research designs aimed at
differentiating between Europeanisation and globalisation, comparing hard
and soft governance, and involving the comparison of parties, elections and
legislatures are all valuable.

Beyond the commonly used designs of single and comparative case stud-
ies there are three research designs that are both more demanding and
potentially more interesting, particularly if applied in multi-method research
designs. Experimental research design ‘seeks to determine if a specific treat-
ment influences an outcome’ (Cresswell, 2013: 13). Experimental research
on the EU could, for example, use focus groups or surveys to examine
the effects of information or other treatment conditions on opinions or
behaviour towards the EU. Both Cram and Patrikios’s Chapter 12, on visual
primes, and Nielsen’s Chapter 18, on EU attitude formation, use an exper-
imental research design in seeking to understand the impact of visual
and deliberative information on attitudes. Cross-sectional research design
provides a quantitative sample of trends, or attitudes, based on surveys
(Cresswell, 2013: 13). Cross-sectional research on the EU could, for exam-
ple, use questionnaires or structured interviews to assess the importance of
agenda setting, bargaining or implementation of EU policies. Hagemann’s
Chapter 9, on bargaining, and Cram and Patrikios’s Chapter 12, on visual
primes, demonstrate how expert and online surveys can be applied for the
collection of cross-sectional data. Finally, longitudinal research design aims
to study a sample over time in order to understand the effects of change
and context. Longitudinal research on EU affairs could, for example, aim
to produce and reproduce case study, comparative, experimental or cross-
sectional studies over longer periods of time in order to better understand
the EU. As Manners’ Chapter 14 on EU longitudinal interpretation, Crespy’s
Chapter 7 on European discourses and Lynggaard’s Chapter 15 on integra-
tion and globalisation all illustrate, longitudinal research designs can be used
to understand the EU in global politics, to engage in comparative interpreta-
tion in discourse analysis and to conduct comparative temporal analysis of
Europeanisation and globalisation (see also Lynggaard, 2012: 98).

These five basic types of research design provide scholars of EU affairs
with a far wider range of choices than simply dichotomising between small
versus large sample studies. But as many of the chapters suggest here, mixed-
method research designs offer more interesting and possibly appropriate
means of addressing differing research purposes in EU studies (see Cresswell,
2013: 14–15). A concurrent (or parallel) mixed method uses two or more
different research approaches at the same time, perhaps mixing methods
for collecting quantitative and qualitative data. Concurrent research on the
EU could, for example, use both larger surveys (primarily quantitative data)
and a smaller number of interviews (primarily qualitative data) in order to
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interrogate a specific policy and its consequences. Blomgren’s Chapter 17,
on parties, and Nielsen’s Chapter 18, on attitudes, both advocate the use of
concurrent mixed-method research designs, perhaps involving comparative
case studies and large-n statistical methods, or experiments in conjunction
with large-n designs. Sequential mixed methods apply different research
approaches in stages, allowing for different ways of understanding a phe-
nomenon or for a research project to adjust to new information over time.
One can here distinguish between sequential exploratory and sequential
explanatory approaches (Cresswell, 2013: 224–5). Hagemann’s Chapter 9, on
bargaining, argues that mixed-method research designs result in a stronger
and more holistic picture, particularly by combining methods in various
sequences, and provides an example of both sequential exploratory and
explanatory designs.

A sequential exploratory approach commences with an initial phase of
collecting qualitative data to explore a phenomenon, followed by a sec-
ond phase of collecting quantitative data in an attempt to understand
how widespread and representative the phenomenon might be. Sequential
exploratory research on the EU could, for example, begin with a discourse
analysis (primarily qualitative data) of the EU in one area of politics, then
proceed to a content analysis (primarily quantitative data) relating to an
aspect of this area in order to see whether particular discourses were com-
mon and/or systematic. Hagemann provides an example of a sequential
exploratory design in which qualitative case studies can be used to iden-
tify a particularly interesting phenomenon, which then can be inducted by
employing statistical methods. In Chapter 4, on European identity, Bourne
provides the example of Diez Medrano’s work where he first employs qualita-
tive analysis of conceptions of the EU and attitudes to European integration,
after which he seeks to validate these qualitative findings through statis-
tical analysis employing Eurobarometer opinion poll data. In Chapter 13
on Europeanisation, Exadaktylos and Radaelli observe that there is scope
for using the findings of qualitative research, including ethnography, to
identify mechanisms and then go back to large-n analysis. A sequential
explanatory approach begins with first collecting quantitative data to test
a theory, or a concept, before a second phase of collecting qualitative
data commences in order to better understand how, and why, data, the-
ory and/or concept are related. Sequential explanatory research on the EU
could, for example, begin with statistical sources from a large number of
cases of EU policies, before proceeding to an in-depth single case study
analysis in order to better understand the relationships between the statis-
tical data in the case. Hagemann also provides an example of sequential
explanatory design in which the results and predictions of a quantita-
tive analysis could be illustrated with qualitative case studies, with the
aim of identifying how the particular causal mechanisms work in more
detail.
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Regarding the second question about which research design is best to
address a specific research purpose, we can conclude that the chapters have
all shown the extent to which it is possible to discuss case study, com-
parative, experimental, cross-sectional and longitudinal research deployed
in single- or mixed-method research designs without getting trapped in
dichotomous debates over small versus large sample studies as research
strategies.

Research method

The third question to be asked of any research strategy is what are the best
research methods to use in the chosen design? Traditionally this question
has often dominated any discussions of strategy, purpose or design, and
has often relapsed into a choice between qualitative or quantitative meth-
ods. In reality, most methods can be deployed qualitatively or quantitatively
according to the means of data collection, coding and analysis. In order to
move beyond the misleading dichotomisation of qualitative versus quan-
titative methods, it is essential to reflect on four different basic method
types: individual, group, textual and unobtrusive methods. The decompo-
sition of the qualitative/quantitative divide and the greater attention to
mixed methods makes it more likely that research methods involving more
than one basic research type could become more common in EU studies.
Similarly, the increasingly popularity of data analysis software, for exam-
ple Nvivo, MaxQDA or ATLAS.ti for qualitative data analysis and SPSS, Stata
or SAS for quantitative data analysis, has changed the nature and possibili-
ties of much EU research. Individual interviews, surveys and questionnaires
can be used both qualitatively (unstructured interviews or narrative anal-
ysis) and quantitatively (structured interviews or large-scale surveys). Most
chapters in the book used or advocated the use of individual-level data in
some way, whether elite interviews (Hagemann), expert surveys (Blomgren)
or experimental data (Cram and Patrikios, Nielsen). Group observation and
participation can be applied both qualitatively (ethnographic, participatory
observation or focus groups) and quantitatively (experimental designs or
structured observations). Strange’s Chapter 5, on social groups, as well as
Lewis and Chatzopoulou’s Chapter 11, on social networks, both approach
the study of groups from a different perspective than that of individual
analysis. Textual and document analysis can be used both qualitatively
(e.g. discourse analysis) and quantitatively (e.g. content analysis). Along-
side individual semi-structured interviews, textual analyses and content
and post-structural discourse analyses are increasingly gaining currency
in research on the EU. This method is discussed extensively in Crespy’s
Chapter 7 on discourse, but textual and document analyses are used widely
across the chapters in this volume. In particular, Bourne’s discourse analysis
of group identity, Strange’s discourse analysis of activist groups, Princen’s
coding and discourse analysis of documents, Exadaktylos and Radaelli’s
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mechanisms of Europeanisation discourse and Lynggaard’s analysis of glob-
alisation and European integration discourses are all prominent examples
of textual and document analysis. Finally, unobtrusive methods can be
used both qualitatively (physical traces, archive material or observation)
and quantitatively (secondary analysis or statistics). Unobtrusive methods,
like group-based methods, are less common in the study of the EU, but
as access to archives and other deposits of secondary sources improves, the
opportunities for unobtrusive methods are likely to become far more promi-
nent. The declassification of historical archives and sources, the growth of
meta-analyses and literature analysis, and the increasing applicability of
harvesting metadata, all suggest a future for unobtrusive methods in EU
studies. Knudsen’s Chapter 3, on European integration history, discusses
the use of archives and documentary sources for writing the EU’s history,
while Exadaktylos and Radaelli’s Chapter 13, on Europeanisation, raises the
possibility of systematic reviews and meta-analyses of the literature.

Thus the chapters in this volume demonstrate the variety of types of
individual, group, textual and unobtrusive methods that can be employed
without getting trapped in dichotomous debates over qualitative versus
quantitative methods as research strategies.

Conclusion: A new agenda for research on Europe

To slip from regularity, i.e. from what recurs with a certain statistically
measurable frequency and from the formula which describes it, to a con-
sciously laid down and consciously respected ruling . . . or to unconscious
regulating by a mysterious cerebral or social mechanism, are the two com-
monest ways of sliding from the model of reality to the reality of the
model.

(Bourdieu, 1990: 39)

As the previous discussion of research strategies beyond dichotomies has
demonstrated, EU studies needs to celebrate its openness and plurality, not
‘the reality of the model’ as Bourdieu put it in 1990. All the contributors to
this book are as concerned with models of reality as we are with the reality
of models – ‘models’ in plural being very important. This plural approach
is clearly formulated as continua rather than dichotomies. There are at least
four dimensions to this plural approach beyond those identified in the two
previous sections: the need for longer time horizons, improving the quality
of observational data, moving beyond atoms to holism and a greater opening
and awareness of research on, and of, Europe.

As many of the chapters, in particular those regarding historical aspects,
the temporal dimension and longitudinal design, have argued: much longer
time horizons in EU studies research would be beneficial. In this way more
innovative, carefully chosen and reflective research designs would help
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extend the time horizons through which we analyse the EU. This would help
escape the short-term, faddish and compartmentalised research on Europe.
In parallel to this, extending time horizons will improve observational data
by making it less dependent on secondary analysis. Research strategies in EU
studies need to move beyond atoms to holism (Manners, 2003). The over-
reliance on individualised data through treating everything and everyone as
individuals has accelerated the atomisation and fragmentation of EU stud-
ies. More holistic approaches in seeing the synergies between individuals
and groups, and between micro-, meso- and macro-levels of analysis, would
facilitate more mutual engagement, accumulation and knowledge sharing
between EU studies researchers. Finally, to return to this chapter’s starting
point, researchers and their research designs need to be both open and aware
of research on, and of, Europe because research is always for someone and
for some purpose.
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