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Abstract
Russia’s invasion of Ukraine in February 2022 posed a practical and symbolic threat to EU citizens. Did this threat affect citizens’ 
identification with the EU? This was the main research question addressed in the current paper. In addition, we sought to evaluate 
whether the influence of perceived threat on the identification with the EU was mediated by perceived entitativity of the EU. Finally, 
we expected perceived threat to improve participants’ attitudes towards EU integration and enlargement, through the mediation of 
entitativity (Mediator 1) and identification with the EU (Mediator 2). We conducted a survey (N = 349, 186 females; Mage = 34.52) to 
assess this pattern of relations through structural equation models. Results show that perceived threat affects identification with the 
EU only indirectly, through the mediation of entitativity. In addition, perceived threat and entitativity have a significant indirect 
effect on attitude toward EU integration and attitude toward EU enlargement, yet they are directly associated only to the former. 
From a theoretical perspective, results are discussed in relation to previous research that shows the effect of perceived threat on 
identification, failing to consider the mediating role of entitativity. From a practical point of view, results may provide new insights 
on communication commonly used to reinforce the ingroup identity—mainly by threat-based strategies—through a re-consideration 
of the critical role of entitativity.
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The European Union (EU) and the whole world are currently going through a time of wide crisis and transformation. 
The war in Ukraine has exerted a strong pressure on international relations, energy systems, and economic dynamics, 
challenging established balances and bringing unresolved conflicts to the fore (Deng et al., 2022; Schepers, 2022). 
Russia’s invasion of Ukraine in 2022 has triggered a series of consequences, ranging from reduced imports of energy 
commodities from Russia, to rising inflation with consequent impact on global production chains (Quintana, 2022); from 
reduced exports of agricultural products from Ukraine, to the global food security crisis (Ben Hassen & El Bilali, 2022), 
and the humanitarian crisis of refugees escaped from war (Duszczyk & Kaczmarczyk, 2022; Johannesson & Clowes, 2022; 
Osendarp et al., 2022; Patel & Erickson, 2022; Żuk & Żuk, 2022). In this complex scenario, the EU immediately took a 
stand, with a firm and shared condemnation of Russian aggression (Celi et al., 2022; Steiner et al., 2023): “Our Union as 
a whole has risen to the occasion […] this year, as soon as Russian troops crossed the border into Ukraine, our response 
was united, determined and immediate.” (von der Leyen, 2022). The economic sanctions imposed on Russia, together 
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with the military aid provided to Ukraine, strongly characterized, in practical and symbolic terms, the EU’s position 
(Beauregard, 2022; Deng et al., 2022). Some preliminary empirical evidence suggests that, in EU member states, citizens 
show a high perceived threat in relation to the war in Ukraine, together with an overall condemnation of Russia’s 
invasion and positive attitudes towards sanctions against Russia (Hilbig, 2022).

In order to make a further contribution in this direction, the present study aims to explore the role of perceived 
threat related to Russia’s invasion on perceived entitativity of the EU and identification with EU, also considering the 
pattern of relations with attitudes towards EU integration and enlargement.

From a theoretical point of view, our study is guided by the social identity approach (Tajfel et al., 1971; Tajfel 
& Turner, 1979; Turner et al., 1987), which maintains that a part of individuals’ self-concept derives from belonging 
to social groups; therefore, feeling one-self as a part of the group has strong implications on its members’ attitudes 
and behaviors. Group membership provides attitudes and values to its members, namely a lens for interpreting the 
surrounding world; acting as a group member, their behaviours conform to the ingroup norms (Turner et al., 1987). 
Additionally, in order to achieve a positive self-concept—which depends on ingroup-outgroup social comparison—people 
are driven towards favoring in-group and derogating groups to which they do not belong (Brewer, 2017; Gerard & Hoyt, 
1974; Tajfel, 1974).

Given the importance of group membership, the social identity approach has been used to understand several 
intergroup phenomena, including political events and conflicts, and applied to several contexts, such as identification 
with the EU. For instance, research shows that European identity and national identity can coexist because they operate 
at different levels of abstraction (Castano, 2004; Cinnirella, 1997). European identity fosters cooperation with European 
partners, predicts positive attitude towards Europe and acts of solidarity with other EU member states during crises 
(La Barbera, 2015; La Barbera et al., 2014; La Barbera & Cariota Ferrara, 2012; Verhaegen, 2018). This is consistent 
with the common ingroup identity model (CIIM; Gaertner et al., 1993; Gaertner et al., 2000), which maintains that the 
recategorization of different groups within a superordinate group fosters tolerance between previously divided groups, 
reducing perceived threat. Indeed, several studies have shown that identification with the EU improves intergroup 
relations between groups coming from European countries by fostering mutual tolerance (Curtis, 2014; Curtis, 2024). 
Drawing on social identity prospective, the uncertainty reduction hypothesis (Hogg, 2000) states that one way to reduce 
subjective uncertainty is through self-categorization, which is responsible for identification processes. Uncertainty 
“motivates people to affirm a social identity, form new groups, join pre-existing groups, and (re)construct prototypes to 
better resolve uncertainty” (Hogg, 2000; p. 233).

The present article is structured as follows. In the next section, we review the main literature behind our hypotheses 
through the lens of social identity approach. With a focus on the Ukrainian crisis, we describe the rationale underlying 
our model of relation between perceived threat, entitativity and identification with the EU, predicting a significant 
serial mediation and a significant association with attitudes towards EU integration (deepening) and enlargement 
(widening). In the materials and method section, we describe the sample, procedure and measures that we used to test 
our hypotheses. Structural equations testing our conceptual model, with the assessment of the measurement model and 
convergent/discriminant validity of measures, are presented in the results section. Finally, we discuss results in relation 
to previous studies, suggesting theoretical considerations and practical implications.

Perceived Threat From Russian Invasion and Identification With the EU
There are several reasons which might explain why the perception of threat related to the Ukrainian crisis is relevant 
among EU citizens, even if not directly involved in war. First, the sanctions EU imposed on Russia have had large 
negative consequences in the EU member states and in citizens’ everyday life, such as the rising of prices of energy, 
raw materials and consumer goods (Berner et al., 2022; Rühl, 2022). Therefore, even if not directly involved in the war 
and battlefields, EU’s citizens are bearing war-related hardships (Guenette et al., 2022). In addition, some governments, 
such as Italy’s, have implemented measures to curb the energy consumption. This may well pose a threat to citizens’ 
well-being and lifestyle (Barchielli et al., 2022). Second, the possibility of the conflict escalating into the use of nuclear 
weapons depicts a life-threatening scenario also for European countries not directly involved in the war (Bollfrass 
& Herzog, 2022). Third, geographical proximity of EU countries with Ukraine and Russia should also be considered, 
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because it is a variable thought to increase dramatically the sense of threat (Gehring, 2019). Finally, it is important to 
consider the threat that Russia poses on EU values. EU has traditionally proposed its foundation in values of human 
rights, human dignity and freedom, and EU is widely seen as a democratic and humanitarian international agent 
(Giumelli et al., 2021; Steiner et al., 2023). Hence, Russia’s invasion of Ukraine poses a symbolic threat to basic EU’s 
values, as it has been explicitly stated several times by the highest authorities of the EU institutions: “This is not only a 
war unleashed by Russia against Ukraine. This is a war on our energy, a war on our economy, a war on our values and 
a war on our future. This is about autocracy against democracy.” (von der Leyen, 2022, p. 3). This might also increase 
EU citizens’ perceived threat; in addition, threatening the ingroup values may increase the effect of identification on 
ingroup favoritism and outgroup derogation (Bianco et al., 2022; Voci, 2006).

Our first research question—on which there is currently no specific empirical evidence—is whether this sense of 
perceived threat is influencing the strength of citizens’ identification with the EU, which has often been seen as weak 
and problematic (Carl et al., 2019; La Barbera & Ajzen, 2020).

Research in social and experimental psychology has shown that perceived threat increases individuals’ identification 
with the ingroup (Festinger, 1950; Hogg, 2000; Smeekes & Verkuyten, 2013; Tajfel & Turner, 1979), which acts as a buffer 
against individual perceived vulnerability. Hence, from a concrete point of view, EU’s citizens may perceive the EU as 
a powerful alliance and a source of safety, stronger and more reliable than the single member states (Gehring, 2019). 
Importantly, facing a common threat, EU citizens may categorize themselves as “us” in contrast to “them”, increasing 
their identification with the superordinate common ingroup (Gaertner & Dovidio, 2014). This would be consistent with 
the social identity approach, according to which the perceived threat can lead people to feel closer to the ingroup and 
increase aggression towards the outgroup (Tajfel & Turner, 1979; Vergani, 2018), and with previous studies related to 
Ukrainian crisis that have shown a “rally effect” around the EU flag (Steiner et al., 2023) and positive effects of the war 
in Ukraine on the EU integration process (Fiott, 2023; Håkansson, 2024). In addition, this line of reasoning is somewhat 
supported by considerations drawn in relation to Russia’s invasion of Crimea in 2014. In a secondary analysis of 
Eurobarometer data, Gehring (2019) found a significant increase of EU identification in countries theoretically assumed 
to be more threatened by Russia’s aggressive behavior (Estonia and Latvia, countries bordering Russia directly). This 
increased identification with EU was accompanied by increased trust in EU institutions and greater support for EU 
policies at a central level. Steiner and colleagues (2023) also report an improvement of EU identification and attitudes 
towards the EU. These studies did not provide direct measurement of perceived threat; nevertheless, they support us in 
expecting that EU citizens’ level of perceived threat from the Russian aggression in Ukraine of February 2022 should be 
significantly and positively associated with identification with EU.

Second, we sought to explore whether this effect of perceived threat on identification with EU was mediated by 
perceived entitativity of the EU. Entitativity has been described as the psychological existence of a group (Castano, 
Sacchi & Gries, 2003)—that is, the extent to which the group is perceived as a real entity—and it has been linked to 
beliefs about the group members’ sharing of common values and common past, having things in common and being 
similar on personal traits and characteristics (Agadullina & Lovakov, 2018). Highly entitative groups are perceived as a 
whole, homogeneous and cohesive entity (Agadullina & Lovakov, 2018; Yzerbyt et al., 2000). Research shows that the 
ingroup entitativity strengthen ingroup identification (Sacchi et al., 2009), and perceived entitativity of the EU has been 
found to increase individuals’ levels of identification with EU (Castano, 2004). Research has also shown that individuals 
identify more strongly with an ingroup when they are in a condition of uncertainty and the group is highly entitative 
(Hogg et al., 2007), and perceived threat may exert a direct effect on entitativity (Jutzi et al., 2020). It is reasonable 
to think that Russia’s invasion of Ukraine has increased EU’s entitativity; for example, creating the perception of 
common fate between European citizens (Castano, Yzerbyt & Bourguignon, 2003). In addition, the threat related to 
Russia’s invasion of Ukraine may increase EU’s entitativity by enhancing the importance citizens assign to commonality 
rather than differences between European peoples, because external threats have been found to reduce the perceptions 
of dissimilarities (Vezzali et al., 2015) and enhance the perceived similarity of ingroup members (Rothgerber, 1997). 
Therefore, Russia’s invasion of Ukraine might have both a direct effect on identification and an indirect effect through 
enhancing EU’s entitativity.
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Threat, Identification, and EU-Related Attitudes
Research has shown that the strength of identification with the EU is a predictor of a number of very important 
variables (La Barbera, 2015; La Barbera et al., 2014), such as attitudes in favor of EU integration (EU deepening) and 
EU enlargement (EU widening). Despite the EU enlargement has often been considered as a part of EU integration 
process, they are two different concepts because the support for EU integration is not always accompanied by support 
for enlargement and vice versa (Karp & Bowler, 2006). Attitude toward EU deepening has been defined as the attitude 
citizens hold toward the increase of EU’s power in political and economic decision-making, even in substitution of 
national sovereignty (Castano, 2004; La Barbera, 2015). This attitude is especially important, because EU deepening is 
an ongoing process of progressive integration and centralization of power aimed at an ever-closer union; although the 
most part of international issues require cooperation and trans-national solutions that transcends national boundaries 
(Buchan et al., 2011), EU integration process has been in many occasions contrasted by public opinion, citizens at 
referenda, and political parties in different member states (La Barbera & Ajzen, 2020). From a social identity perspective, 
European identity is a pre-condition for legitimacy and citizens supporting EU integration (Castano, 2004; Fuchs & 
Schlenker, 2006). This is in line with research showing that citizens’ identification and attachment with their own nation 
and with EU influences support for EU integration process (Herrmann et al., 2004; La Barbera, 2015) and promote 
cooperation between citizens from different European countries (La Barbera et al., 2014; La Barbera & Cariota Ferrara, 
2012).

Although initially the EU enlargement literature was centered on the elites’ politics and preferences, exploring public 
attitudes towards enlargement has been considered essential to ensure stability in Europe (Maier & Rittberger, 2008). 
The enlargement of the EU is related to the issue of demarcation between who is a group member and who is not, 
and it has stimulated a wide debate among scholars (Maier & Rittberger, 2008; McLaren, 2007; Thomassen, 2008; Vetik 
et al., 2006; Zielonka, 2007). Attitude toward EU enlargement has been found to be positively correlated with attitude 
toward EU integration and identification with EU (Boomgaarden et al., 2011; de Vreese & Boomgaarden, 2006; Fuchs 
& Schlenker, 2006). Previous research on the point also found evidence of a causal effect of identification with EU on 
attitude towards EU widening (La Barbera, 2015).

The EU’s enlargement policy has navigated through various phases and geopolitical contexts to build a united and 
prosperous Europe ensuring stability and democracy in all member countries (Schimmelfennig & Kakhishvili, 2024). 
This notwithstanding, Russia’s invasion of Ukraine created an unprecedented situation as regards EU enlargement. On 
28 February 2022, the government of Ukraine signed an application for EU membership, asking for immediate accession; 
three days later, Georgia and Moldova submitted similar applications. EU leaders decided to grant Ukraine and Moldova 
the status of candidate country at the June European Council. This unprecedented immediate EU’s positive response 
to an application for EU membership has been publicly defined as a “political gesture” by French President Emmanuel 
Macron, which would not have been possible without the war in Ukraine and the fight of its people “to defend our 
values, their sovereignty, their territorial integrity” (Sapir, 2022). Therefore, EU widening might be at a turning point, 
and the reaction of member states’ citizens toward this unprecedented enlargement policy is largely unknown.

Aims and Hypotheses
In the current study, we aimed to test whether the pattern of relations deriving from the theoretical considerations 
outlined above was supported by data. We evaluated the relation between participants’ perceived threat related to 
Russia’s invasion of Ukraine and their strength of identification with the EU. We also tested whether this relation 
was mediated by perceived entitativity of the EU. In addition, we sought to explore the pattern of relations between 
perceived threat, perceived entitativity of the EU, and EU identification, with EU-related attitudes, namely the attitude 
toward EU integration (EU deepening) and enlargement (EU widening).

Specifically, we hypothesized to find a significant association of perceived threat with identification with EU (H1) as 
well as between identification with EU and attitude towards EU deepening (H2) and EU widening (H3). In addition, we 
expected to find a significant indirect effect of perceived threat on attitude toward EU deepening (H4) and EU widening 
(H5) via entitativity (Mediator 1) and identification with EU (Mediator 2). We also expected the effect of perceived 
threat on identification to be mediated by perceived entitativity of the EU (H6). Perceived threat (H7) and entitativity 
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(H8) are expected to have significant association with attitude towards EU deepening, whereas their direct association 
with attitude towards EU enlargement—drawing on the considerations outlined above—was more difficult to predict and 
has been evaluated in a more explorative fashion. Figure 1 summarizes the conceptual model.

Figure 1

Conceptual Model of Relations Between Perceived Threat, Entitativity, Identification With EU and Attitudes Toward EU Deepening and Widening

Note. The figure depicts the conceptual model of the effect of perceived threat (threat) on attitude towards EU integration (EU deep) and EU 
enlargement (EU wide) via entitativity and identification with EU (Id EU). Hypothesized direct effects are represented with arrows; indirect effects are 
depicted by dotted lines.

Method

Participants
A convenience sample of 350 Italian participants was recruited in March 2022. Participants were recruited through an 
online snowball sampling, sharing the link to the online questionnaire on social networks (e.g., Facebook) and asking 
people to further share the link with friends and acquaintances on their own social network page and/or through instant 
messaging apps (e.g., WhatsApp). One respondent failed to complete half of the questionnaire, thus was removed from 
final dataset (see La Barbera, 2025), which consists of 349 individuals, 186 of whom identified themselves as females, 124 
as males, 1 as non-binary and the remaining 38 preferred not to communicate their gender. The mean age of the sample 
was 34.52 (SDage = 14.58), ranging from 18 to 87. Slightly less than half participants (170) hold a university degree and 
137 completed high school.

Procedure
Participants volunteered for the study and received no compensation for their participation. They were assured of 
anonymity and informed that they were free to discontinue participation at any time without penalty. After giving 
their consent, they completed an online questionnaire containing the measures described below. The items employed a 
7-point response format and were presented in non-thematic order. The full list of items, with descriptive statistics, is 
provided in Table A1 in the Appendix.

Measures
Perceived Threat

Five items were used to measure the individuals’ perceived threat from Ukrainian crisis. Drawing on previous research 
(Riverso et al., 2022), items made reference to general concern (e.g., In general, how concerned are you about the 
war in Ukraine?), perceived probability and seriousness of negative consequences, direct and indirect perceived risks. 
Participants answered on a 7-point response scale. Responses were averaged, with higher values indicating higher 
perceived threat (Cronbach’s α = .85).
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Perceived Entitativity of the EU

Drawing on the work by Agadullina and Lovakov (2018), we used three items for measuring participants’ perceived 
entitativity of the EU. The items tapped into perceived similarity (e.g., European citizens are very similar to each other), 
commonalities, and shared past of the group members. Participants answer on a scale from 1 (Completely disagree) to 
7 (Completely agree). A composite measure was computed by averaging the scores (Cronbach’s α = .83). Higher values 
indicate a higher perceived entitativity of the EU.

Identification With EU

Participants’ identification with EU was measured using the four-item identification scale by Spears and colleagues 
(1997), in the Italian version used by La Barbera (2015) for measuring participants’ strength of identification with EU. 
Participants indicated their agreement or disagreement for each statement (e. g., I think about myself as a European 
citizen) on a scale from 1 to 7. A composite measure was computed by averaging the scores (Cronbach’s α = .87). Higher 
values indicate a higher level of identification with EU.

Attitude Towards EU Deepening — Participants’ attitude toward the integration of the EU (EU deepening) was 
measured by means of the five-item scale by La Barbera (2015). Participants indicated their agreement or disagreement 
for each statement (e. g., I see positively a more immediate action in applying European norms) on a scale from 1 to 7. A 
composite measure was computed by averaging the scores (Cronbach’s α = .86). Higher values indicate more positive 
attitude toward EU deepening.

Attitude Towards EU Widening — Participants’ attitude toward the enlargement of the EU (EU widening) was meas­
ured by means of the five-item scale by La Barbera (2015). Participants indicated their agreement for each statement (e. 
g., I see positively the enlargement of the EU beyond the countries that have joined from the beginning) on a scale from 1 
(Completely disagree) to 7 (Completely agree). A composite measure was computed by averaging the scores (Cronbach’s 
α = .92). Higher values indicate more positive attitude toward EU widening.

Statistical Analysis
As regards the main objective of the study, the a priori power analysis—ran by the software G-Power 3.1—indicated a 
sample of 287 participants in order to detect a small effect (f2 = .03) with 1 – β = .90 and α = .05.

Descriptive statistics, correlations between measures, t-tests and reliability tests have been conducted by the soft­
ware SPSS 22 (IBM). The software Stata 15 (StataCorp LLC) has been employed in order to perform structural equation 
modeling, including the assessment of the measurement model and convergent/discriminant validity of measures. The 
level of significance was set at p < .05.

Results
The average scores and intercorrelations of the study variables are shown in Table 1. Perceived threat and identification 
with EU were significantly over the scale mid-point, t(348) = 16.68, p < .001 and t(348) = 5.43, p < .001, whereas 
entitativity was not, t(348) = 1.25, p > .20. Attitude towards EU deepening was not different from the scale mid-point, 
t(348) = 1.85, p > .05, whereas the average score of attitude towards EU enlargement was significantly different, t(348) = 
6.25, p < .01. The correlations between all the study variables proved statistically significant. Noticeably, the associations 
of perceived threat with entitativity, EU identification and EU attitudes were weak, whereas the intercorrelations among 
entitativity, EU identification and EU attitudes were moderate to large.
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Table 1

Means, Standard Deviations, and Intercorrelations of the Study Variables

Construct 1 2 3 4 5

1. Threat 5.12 (1.25)

2. Entitativity .167* 3.90 (1.47)

3. Ideu .183* .720** 4.44 (1.51)

4. Deep .209** .472** .494** 4.16 (1.65)

5. Wide .212** .449** .496** .541** 4.52(1.54)

Note. Diagonal cells show means (SD in parentheses). Threat = perceived threat; Entitativity = Perceived entitativity of the EU; Ideu = Identification 
with EU; Deep = Attitude toward EU deepening; Wide = attitude toward the enlargement of EU.
*p < .01. **p < .001.

A SEM was run with 22 items reflecting five correlated latent factors: perceived threat (threat), perceived entitativity 
(entitativity), identification with EU (ideu), attitude towards EU deepening (deep), attitude towards EU widening (wide). 
The measurement model fit-to-data was sufficient (Hu & Bentler, 1999): TLI = .920; CFI = .930; RMSEA = .070. The full 
list of items with CFA loadings and descriptive statistics is provided in Table A1 in the Appendix.

The item’s standardized loadings ranged from .58 to .92, p < .001. The AVE was above .50 for all latent constructs 
and always exceeded the squared correlations between them (see Table 2), thus indicating convergent and discriminant 
validity (Fornell & Larcker, 1981).

Table 2

Convergent and Discriminant Validity Assessment for the Latent Constructs

Construct 1 2 3 4 5

1. Threat .543

2. Ideu .047 .633

3. Deep .061 .306 .554

4. Entitativity .032 .576 .266 .674

5. Wide .043 .274 .327 .179 .706

Note. Diagonals are average variance extracted (AVE) by each latent construct. Lower diagonals are squared correlation coefficients.

In order to assess the presence of a significant common method bias, we also run an alternative model with one latent 
factor reflected in all 22 items. Common method bias is present if the one factor model fits the data as well as the 
hypothesized model (Korsgaard & Roberson, 1995). The fit-to-data of the one-factor model was unsatisfactory, TLI = 
.477; CFI = .526; RMSEA = .177.

In line with our expectations, the association between threat and entitativity was significant, β = .33, z = 2.97, p < 
.01, as it was the association between entitativity and ideu, β = .81, z = 14.72, p < .001. In addition, ideu had a significant 
direct effect either on deep, β = .36, z = 4.17, p < .001, and on wide, β = .46, z = 5.32, p < .001. The direct effect of threat 
on ideu was not significant, β = .17, z = 1.91, p = .056, whereas the total effect of threat on ideu was significant, β = .44, 
z = 3.59, p < .001. In addition, threat showed a significant direct effect on deep, β = .24, z = 2.39, p < .05, yet not on wide, 
β = .19, z = 1.89, p = .059. Similarly, entitativity exerted a significant effect on deep, β = .20, z = 2.22, p < .05, but not on 
wide, β = .05, z < 1.

As regards indirect effects, the double-mediation path from threat to deep via entitativity (Mediator 1) and ideu 
(Mediator 2) was significant, β = .22, z = 3.39, p < .001. The indirect effect of threat on wide via entitativity (Mediator 1) 
and ideu (Mediator 2) was significant as well, β = .22, z = 3.43, p = .001. Finally, we found a significant indirect effect of 
threat on ideu via entitativity, β = .27, z = 2.93, p < .01; a significant indirect effect of entitativity on deep, β = .29, z = 
4.09, p < .001, and wide, β = .38, z = 5.11, p < .001, via ideu.
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Total and direct effects are shown in Figure 2.

Figure 2

Structural Equation Model of the Effect of Perceived Threat on Attitude Towards EU Integration and Enlargement via Entitativity and Identification With 
EU

Note. Structural equation model of the effect of perceived threat (threat) on attitude towards EU integration (EU deep) and attitude towards EU 
enlargement (EU wide), via entitativity and identification with EU (id EU). Direct effects are shown on arrows (total effects in parentheses).
*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.

Discussion
Results provide support to the hypothesized indirect effect of perceived threat related to Russia’s invasion of Ukraine on 
attitudes toward a further integration of the EU (H4) and EU widening as well (H5), through entitativity and citizens’ 
identification with EU. EU identity is directly associated with both the EU-related attitudes (H2 and H3). Importantly, 
the direct influence of perceived threat on EU identification is not significant (in contrast with H1), and the correlation 
between these two variables is significant but relatively small. Perceived threat has been found to influence indirectly 
citizens’ identification with the EU, through entitativity (H6). Perceived threat and entitativity have a significant direct 
effect on attitude towards EU integration (H7 and H8); they do not exert any direct influence on attitude towards EU 
enlargement, instead.

The notion that large and heterogeneous political entities such as EU are kept together and reinforced by the fear 
of an external threat is very common in the history of human thought (Montesquieu, 1777; Simmel, 2010; Steiner et al., 
2023). Perceived threat deriving from Russia’s invasion of Ukraine might influence identification with EU directly, yet 
also indirectly, through the raising of EU’s perceived entitativity. Our findings support the latter scenario. Noticeably, if 
entitativity was the direct antecedent of EU identification, which mediates the effect of perceived threat, the traditional 
idea of conflict and threat as necessary conditions for identity would be weakened. Perceived threat has been shown 
to be only one possible antecedent of ingroup entitativity, which can be enhanced also by perception of common fate, 
perceived similarity, communication and symbols (Callahan & Ledgerwood, 2016; Deng et al., 2022). From a practical 
point of view, this could mean that political efforts to promote EU identity may be directed toward strengthening the 
EU’s entitativity, rather than toward the identification of common enemies.

Our findings confirm and expand previous research showing that individuals identify more strongly with an ingroup 
when they are uncertain and the group is highly entitative (Hogg et al., 2007). Our findings are also in the path of 
previous research suggesting that entitativity may play a key role in intra- and intergroup relations: Ingroup entitativity 
may foster perceived groups’ efficacy, whereas not necessarily determining outgroup derogation (Yzerbyt et al., 2000).

Individuals identify with their ingroup and tend to defend its values, because this enhances their sense of self-con­
tinuity (Smeekes & Verkuyten, 2013). Hence, the symbolic threat that Russia’s invasion represents—which appears 
amplified in the narratives of EU’s highest representatives—may well strengthen citizens’ identification with the EU. 
Nevertheless, at least in the case of the EU, our findings show that this influence is mediated by entitativity, and 
entitativity—not perceived threat—is the direct antecedent of EU identity. This seems original and different from the 
widespread idea that perceived threat is the direct antecedent of ingroup identification (Brewer, 2011; Vergani, 2018). 
However, our findings are not necessarily incompatible with results of previous research on which this idea relies 
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upon. First, research showing a significant direct link between perceived threat and ingroup identification did not 
consider/test entitativity as a mediator (Giles & Evans, 1985; Greenaway & Cruwys, 2019); without considering the role 
of entitativity, also our studies would have shown a significant (total) effect of threat on identification. In this sense, the 
current research is not in contrast with previous psychological-social literature on threat-identity relation, yet expands 
it considering the mediating role of entitativity. Second, our study suggests that entitativity fully mediates the effect 
of perceived threat on identification in relation to the EU, which is a supranational/supraordinate group with its own 
characteristics. As such, the full or partial mediation of entitativity cannot be taken for granted in relation to other 
groups, categories, and contexts. Future research could fruitfully investigate whether this mediation is also relevant in 
relation to different context and groups, or whether it is specific to European identity.

Our findings show that perceived threat exerts a significant indirect effect—via identification with EU—on attitudes 
towards EU’s deepening and widening. Perceived threat also directly affects citizens’ attitude towards EU’s deepening, 
yet it has no direct effect on their attitude towards EU’s enlargement. This different association of perceived threat to 
those two attitudes seems in line with research showing that, when individuals feel threatened, they not only tend to 
identify more strongly with their group, but also tend to operate a cognitive closure to the outside (Hogg & Adelman, 
2013; Kruglanski et al., 2006). This closure involves the rejection of any change and the desire to maintain a stable and 
immutable situation, predictable and familiar (Bianco et al., 2022; Federico et al., 2013).

In a similar fashion, entitativity is directly associated with attitude towards EU deepening, whereas the direct 
association with attitude towards EU widening is not significant. This result could be interpreted in line with research 
on essence-based vs. agency-based perceived entitativity (Brewer et al., 2004): the entitativity of a group may be based 
on perceive common properties or in terms of their goals and actions. In this study, we measured entitativity with items 
that mostly address the essence-based entitativity. However, previous research suggests that essence-based entitativity—
compared to agency-based entitativity—may be less correlated to the attitude towards EU enlargement (La Barbera, 
2015). Therefore, future developments of the current research may deepen the role of entitativity in the pattern of 
relations between perceived threat, EU identification and EU-related attitudes, distinguishing between essence-based 
and agency based entitativity.

In sum, the present research extends the literature on the relation between European social identity, threat and 
entitativity; although previous research have shown a significant effect of threat and entitativity on identification, the 
present study provides specific evidence related to the EU, as well as the threat deriving from the war in Ukraine and 
suggests that, at least in the case of the EU, threat is not the direct antecedent of group identification, because its 
influence is (totally) mediated by entitativity. In addition, the present study extends the literature on attitudes towards 
EU deepening and widening, showing that the perceived threat fosters attitude towards EU’s deepening and widening 
whereas entitativity influences only attitudes towards integration; however, further research is needed on this point. 
Therefore, our findings suggest that the perception of the EU as a cohesive and united entity is crucial to strengthen 
the sense of belonging to the EU as well as more positive attitudes toward EU integration and enlargement. Politics 
and governments might work/focus on two main aspects: awareness of the role of the EU in citizens’ life and on the 
perception of a united Europe. Strengthening the EU’s social policy and reducing disparities between EU countries 
could promote trust in the EU and shared sense of belonging, increasing awareness of the role of the EU in citizens’ 
lives as well. Drawing on previous research about different contents of European identity (La Barbera, 2015), the 
EU’s institutional policies and communication might also try to strengthen entitativity focusing on common goals and 
directions, rather than on characteristics linking people through (the construction/representation of) a common history.

Our studies present several limitations that need to be acknowledged. First and foremost, the research work has 
been conducted with a convenience sample and all participants were from Italy. In addition, the education level of our 
sample is higher than the average population in both Italy and the EU, whereas the mean age is lower than the average 
age of Italians (M = 46.4) as measured in 2022 by the Italian Institute of Statistics (ISTAT, 2023). The online snowball 
sampling allowed us to obtain an adequate number of participants in a relatively brief amount of time, as we were 
interested in measuring individuals’ attitudes and perceived threat potentially correlated to Russia’s invasion soon after 
the event. Nevertheless, the characteristics of our sample raise concerns about the generalizability of results. Overall, 
the insights provided in the current article should need to be supported by further research, conducted on large and 
multi-national samples. It would be interesting to test the pattern of relations proposed in the current study—specially 
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the effect of threat on EU identification fully mediated by entitativity—in different countries, such as Northern and 
Southern European member states, early and new member states, states with different distance from Russia, and so 
forth.

The correlational nature of the study poses a limitation to the strength of causal assumptions implied in the concep­
tual model proposed. This notwithstanding, the context of a historical situation in which Europeans are exposed to real 
threatening scenarios was a precious opportunity to gain knowledge on the relations between citizens’ perceived threat, 
perceived entitativity of the EU, identification with the EU, and attitudes towards EU integration and enlargement. 
Experimental assessment of this pattern of relations might of course help in shedding light further on the topics 
addressed in the paper, especially regarding the assumptions of causality between the study variables.

Funding: The authors have no funding to report.

Acknowledgments: The authors have no additional (i.e., non-financial) support to report.

Competing Interests: The authors have declared that no competing interests exist.

Ethics Statement: The study was conducted in accordance with the Declaration of Helsinki and approved by the Review Board of the Psychological and 

Social Research Lab R. Gentile, Federico II University of Napoli, Research Protocol Number 01032022.

Data Availability: For this article, data, codebook and materials are available at La Barbera (2025).

Supplementary Materials
For this article, the following Supplementary Materials are available:

• Data. (La Barbera, 2025)
• Code. (La Barbera, 2025)
• Supplementary materials. (La Barbera, 2025)

References

Agadullina, E. R., & Lovakov, A. V. (2018). Are people more prejudiced towards groups that are perceived as coherent? A meta‐
analysis of the relationship between out‐group entitativity and prejudice. British Journal of Social Psychology, 57(4), 703–731. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjso.12256

Barchielli, B., Cricenti, C., Gallè, F., Sabella, E. A., Liguori, F., Da Molin, G., Liguori, G., Orsi, G. B., Giannini, A. M., Ferracuti, S., & 
Napoli, C. (2022). Climate changes, natural resources depletion, COVID-19 pandemic, and Russian-Ukrainian war: What is the 
impact on habits change and mental health? International Journal of Environmental Research and Public Health, 19(19), Article 
11929. https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph191911929

Beauregard, P. (2022). International emotional resonance: Explaining transatlantic economic sanctions against Russia. Cooperation and 
Conflict, 57(1), 25–42. https://doi.org/10.1177/00108367211027609

Ben Hassen, T., & El Bilali, H. (2022). Impacts of the Russia-Ukraine war on global food security: Towards more sustainable and 
resilient food systems? Foods, 11(15), Article 2301. https://doi.org/10.3390/foods11152301

Berner, R., Cecchetti, S., & Schoenholtz, K. (2022, March 21). Russian sanctions: Some questions and answers. Centre for Economic 
Policy Research. https://cepr.org/voxeu/columns/russian-sanctions-some-questions-and-answers

Bianco, F., Kosic, A., & Pierro, A. (2022). The mediating role of national identification, binding foundations and perceived threat on 
the relationship between need for cognitive closure and prejudice against migrants in Malta. Journal of Community & Applied 
Social Psychology, 32(2), 172–185. https://doi.org/10.1002/casp.2559

Bollfrass, A. K., & Herzog, S. (2022). The war in Ukraine and global nuclear order. Survival, 64(4), 7–32. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/00396338.2022.2103255

Feeling Threatened by the War in Ukraine 34

Europe's Journal of Psychology
2025, Vol. 21(1), 25–39
https://doi.org/10.5964/ejop.13279

https://doi.org/10.1111/bjso.12256
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph191911929
https://doi.org/10.1177/00108367211027609
https://doi.org/10.3390/foods11152301
https://cepr.org/voxeu/columns/russian-sanctions-some-questions-and-answers
https://doi.org/10.1002/casp.2559
https://doi.org/10.1080/00396338.2022.2103255
https://www.psychopen.eu/


Boomgaarden, H. G., Schuck, A. R., Elenbaas, M., & De Vreese, C. H. (2011). Mapping EU attitudes: Conceptual and empirical 
dimensions of Euroscepticism and EU support. European Union Politics, 12(2), 241–266. https://doi.org/10.1177/1465116510395411

Brewer, M. B. (2011). Identity and conflict. In D. Bar-Tal (Ed.), Intergroup conflicts and their resolution: A social psychological perspective 
(pp. 125–143). Psychology Press.

Brewer, M. B. (2017). Intergroup discrimination: Ingroup love or outgroup hate? In C. G. Sibley & F. K. Barlow (Eds.), Cambridge 
handbook of the psychology of prejudice (pp. 90–110). Cambridge University Press. https://doi.org/10.1017/9781316161579.005

Brewer, M. B., Hong, Y., & Li, Q. (2004). Dynamic entitativity: Perceiving groups as actors. In V. Yzerbyt, C. M. Judd & O. Corneille 
(Eds.), The psychology of group perception: Contributions to the study of homogeneity, entitativity, and essentialism (pp. 20–29). 
Psychology Press.

Buchan, N. R., Brewer, M. B., Grimalda, G., Wilson, R. K., Fatas, E., & Foddy, M. (2011). Global social identity and global cooperation. 
Psychological Science, 22(6), 821–828. https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797611409590

Callahan, S. P., & Ledgerwood, A. (2016). On the psychological function of flags and logos: Group identity symbols increase perceived 
entitativity. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 110(4), 528–550. https://doi.org/10.1037/pspi0000047

Carl, N., Dennison, J., & Evans, G. (2019). European but not European enough: An explanation for Brexit. European Union Politics, 
20(2), 282–304. https://doi.org/10.1177/1465116518802361

Castano, E. (2004). European identity: A social-psychological perspective. In R. K. Herrmann, T. Risse & M. B. Brewer (Eds.), 
Transnational identities: Becoming European in the EU (pp. 40–58). Rowman & Littlefield.

Castano, E., Sacchi, S., & Gries, P. H. (2003). The perception of the other in international relations: Evidence for the polarizing effect of 
entitativity. Political Psychology, 24(3), 449–468. https://doi.org/10.1111/0162-895X.00336

Castano, E., Yzerbyt, V., & Bourguignon, D. (2003). We are one and I like it: The impact of ingroup entitativity on ingroup 
identification. European Journal of Social Psychology, 33(6), 735–754. https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.175

Celi, G., Guarascio, D., Reljic, J., Simonazzi, A., & Zezza, F. (2022). The asymmetric impact of war: Resilience, vulnerability and 
implications for EU policy. Inter Economics, 57(3), 141–147. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10272-022-1049-2

Cinnirella, M. (1997). Towards a European identity? Interactions between the national and European social identities manifested by 
university students in Britain and Italy. British Journal of Social Psychology, 36(1), 19–31. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8309.1997.tb01116.x

Curtis, K. A. (2014). Inclusive versus exclusive: A cross-national comparison of the effects of subnational, national, and supranational 
identity. European Union Politics, 15(4), 521–546. https://doi.org/10.1177/1465116514528058

Curtis, K. A. (2024). European identity’s effect on immigration attitudes: Testing the predictions of the common ingroup identity 
model versus ingroup projection model. Political Psychology, 45(5), 803–825. https://doi.org/10.1111/pops.1297

Deng, M., Leippold, M., Wagner, A. F., & Wang, Q. (2022). Stock prices and the Russia-Ukraine War: Sanctions, energy and ESG (CEPR 
Discussion Paper No. DP17207). CEPR. https://ssrn.com/abstract=4121382

de Vreese, C. H., & Boomgaarden, H. (2006). News, political knowledge and participation: The differential effects of news media 
exposure on political knowledge and participation. Acta Politica, 41, 317–341. https://doi.org/10.1057/palgrave.ap.5500164

Duszczyk, M., & Kaczmarczyk, P. (2022). War and migration: The recent influx from Ukraine into Poland and possible scenarios for 
the future. CMR Spotlight, 4(39). https://www.migracje.uw.edu.pl/wp-content/uploads/2022/04/Spotlight-APRIL-2022.pdf

Federico, C. M., Hunt, C. V., & Fisher, E. L. (2013). Uncertainty and status‐based asymmetries in the distinction between the “good” us 
and the “bad” them: Evidence that group status strengthens the relationship between the need for cognitive closure and extremity 
in intergroup differentiation. Journal of Social Issues, 69(3), 473–494. https://doi.org/10.1111/josi.12025

Festinger, L. (1950). Laboratory experiments: The role of group belongingness. In J. G. Miller (Ed.), Experiments in social process: A 
symposium on social psychology (pp. 31–46). McGraw-Hill.

Fiott, D. (2023). In every crisis an opportunity? European Union integration in defence and the War on Ukraine. Journal of European 
Integration, 45(3), 447–462. https://doi.org/10.1080/07036337.2023.2183395

Fornell, C., & Larcker, D. F. (1981). Evaluating structural equation models with unobservable variables and measurement error. Journal 
of Marketing Research, 18(1), 39–50. https://doi.org/10.1177/002224378101800104

Fuchs, D., & Schlenker, A. (2006). European identity and the legitimacy of the EU. EU-Consent: Work package V “Democracy, 
Legitimacy and Identities: Citizens on the Construction of Europe” II Work Package V Conference in Lodz, March 30 – April 1, 2006

Gaertner, S. L., & Dovidio, J. F. (2014). Reducing intergroup bias: The common ingroup identity model. Psychology Press. 
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315804576

La Barbera, Altamura, & Riverso 35

Europe's Journal of Psychology
2025, Vol. 21(1), 25–39
https://doi.org/10.5964/ejop.13279

https://doi.org/10.1177/1465116510395411
https://doi.org/10.1017/9781316161579.005
https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797611409590
https://doi.org/10.1037/pspi0000047
https://doi.org/10.1177/1465116518802361
https://doi.org/10.1111/0162-895X.00336
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.175
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10272-022-1049-2
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8309.1997.tb01116.x
https://doi.org/10.1177/1465116514528058
https://doi.org/10.1111/pops.1297
https://ssrn.com/abstract=4121382
https://doi.org/10.1057/palgrave.ap.5500164
https://www.migracje.uw.edu.pl/wp-content/uploads/2022/04/Spotlight-APRIL-2022.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1111/josi.12025
https://doi.org/10.1080/07036337.2023.2183395
https://doi.org/10.1177/002224378101800104
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315804576
https://www.psychopen.eu/


Gaertner, S. L., Dovidio, J. F., Anastasio, P. A., Bachman, B. A., & Rust, M. C. (1993). The common ingroup identity model: 
Recategorization and the reduction of intergroup bias. European Review of Social Psychology, 4(1), 1–26. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/14792779343000004

Gaertner, S. L., Dovidio, J. F., Nier, J. A., Banker, B. S., Ward, C. M., Houlette, M., & Loux, S. (2000). The Common Ingroup Identity 
Model for reducing intergroup bias: Progress and challenges. In D. Capozza & R. Brown (Eds.), Social identity processes: Trends in 
theory and research (pp. 133–148). Sage Publications. https://doi.org/10.4135/9781446218617.n9

Gehring, K. (2019). External threat, group identity, and support for common policies—The effect of the Russian invasion in Ukraine on 
European Union identity (CESifo Working Paper No. 8061). Center for Economic Studies and ifo Institute (CESifo).

Gerard, H. B., & Hoyt, M. F. (1974). Distinctiveness of social categorization and attitude toward ingroup members. Journal of 
Personality and Social Psychology, 29(6), 836–842. https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/h0036204

Giles, M. W., & Evans, A. S. (1985). External threat, perceived threat and group identity. Social Science Quarterly, 66(1), 50–66. 
Giumelli, F., Hoffmann, F., & Książczaková, A. (2021). The when, what, where and why of European Union sanctions. European 

Security, 30(1), 1–23. https://doi.org/10.1080/09662839.2020.1797685
Greenaway, K. H., & Cruwys, T. (2019). The source model of group threat: Responding to internal and external threats. American 

Psychologist, 74(2), 218–231. https://doi.org/10.1037/amp0000321
Guenette, J. D., Kenworthy, P. G., & Wheeler, C. M. (2022). Implications of the war in Ukraine for the global economy (Equitable Growth, 

Finance and Institutions Note No. 3). World Bank. 
http://documents.worldbank.org/curated/en/099616504292238906/IDU00bdb5a770659b04adf09e600a2874f25479d

Håkansson, C. (2024). The Ukraine war and the emergence of the European commission as a geopolitical actor. Journal of European 
Integration, 46(1), 25–45. https://doi.org/10.1080/07036337.2023.2239998

Herrmann, R. K., Risse, T., & Brewer, M. B. (Eds.). (2004). Transnational identities: Becoming European in the EU. Rowman & Littlefield.
Hilbig, B. E. (2022). Citizens’ psychological reactions following the Russian invasion of the Ukraine: A cross-national study. OSF. 

https://osf.io/preprints/psyarxiv/teh8y
Hogg, M. A. (2000). Subjective uncertainty reduction through self-categorization: A motivational theory of social identity processes. 

European Review of Social Psychology, 11(1), 223–255. https://doi.org/10.1080/14792772043000040
Hogg, M. A., & Adelman, J. (2013). Uncertainty–identity theory: Extreme groups, radical behavior, and authoritarian leadership. 

Journal of Social Issues, 69(3), 436–454. https://doi.org/10.1111/josi.12023
Hogg, M. A., Sherman, D. K., Dierselhuis, J., Maitner, A. T., & Moffitt, G. (2007). Uncertainty, entitativity, and group identification. 

Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 43(1), 135–142. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2005.12.008
Hu, L. T., & Bentler, P. M. (1999). Cutoff criteria for fit indexes in covariance structure analysis: Conventional criteria versus new 

alternatives. Structural Equation Modeling, 6(1), 1–55. https://doi.org/10.1080/10705519909540118
ISTAT. (2023). Popolazione residente e dinamica demografica – Anno 2022 [Resident population and demographic dynamics – Year 

2022]. National Institute of Statistics. https://www.istat.it/it/files/2023/12/CENSIMENTOEDINAMICADEMOGRAFICA2022.pdf
Johannesson, J., & Clowes, D. (2022). Energy resources and markets—Perspectives on the Russia–Ukraine War. European Review, 30(1), 

4–23. https://doi.org/10.1017/S1062798720001040
Jutzi, C. A., Willardt, R., Schmid, P. C., & Jonas, E. (2020). Between conspiracy beliefs, ingroup bias, and system justification: How 

people use defense strategies to cope with the threat of COVID-19. Frontiers in Psychology, 11, Article 578586. 
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2020.578586

Karp, J. A., & Bowler, S. (2006). Broadening and deepening or broadening versus deepening: The question of enlargement and 
Europe’s ‘hesitant Europeans’. European Journal of Political Research, 45(3), 369–390. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1475-6765.2006.00302.x

Korsgaard, M. A., & Roberson, L. (1995). Procedural justice in performance evaluation: The role of instrumental and non-instrumental 
voice in performance appraisal discussions. Journal of Management, 21(4), 657–669. https://doi.org/10.1177/014920639502100404

Kruglanski, A. W., Pierro, A., Mannetti, L., & De Grada, E. (2006). Groups as epistemic providers: Need for closure and the unfolding 
of group-centrism. Psychological Review, 113(1), 84–100. https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.113.1.84

La Barbera, F. (2015). Framing the EU as common project vs. common heritage: Effects on attitudes towards the EU deepening and 
widening. Journal of Social Psychology, 155(6), 617–635. https://doi.org/10.1080/00224545.2015.1041446

La Barbera, F. (2025). Threat_IDEU_ENT [OSF project page with data, code, & supplementary material]. OSF. https://osf.io/pqt5y/

Feeling Threatened by the War in Ukraine 36

Europe's Journal of Psychology
2025, Vol. 21(1), 25–39
https://doi.org/10.5964/ejop.13279

https://doi.org/10.1080/14792779343000004
https://doi.org/10.4135/9781446218617.n9
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/h0036204
https://doi.org/10.1080/09662839.2020.1797685
https://doi.org/10.1037/amp0000321
http://documents.worldbank.org/curated/en/099616504292238906/IDU00bdb5a770659b04adf09e600a2874f25479d
https://doi.org/10.1080/07036337.2023.2239998
https://osf.io/preprints/psyarxiv/teh8y
https://doi.org/10.1080/14792772043000040
https://doi.org/10.1111/josi.12023
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2005.12.008
https://doi.org/10.1080/10705519909540118
https://www.istat.it/it/files/2023/12/CENSIMENTOEDINAMICADEMOGRAFICA2022.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1062798720001040
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2020.578586
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1475-6765.2006.00302.x
https://doi.org/10.1177/014920639502100404
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.113.1.84
https://doi.org/10.1080/00224545.2015.1041446
https://osf.io/pqt5y/
https://www.psychopen.eu/


La Barbera, F., & Ajzen, I. (2020). Control interactions in the theory of planned behavior: Rethinking the role of subjective norm. 
Europe’s Journal of Psychology, 16(3), 401–417. https://doi.org/10.5964/ejop.v16i3.2056

La Barbera, F., & Cariota Ferrara, P. (2012). Being European in a social dilemma: The effect of European identity on cooperation. TPM 
– Testing, Psychometrics, Methodology in Applied Psychology, 19(3). https://doi.org/10.4473/TPM19.3.2

La Barbera, F., Cariota Ferrara, P., & Boza, M. (2014). Where are we coming from versus who we will become: The effect of priming 
different contents of European identity on cooperation. International Journal of Psychology, 49(6), 480–487. 
https://doi.org/10.1002/ijop.12073

Maier, J., & Rittberger, B. (2008). Shifting Europe’s boundaries: Mass media, public opinion and the enlargement of the EU. European 
Union Politics, 9(2), 243–267. https://doi.org/10.1177/1465116508089087

McLaren, L. M. (2007). Explaining opposition to Turkish membership of the EU. European Union Politics, 8(2), 251–278. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/1465116507076432

Montesquieu, C. d. (1777). The spirit of laws. Prometheus Books.
Osendarp, S., Verburg, G., Bhutta, Z., Black, R. E., de Pee, S., Fabrizio, C., Headey, D., Heidkamp, R., Laborde, D., & Ruel, M. T. (2022). 

Act now before Ukraine war plunges millions into malnutrition. Nature, 604, 620–624. https://doi.org/10.1038/d41586-022-01076-5
Patel, S. S., & Erickson, T. B. (2022). The new humanitarian crisis in Ukraine: Coping with the public health impact of hybrid warfare, 

mass migration, and mental health trauma. Disaster medicine and public health preparedness. Disaster Medicine and Public Health 
Preparedness, 16(6), 2231–2232. https://doi.org/10.1017/dmp.2022.70

Quintana, J. (2022). Economic consequences of a hypothetical suspension of Russia-EU Trade (Banco de Espana Article 12:22). Banco de 
España. https://ssrn.com/abstract=4126271

Riverso, R., Amato, M., Verneau, F., & La Barbera, F. (2022). Compliance with rules and future uncertainty related to the Covid19 
pandemic: trust in government, trust in science, and perceived threat. Psychology Hub, 39(2), 21–30. 
https://doi.org/10.13133/2724-2943/17579

Rothgerber, H. (1997). External intergroup threat as an antecedent to perceptions in in-group and out-group homogeneity. Journal of 
Personality and Social Psychology, 73(6), 1206–1212. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.73.6.1206

Rühl, C. (2022). Energy sanctions and the global economy: Mandated vs. unilateral sanctions. International Economics and Economic 
Policy, 19(2), 383–399. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10368-022-00542-9

Sacchi, S., Castano, E., & Brauer, M. (2009). Perceiving one’s nation: Entitativity, agency and security in the international arena. 
International Journal of Psychology, 44(5), 321–332. https://doi.org/10.1080/00207590802236233

Sapir, A. (2022). Ukraine and the EU: Enlargement at a new crossroads. Inter Economics, 57(4), 213–217. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10272-022-1065-2

Schepers, N. (2022). Russia’s war and the global nuclear order. Policy Perspectives, 10(6). https://doi.org/10.3929/ethz-b-000550039
Schimmelfennig, F., & Kakhishvili, L. (2024) Report on EU’s enlargement & neighbourhood policy toolbox. InvigoratEU. 

https://invigorat.eu/wp-content/uploads/2024/07/InvigoratEU_D3.3_28.06.2024-ueberarbeitet.pdf
Simmel, G. (2010). Conflict and the web of group affiliations (K. H. Wolff, Trans.). Free Press.
Smeekes, A., & Verkuyten, M. (2013). Collective self-continuity, group identification and in-group defense. Journal of Experimental 

Social Psychology, 49(6), 984–994. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2013.06.004
Spears, R., Doosje, B., & Ellemers, N. (1997). Self-stereotyping in the face of threats to group status and distinctiveness: The role of 

group identification. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 23(5), 538–553. https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167297235009
Steiner, N. D., Berlinschi, R., Farvaque, E., Fidrmuc, J., Harms, P., Mihailov, A., Neugart, M., & Stanek, P. (2023). Rallying around the 

EU flag: Russia’s invasion of Ukraine and attitudes toward European integration. Journal of Common Market Studies, 61(2), 283–
301. https://doi.org/10.1111/jcms.13449

Thomassen, J. (Ed.). (2008). The legitimacy of the EU after enlargement. Efficient and democratic governance in the European Union (p. 
211). Oxford Academic Press.

Tajfel, H. (1974). Social identity and intergroup behaviour. Social Science Information, 13(2), 65–93. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/053901847401300204

Tajfel, H., Billig, M. G., Bundy, R. P., & Flament, C. (1971). Social categorization and intergroup behaviour. European Journal of Social 
Psychology, 1(2), 149–178. https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2420010202

Tajfel, H., & Turner, J. C. (1979). An integrative theory of intergroup conflict. In W. G. Austin & S. Worchel (Eds.), The social 
psychology of intergroup relations (pp. 33–47). Brooks/Cole.

La Barbera, Altamura, & Riverso 37

Europe's Journal of Psychology
2025, Vol. 21(1), 25–39
https://doi.org/10.5964/ejop.13279

https://doi.org/10.5964/ejop.v16i3.2056
https://doi.org/10.4473/TPM19.3.2
https://doi.org/10.1002/ijop.12073
https://doi.org/10.1177/1465116508089087
https://doi.org/10.1177/1465116507076432
https://doi.org/10.1038/d41586-022-01076-5
https://doi.org/10.1017/dmp.2022.70
https://ssrn.com/abstract=4126271
https://doi.org/10.13133/2724-2943/17579
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.73.6.1206
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10368-022-00542-9
https://doi.org/10.1080/00207590802236233
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10272-022-1065-2
https://doi.org/10.3929/ethz-b-000550039
https://invigorat.eu/wp-content/uploads/2024/07/InvigoratEU_D3.3_28.06.2024-ueberarbeitet.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2013.06.004
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167297235009
https://doi.org/10.1111/jcms.13449
https://doi.org/10.1177/053901847401300204
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2420010202
https://www.psychopen.eu/


Turner, J. C., Hogg, M. A., Oakes, P. J., Reicher, S. D., & Wetherell, M. S. (1987). Rediscovering the social group: A self-categorization 
theory. Blackwell.

Vergani, M. (2018). The effects of the perceived threat of terrorism on groups. In How is terrorism changing us? Threat perception and 
political attitudes in the Age of Terror (pp. 21–43). Springer Nature. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-981-10-8066-1_2

Verhaegen, S. (2018). What to expect from European identity? Explaining support for solidarity in times of crisis. Comparative 
European Politics, 16, 871–904. https://doi.org/10.1057/s41295-017-0106-x

Vetik, R., Nimmerfelft, G., & Taru, M. (2006). Reactive identity versus EU integration. Journal of Common Market Studies, 44(5), 1079–
1102. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-5965.2006.00674.x

Vezzali, L., Stathi, S., Crisp, R. J., Giovannini, D., Capozza, D., & Gaertner, S. L. (2015). Imagined intergroup contact and common 
ingroup identity: An integrative approach. Social Psychology, 46(5), 265–276. https://doi.org/10.1027/1864-9335/a000242

Voci, A. (2006). The link between identification and in‐group favouritism: Effects of threat to social identity and trust‐related 
emotions. British Journal of Social Psychology, 45(2), 265–284. https://doi.org/10.1348/014466605X52245

von der Leyen, U. (2022). State of the Union. Address 2022. European Commission. https://state-of-the-union.ec.europa.eu/index_en
Yzerbyt, V., Castano, E., Leyens, J. P., & Paladino, M. P. (2000). The primacy of the ingroup: The interplay of entitativity and 

identification. European Review of Social Psychology, 11(1), 257–295. https://doi.org/10.1080/14792772043000059
Zielonka, J. (2007). Plurilateral governance in the enlarged European Union. Journal of Common Market Studies, 45(1), 187–209. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-5965.2007.00708.x
Żuk, P., & Żuk, P. (2022). Energy/power as a tool that disciplines and reproduces the energy order and as a critical-analytical 

perspective on energy policy. Energy Policy, 161, Article 112750. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.enpol.2021.112750

Appendix

Table A1

Items (and latent constructs) CFA loading M (SD)

(Perceived threat)
In general, how concerned are you about the war in Ukraine? .59 5.82 (1.40)
How likely do you think it is that the war in Ukraine will negatively affect your and/or your loved ones’ lives? .83 5.45 (1.60)
How serious do you think the possible negative repercussions of the war in Ukraine are likely to be on your and/or your loved ones’ lives? .88 5.25 (1.43)
I believe that in the coming months the war in Ukraine may pose a direct danger and put my and/or my loved ones’ safety at risk. .64 4.31 (1.81)
I believe that in the coming months the war in Ukraine may have negative consequences on my level of well-being. .70 4.75 (1.68)

(Entitativity)
European citizens share a common past. .59 4.29 (1.83)
European citizens have many things in common with each other. .92 3.86 (1.64)
European citizens are very similar to each other. .90 3.56 (1.64)

(Identification with EU)
I think about myself as a European citizen. .88 4.17 (1.88)
I feel I am deeply tied to other European citizens. .60 4.23 (1.83)
Overall, I am glad to be a European citizen. .75 5.50 (1.57)
Being a European citizen fully represents me. .91 3.86 (1.86)

(Attitude towards EU deepening)
EU should be a single country. .68 4.13 (2.25)
I am in favor of a centralized management scheme of the European economy to replace the economic powers of individual states. .77 3.98 (2.07)
I see positively a more immediate action in applying European norms. .70 4.55 (1.78)
I would be in favor of the creation of one single European army to replace national armies. .76 4.17 (2.12)
I would be in favor of giving a greater political power to the EU, greater than the power of each single country. .80 3.96 (2.09)

(Attitude towards EU widening)
I see positively the enlargement of the EU beyond the countries that have joined from the beginning. .92 4.69 (1.75)
I think that EU enlargement represents an opportunity for all of us. .92 4.71 (1.76)
Italy will experience more advantages than disadvantages from the enlargement of the EU. .77 4.42 (1.77)
The enlargement of the EU is important for the future of the EU. .81 4.54 (1.77)
For me personally, the enlargement brings more advantages than disadvantages. .76 4.23 (1.78)
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