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Abstract

With the euro zone in crisis, and the upcomingarfous rightwing nationalist parties, is therel stil
future for the European Union? This thesis focusethe public opinion of citizens in the EU member
states, and how this has changed from 2008 urtil 20sing cross country regressions, individual
level regressions with time and country fixed effeend country level regressions, the relations
between time, economic factors and general charstats are examined. The results do not show a
more negative attitude towards the EU over time doufind differences between countries. Especially

the non euro countries are less positive, whilesthghern EU countries do have a more positive
attitude.
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I ntroduction

Five years after the start of the credit crisig, ¢lro zone is still dealing with the aftermatheéae is
not yet saved, unemployment is high, financialiin8ons deal with trust issues, and the economy is
again, in a mild recession. This economic situatialhs for strong actions, from both national and

European politicians (Goodhart, 2011).

Europe is facing the challenge of recovering froenitecession, and stabilizing public financess It i
difficult to find a solution that resolves both ptems. The Maastricht Treaty includes strong rules
about the government debt and deficit. Normal wafygvolving these problems include monetary
and fiscal policy. Only fiscal policies can be implented individually, since monetary policies ia th

euro zone are collective. This calls for compromisetween the member states (Chick & Dow, 2012).

The tradeoff these politicians face is betweengtting the economy and containing (in most cases
reducing) government debt and deficit. The tagsk fnd the right policy mix that stabilizes the
government finances and at the same time find atavagonomic recovery. Europe has taken a stand
to prioritize on reducing government debt and diefiist, while a large group of Europeans wishes

that their government would prioritize on boostthg economy (Goodhart, 2011).

These are difficult times for national politiciarz&abinets are on a mission to get their finances in
order. Several governments have already fallertati@s task. Still, the citizens of member stated
are confronted with these spending cuts feel tms@guences. Many countries face high

unemployment and increasing poverty among theiujaion.

New elections and public debates revolve arounduinent economic situation, and therefore
inevitably around the role of the European Uniothis crisis. Every political party has taken ansta
on what they think is the best way to get theirrtouback on the path to growth. And to some
parties, the answer lies in another direction guggested by the EU. This makes the current d¢nisis
the euro zone more than a pure economic problesalpolitical crisis so to speak, now the public
opinion towards the EU and especially towards tivelvement of the EU in national politics is

changing.

The main question of my thesis ow hasthe public opinion towardsthe EU and the

involvement of the EU in national politics of member states changed between 2008 and 2011?
I will answer this question through the followingbsquestions:
- How has the public opinion towards the EU changed between 2008 and 2011?

- How has the economic situation of a country influenced the opinion in that country?



- What differences can be observed between the EU countries?

The crisis has affected the euro zone as a whotesdme states have been affected more than others.
Therefore the policies proposed by the EU can kiifferent effects in the member states. Also, the
policies apply to all EU-members, that is, inclugltountries that have not adopted the euro. This
thesis will therefore focus on differences in attiés between countries, which could be caused by

economic factors or monetary alliance.



Data

Most of the data used in this study come from Earoimeter surveys from 2008 until 201These
surveys are conducted by the European Commisgioe 4i973. The main purpose of the surveys is to
monitor the public opinion in the member statethefEuropean Union. Data on individual
characteristics and public opinion per country padyear are used from these studies. Data on the

economic situation in the EU countries come from@ECD.

Time span

To see how the public opinion has changed duriegtlsis, this study focuses on the period between
2008 and 2011. The Eurobarometer is conducted fwaceear; this provided information about seven
moments during this time span (only the first syrirem 2011 was available). Although the credit
crisis started in 2008, the euro zone crisis dart2010 with the problems in Greece. This timarsp
therefore provides data from before and afterakient. Table 1 shows the number of observations per

period.

Countries
At this moment the EU consists of 27 member st&eme countries had relatively little observations,
and were not included in the data from the OECBrdfore they are not included in this study. Table

2 shows the number of observations for the 21 neimgicountries.

2 Observations per year 1 Observations per country
Year Observations Country Observations
May 2008 21489 Austria 6964
Oct 2008 21415 Belgium 6852
May 2009 21559 Czech 7203
Oct 2009 21532 Denmark 7069
May 2010 21413 Estonia 7005
Oct 2010 21543 Finland 7043
May 2011 21484 France 7316
Germany 10658
Greece 7011
Hungary 7142
Ireland 6865
Italy 7604
Luxembourg 2398
Netherlands 7200
Poland 7272
Portugal 7611
Slowakia 7266
! (European Commission, 2012) Slovenia 7054
? http://www.oecd.org/statistics/ Spain 6933
Sweden 7026
United Kingdom 8943 6




Public opinion

The Eurobarometer is a very extensive survey. Sisestudy focuses on the public opinion towards

the EU only a couple of questions are used. Thasstmpns can be divided in three categories:

* Membership EU. Whether the membership is a goadjtand whether their country has

benefited from the membership.

* General opinion EU. Whether the EU is going inright direction, about the image of the EU
and whether people are positive about the fututbeEU.

» Division of political power. Whether decisions slibbhe made by the national government or

jointly with the EU and which institution is thegieactor in crisis.

The complete questions as in the questionnairsmakppendix A.

3 Descriptive statistics opinion indicators

Question Mean [Median [Minimum |[Maximum [Std. Dev. |Observations
EU Membership 1,723 1 1 3 0,848 124703
Benefit Membership 1,348 1 1 2 0,476 135745
Direction EU 1,985 2 1 3 0,880 135702
Image EU 2,735 3 1 5 0,899 147856
Future EU 2,340 2 1 4 0,705 101462
Economic Policy 1,530 2 1 2 0,499 104270
Taxation Policy 1,307 1 1 2 0,461 104279

The membership of the EU is considered to be a ¢fuad. During the time period the opinion is
increasingly positive, especially in early 2010isT¢ould indicate that people feel stronger because
they can rely on the support of other member st@asaverage people feel that their country has

benefited from their membership of the EU. Thidifgegrows until late 2009, and then drops until

late 2010. This is a sign that more people fedltther country has not benefited from their

membership. People start to be more positive dgdifll.




1 Membership opinion
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On average people are neutral on the directionféagythings are going in the EU. In 2008 and late
2009 people were more positive about the direcBan.in early 2009, 2010 and 2011 people are
leaning more towards the wrong direction answee ifitlage of the EU is on average neutral, leaning
towards fairly positive. The opinion is changingverds less positive over time. On average citizens
are fairly optimistic about the future of the EUveD time this changes a little, from 2010 and on,

people are less optimistic than before.

2 General EU Opinion
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When we look at policy on taxation, on average peppefer their national government. Only in late
2009, there is a movement towards more in faveh@EU. With policies on the economy, people are

indifferent but increasingly in favor of action iy with the EU.
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General characteristics

Per observation some personal characteristicssae to account for general influences. These ireclud
political affiliation (left, center or right), aggears of full-time education, gender and occupatikge

is measured in four scales, the average lies batd4@@nd 54 years old. Education is measured in ten
scales; the average is 17 years of full-time edoica©ccupation indicates whether a person has an
occupation (1) or not (0). Also included is a vakaabout the satisfaction with life of the respemid.
This will show how general individual unhappinesiuences the attitude towards the EU. The
average respondent is fairly satisfied.

4 Descriptive statistics individual data

Political affiliation 1.963 2 1 3 0.770 124783
Age 2.951 3 1 4 1.035 150435
Years of education 3.775 3 0 9 2.608 136592
Gender 0.539 1 0 1 0.498 150435
Occupation 0.492 0 0 1 0.500 150435
Life Satisfaction 2.018 2 1 4 0.761 149897

Economic indicators

The EU member states have very different econor@iessequently, the crisis has had different
effects on the economies. Overall a negative trenesible, but the extent of the change varies
between the countries. By adding these variablésetoegression analysis, we can find out whether
the economic states have influenced the publiciopitowards the EUAIso, this data is used to

determine the economic state of the countries wisicieeded to compare the differences.



The economic indicators are GDP growth, unemploytiree, gross and net government debt (as
percentage of GDP) and government deficit (as péage of GDP). Countries that are doing well
economically have a high GDP growth, and a low yslegment rate, debt and deficit.

5 Descriptive statistics economic indicators

From the table it is clear that the average GDRvtirdook a great hit in 2009, but is recoveringtia
years after that. The unemployment rate and thergovent debt however, are rising since 2008. The
average government deficit is also increasing sB8 but shows a lower average in 2011. For all
economic factors, the minimum and maximum valuedarapart, indicating large differences
between the member states. For instance, in 2@0GEDP growth was on average the lowest with -
3,9% but even in this year some countries showmak#dive growth rate. The same can be said for the
unemployment rate. On average the rate goes uphéulifference between the minimum and
maximum values is also increasing. The effect efdtisis on unemployment is in some countries
larger than in others. The table also shows tteatifierences between the maximum and minimum
values are larger in 2011 than they were in 2Q@8cbuntries drift apart.
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M ethodology

The method of research is regression analysise&an public opinion indicator the following

individual level equation is estimated,
Public opinion; = a + year; + country;y + X;6 + ECOp + ¢

where year and country are dummies, X are the iehga level control variables and ECO are the
economic indicators. The year dummy will identifiettime trend in the opinion. The country dummy
will show the predisposition towards the EU in agfc country. By also adding the economic

factors, the effect of the crisis will be separdtedn the country effect.

Besides the individual level estimation with fixeffiects, a cross country regression will be esthat
This will show the general relation between theligutipinion and the explanatory variables. For this

the average response per country will be useding&4 observations.

Finally, the regression will be estimated at a ¢oulevel for six countries. These results are used
see if there a fundamental differences betweeppir@ons in several countries and to determine

where these differences come from.

At the start of the observation period, spring 2a08 world is mostly concerned with the credisisi
At this point not only Europe, but also the Unittgtes, Japan and China are dealing with severe
losses in the banking sector and falling housingegr An expected recession is not limited to Earop
it is worldwide (Wyplosz, 2010). Therefore the dpmtowards the EU need not be severely
influenced by this. If there is an influence, iutbe that Europeans are more in favor of theiEU,
they feel that overcoming the recession is eadmamvwecountries work together in an economic union.
Especially countries within the euro zone may hagéronger feeling, stemming from a stable
currency. The observations from spring 2008 aresicaened the reference group. After this, the
changes in opinion resulting from the credit cregis visible in late 2008 and 2009. An interesting
point in this time period is the year 2010. In tyésr the consequences of the credit crisis tramsfo
into the European sovereign-debt crisis. Fromrtiosnent on, the EU countries are confronted with
the difficulties involved with a monetary union (iCk & Dow, 2012). This commitment can either be
positive or negative for different countries, whistexpected to have an influence on the public

opinion towards the EU.

In measuring the opinion of the EU countries, &edénce has to be made between countries that have
adopted the Euro and countries that have kept ¢thrcurrency. For countries within the euro zone,
additional aspects have to be considered. Theduntton of the euro opened up the financial market

in Europe, lowering transaction costs and convergiterest rates between countries. The southern
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European countries have benefited from the strangamies of the northern states, boosting their
economy. Therefore the expectation is that soutbeuntries are more positive towards the euro and
the EU (Sinn, 2010). For the countries outsidectin® zone, the expectation is that they are less
positive because they value their sovereignty elmegal it is to be expected that the more a country

has benefited from the European Union, the moréipest will be.

With the time trend and the country specific psedsition, we have identified the basic variatioms
the public opinion. The economic indicators vargoas time and between countries, this gives us
information about the influence of the economidesta a country on the public opinion. For this
evaluation we make a distinction between ‘good’ dad’ states. The good states perform above
average, with a higher GDP growth rate and a lamemployment rate, debt to GDP rate and deficit
to GDP rate. The bad states have a harder time@egng from the economic crisis, and some of them
are in need of financial support from the othetestaWith this in mind, the opinion towards the BU
expected to be more positive in the bad performmgntries compared to the good performing
countries. The fact that the good states are duétigr economically does not mean that they have

fully overcome the crisis.

The individual characteristics serve as controlaldes to account for the effects other than time,

country and economic factors.
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Results

The results from the regression estimations are/stio tables B1 to B10 in Appendix B. Because of
the low observation account of the cross countgyassion, a significance problem is showing. These

estimations will serve as a base line, from whiehwill investigate the relations further.
General attitude

In table B1 we see that generally life satisfactiegatively influences the opinion; less satisfied

life means a less positive attitude towards the Btis is not surprising; various issues could
influence life satisfaction, some of which coulddaeised by the EU, like economic welfare or the
support of a financial rescue operation. TablefB2the individual level regressions, show the same

result.

When a country experiences growth in GDP, theaiiiizon average are more positive. This suggests
that people are in favor of the EU when their ecopnds doing well. Since these are average numbers,
this holds for countries that have done well dutimg time period. A possible explanation for tisis

that the economic growth in a country is causethbyEU, but without further information we cannot

be certain. Table B2 confirms the positive sign.

The unemployment rate shows a positive sign ircthes country regressions, but a negative sign in
the individual level regressions. There is no gexplanation for why this contradicting result egjst
except for the fact that the cross country modedsnat significant. Also, the effect caused by the
economic factors and country predisposition is sapd in table B2, while in table B1 this is all
captured by the economic indicators. It is morédalghat when economic prosperity increases the
opinion towards the EU, economic downfall shoulelate a more negative image. This is what can be
seen in the debt to GDP ratio variable; in tableaBiegative sign is visible. This indicates that a
higher debt to GDP ratio leads to less optimisma @gountry. One way of dealing with a public sector
debt is to inflate the debt away, but with a monetaion is this no longer an option. The posdilesi

for the countries that are in economic troublelianged by the EU, which could explain the negative

opinion. The coefficients for the debt variable Emger in table B2, implying a stronger relation.

The average deficit to GDP ratio has only two obsgons with a number above zero, while in the
complete sample there a more observations witlgdusuinstead of a deficit. In the cross country
regressions this means that the higher a courdmgsage deficit, the more negative about the Elg. Th
countries with a surplus are more positive. Thiultedoes not correspond with the results in t&2e
Here, the individuals are less positive when theuntry has a surplus. This difference can be
explained in the same way as the difference irutteanployment rate; no separation between country

and economic effects. We will examine this moreefidly in the country specific regressions.
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The political affiliation variable gives differengsults for the models. Right wing countries argeno
negative on membership, image and benefits, bué mositive on the future and the direction. This is
rather contradicting, but might indicate that thesentries want change. Rightwing countries are les
satisfied with their membership, their image islpssitive and they feel less benefited by the Bld.
on the other hand, they do have more positive idbast the future and the direction things are
headed now. This reasoning fades when we lookeanttividual level data in table B2. Here, it is

clear that rightwing citizens are more positiveemery question.

On average older people tend to be less positibetim country and individual level regressions,
except for the membership model. The oppositaisfior people with more education, they are more
positive. The variables gender and occupation stegativity in the cross country regression, but
these are not very reliable since they only in@i¢he percentage women and employed among the
respondents. In table B2 we can see the effetieskt variables; women and unemployed people tend

to be less positive about the EU.

Table B2 also gives the results for the time andhtny fixed effects. The reference group that is

captured by the constant term is unemployed Gememin May 2008.

What is unexpected is that over time, people anermositive when it comes to their country’s
membership of the EU. This effect is even largenf2010 on, indicating that in general even with
the sovereign debt crisis, Europeans are in faf/beimg a member of the EU. The image and future
of the EU show a peak in optimism end 2009/earll02@t this time the credit crisis had peaked, but
the euro crisis was yet to come. The end of 20@@ddoe seen as the silence before the storm, though
the general opinion in 2010 and 2011 is more pasttian in 2008. People also feel that their cquntr
has benefited from being in the European Unions Téeling increases over time. The one thing the
respondents are decreasingly positive about igeéheral direction of the EU. The question clearly
states to give their opinion about the present.tifilies might indicate that people feel that at that
moment the situation is not too best, but they aeetconfidence in the future. Except for the genera
direction, the expected decline in optimism is stfmwing in the results. For every question the

opinion is different before and after 2010, in gahée optimism (or pessimism) is larger after @01

Looking at the coefficients for the different coties we see positive and negative signs. Citizeos f
Finland en the United Kingdom seem to be the megative about the EU. One explanation is that
these countries value their sovereignty, and aneetbre less in favor of the union. Countries Hrat
most in favor of the EU are the southern countfiégre is no clear distinction between countries th
have adopted the euro and countries that havd3ndt.show positive and negative coefficients. There
does seem to be a difference between northernaatidesn countries. Southern countries have

initially benefited from the stronger economieglad northern countries when forming the EU, this
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could explain their positive predisposition. Beatlsese coefficients all show the opinion compared

to the German respondents, it is useful to furimegstigate a couple of countries separately.

For the country level regressions we take a cllogdr at the relations in Germany, the Netherlands,
the United Kingdom, Sweden, Greece and Italy iteaB4 t/m B8. This collection includes northern,
southern and non-euro countries for a good reptasen of the whole sample. Table B2 shows that
these countries lay across the spectrum, some mosittve and some more negative compared to
Germany. Because the economic indicators are the &ar every respondent in these models, they
are not includes. The time trend includes the chamgthe economic situation, as could as well be

said about the life satisfaction.

Life satisfaction plays a bigger role in Germanglyl and Greece than in the whole sample. This
means that for instance Germans, find that thieiidi more influenced by the EU. When they are not
happy with their lives, this reflects on their dpimtowards the EU. With the other three countries,

this influence is smaller.

The political affiliation sign shows some interagtidifferences among the countries. Instead of a
positive influence, begin more rightwing causesaiemegative influence in Germany, the
Netherlands, the UK and Italy. In Sweden and Gréleeeoefficient for the rightwing citizens is
much larger compared to the complete sample, itidgg¢hat leftwing citizens are less positive about
the EU.

The gender coefficients shows very similar resat®ng the countries compared to the whole sample.
The answers to the various questions do changeagéhin the whole sample, the age effect was
mostly negative. This effect is larger in mostlof specific countries in these regressions. In @eym

a change is visible in the future and image modelsnger citizens are less positive. In the other
countries the coefficients are larger than in thel sample, suggesting that age plays a biggetimol
opinion. Only in the UK this is not the case, hitre effect is smaller. The effect of educationtom t
opinion is more or less the same as in the whatgkg it is only larger in the Netherland and simall

in Greece. Employed citizens do show a differefgatfin Germany and the Netherlands the

influence is smaller and in Sweden being employexhdias a negative effect on the opinion.

The most interesting part of these regressionsi®bserved time trend. When it comes to
membership, the model for the UK shows that oweetihe respondents are less positive. This is the
opposite of what we saw in the complete sampl&rirece the citizens are extremely positive towards
their membership in the end of 2009 and the begaf 2010. The coefficients for the Netherlands
and Germany in the direction model are significalatger in early 2010 and 2011. This indicate$ tha
these countries were, at that time, not conterit thi¢ direction the EU was headed. Italy and Sweden

show the same thing in the benefits model. Fron®2ii1, these respondents feel that their country has
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benefited more than in 2008. In most of the modhaks Dutch are more positive than the whole
sample. When we look at the models for image ahdduthe same can be said for Sweden. The
negativity in these countries did not develop dirae, but can be found in the previously discussed
personal characteristics. The years 2010 and 2@ some interesting changes in Germany and
Greece, when it comes to the image and future mpthed citizens become more negative. Especially

in Greece the coefficients are larger than in theleszsample.
Preferred policymakers

The right side of table B1 shows the estimatiothefopinion towards who is preferred in
implementing policies on taxation and economy;rtagonal government alone, or jointly with the

EU. This model estimates the probability that asperfavors policies to be made jointly with the EU.

The intercept shows that the reference group i®nmofavor of coordinated action when it comes to
the economy than taxation. Countries that are ena@e less satisfied with life, are more in favior o
coordinated action on taxation, the opposite is fon economic policies. This could stem from a

feeling that the national government is more capablchanging the situation for the better than the
EU could. When we take a look at the individuaElenegressions in table B3, the coefficient sigrs f
life satisfaction are both negative. This corregfsowith our expectations earlier; people tend teha

more confidence in their national government tongjeatheir situation for the better.

All of the economic indicators show a positivetattie towards coordinated action when it comes to
taxation policies. This is very contradicting; ctrigs that on average have a high GDP growth are
positive but countries that on average have higimptoyment, debt and deficit are too. GDP growth
and unemployment seem to have a negative effecoordinated action in economic policies. The
coefficients for these variables are very low, tdindividual level regressions give a more logica
view. When it comes to taxation, only the unempleptrate results in a preference to coordinated
action. This indicates that fiscal policies in gethare preferred to be implemented by the national
government. For economic policies a higher unempkmt rate and a higher GDP growth lead to a
preference for EU action. An explanation for tlsishat economies in the EU are intertwined, which
makes coordinated action more logical. A countdgbt or deficit is always the responsibility of the
country itself, and therefore it is logical thabpke favor national action. Reasoning the other way
around, this might say that countries with a higbtdvant less involvement of the EU, pointing & th

strict rules from the Maastricht Treaty.

The next section shows that rightwing countriesnaogee in favor of national action, as are countries
with on average older respondents on both polielg$i These results are confirmed by the individual

level models, thought the coefficients in thoseaalat lower. More education and a job, leads ithbo
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regression models to a preference for more coaetingction. Women tend to lean towards more

national action.

The time trend for taxation policy shows that diiluhe end of 2009 people prefer coordinated agtio
but since 2010 the preference changes toward&lgssvolvement. With regards to the economic
policy the opinion tends to more EU involvementtinme. This difference could be explained by the
euro crisis. Because of the crisis, people are mes#ant to give more power to the EU, but the

European economy cannot be dealt with individually.

Comparing the opinion in different countries, theng as before can be seen. Belgians, Italians,
Portuguese and Greek people are more in favor ahizblvement than Germans, and all the other

countries are less in favor of the involvement.

We now take a closer look at the differences beatvaeeintries in tables B9 and B10. The country that
is least in favor of coordinated taxation actios¥geden, as a non euro country this is not sungyisi
The time trend shows that for Italy and Greece pileéerence for coordinated action is increasing.
While all the other countries are more in favonafional action from 2010 on, the southern coustrie
are not. Adding to that is that for these countttiescoefficient for education is also higher, shayv

an even stronger preference. Every one of the fipeountries is still in favor of coordinated amti
when it comes to economic policies. The coeffigdot Germany are a little lower than the whole
sample, where the numbers for the UK and Greeckigher. The UK and Sweden have an
exceptionally high preference in October 2010. Bhoiggests that even the non euro countries are
confronted with the recession and want to work tieggewith the EU to resolve this. In Sweden and

Greece the rightwing citizens are more in favocadrdinated action.
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Conclusion

To answer the main question of this thesis, | firidit answer the sub questions.

The regressions analysis showed that over timpub&c opinion has changed, but not in the directio
that was expected. Instead of a more negative orethe EU, a more positive view is visible. The
member states of the EU showed confidence whenvikey confronted with the credit crisis. When
the debt crisis started in 2010, many countriesevséH positive about their membership, and were
optimistic about the future and the image of the Ekkre is a difference visible between the opinion
towards who is the best actor on taxation and eoanpolicies. In general people feel more
comfortable when their national government takesdicisions when it comes to taxation. With
respect to the economic policy, people are mofavar of coordinated action with the EU. This is
probably because the economies of the various desrsre very dependent on each other, and the

economic recession in Europe is seen as a cokeptblem.

The economic situation in a country does changepii@on towards the EU. In general, countries
with a high GDP growth are more positive aboutEkk States with a high debt or deficit ratio have a
more negative attitude. This was partially expecsatce the monetary union prevents these countries
to take the measures they would normally take wesiing with high debt or deficit. The rules set by

the Maastricht Treaty play a large role in this.

There are significant differences between the opigin the various member states. For starters, the
non euro countries are on average more negative.i hot unexpected, since most of all they value
their sovereignty, but they do feel the consequenfan unstable euro. The southern countries are
most positive of all. The reason for this lieshe benefits they received from the forming of thé E
Leaning on the strong economies of the northetestéheir own economy grew fast and interest rates
were lower than ever. The northern countries hgwesitive attitude towards the EU, and this has not

been severely affected by the euro crisis.

There is no straight answer to the main questibow‘has the public opinion towards the EU and the
involvement of the EU in national politics of memis¢ates changed between 2008 and 2011?". In
general it can be said that people have gotten pus#ive, but this is not true for all European
countries. And the individual characteristics hais® showed that within countries the opinion \arie
This is however beyond the scope of this thesisitlould be interesting to see how the upcomihg o

rightwing political parties influence the averagenion in European countries.
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Appendix A

Generally speaking, do you think that your country's membership of the European Union is...?
1. A good thing
2. Neither good nor bad
3. A bad thing

Taking everything into account, would you say that your country has on balance benefited or
not from being a member of the European Union?

1. Benefited

2. Not benefited

At the present time, would you say that, in general, things are going in the right direction or in
the wrong direction, in the European Union?

1. Things are going in the right direction

2. Neither the one or the other

3. Things are going in the wrong direction

In general, does the European Union conjure up for you a very positive, fairly positive, neutral,
fairly negative or very negative image?

Very positive

Fairly positive

Neutral

Fairly negative

Very negative

abhown =

Would you say that you are very optimistic, fairly optimistic, fairly pessimistic or very
pessimistic about the future of the European Union?

1. Very optimistic

2. Fairly optimistic

3. Fairly pessimistic

4. Very pessimistic

Do you think that decisions on taxation should be made by the national government, or made
jointly within the European Union?

1. National government

2. Jointly with the EU

Do you think that decisions on the economy should be made by the national government, or
made jointly within the European Union?

1. National government

2. Jointly with the EU
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Appendix B

B 1 Cross country regressions

General attitude models Policy models

Membership Image Future Direction |[Benefits |Taxation |Economy
Variable Coefficient |Coefficient |Coefficient |Coefficient |Coefficient |Coefficient |Coefficient
Constant -5,1248* -2,5959 -2,0098 -0,9835 -4,7026** | 2,0751* 3,9119**
Life Satisfaction 0,3397 0,0108 0,3693** | -0,1931 0,0356 0,1462* -0,0283
GDP Growth -0,0033 0,0095 -0,0046 -0,0172 -0,0067 0,0032 -0,0059
Unemployment rate -0,0203 -0,0132 -0,0223** | -0,0083 -0,0087 0,0016 -0,0015
Net Debt 0,0006 0,0002 -0,0001 0,0021 0,0017* 0,0001 0,0011
Deficit -0,0069 -0,009 -0,0124 -0,0034 0,0072 0,0014 0,0194*
Left right placement 0,1498 0,3689 -0,261 -0,1684 0,0786 -0,1767 -0,3054
Age 1,4875* 1,5748** | 1,2441** | 1,1924* 1,3814** | -0,5171* | -0,9318**
Education -0,1287 -0,2383** | -0,0756 -0,1556 -0,1708** | 0,0262 0,054
Gender 2,665 0,1513 0,9183 0,8129 1,8868 -0,2905 0,4378
Occupation 1,3188* 1,6345** | 0,7588* 0,6829 0,9018** | -0,2975 -0,6639*

* significant at 20% level
** significant at 10% level
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B 2 Individual level regressions with time and country fixed effects 1

General attitude models
Variable EU Membership |Image EU Future EU EU Direction EU Benefits
Constant -0,7367
Life satisfaction 0,2519 0,2919 0,3289 0,2463 0,2962
Oct 2008 -0,0448 0,0372 0,2549 -0,0289*
May 2009 -0,1019 -0,0337* 0,3578 -0,1517
Oct 2009 -0,0786 -0,1003 -0,1278 0,0452 -0,1239
May 2010 -0,3882 -0,1141 -0,0299** 0,2376 -0,2827
Oct 2010 -0,0373 -0,0522 0,2769 -0,1921
May 2011 -0,3502 -0,0507 -0,0612 0,3113 -0,2441
GDP Growth 0,0004** -0,008 -0,0069 -0,0085 -0,0066
Unemployment rate 0,0017** 0,0105 0,0124 -0,0031** 0,0171
Net debt/10 0,0045 0,0053 0,0061 0,0004** 0,0055
Deficit -0,0016** 0,0028* 0,0068 0,0022** 0,0011**
Left right placement -0,0407 -0,0436 -0,042 -0,0553 -0,0281
Gender 0,1665 0,102 0,0804 0,0739 0,1564
Age -0,0198 0,003** 0,0237 0,0112 0,0031**
Education -0,0795 -0,0614 -0,0551 -0,0416 -0,0891
Occupation -0,04 -0,0332 -0,0512 0,0074** -0,0673
Estonia 0,3758 0,2109 0,1927 -0,6243 -0,3511
Finland 0,9365 0,9985 0,8748 0,434 0,8075
Luxembourg 0,2148 0,5396 0,6291 0,2369 0,1424*
Sweden 0,5998 0,7043 0,5455 0,1099 0,6333
Austria 0,4524 0,3944 0,2635 0,1763 0,3656
Czech 0,6946 0,4065 0,4187 -0,1541 0,168
Denmark 0,4262 0,591 0,2301 0,3418 0,0659**
Netherlands -0,149 0,3187 0,2149 0,1063 -0,1026
Poland 0,0205** -0,1686 -0,2531 -0,4665 -0,6415
Slowakia 0,1003 -0,1382 -0,0854* -0,3672 -0,6523
Slovenia 0,406 -0,017** 0,2275 -0,2912 0,0005**
Belgium -0,1873 -0,2163 -0,2081 0,0881 -0,3604
France 0,1868 -0,0033** 0,1976 0,3693 0,0158**
Hungary 0,2921 -0,1638 -0,1077 -0,249 0,0796
Italy -0,0811 -0,6654 -0,5713 0,0477** -0,2927
United Kingdom 0,5741 0,6937 0,4376 0,4657 0,5534
Portugal -0,2138 -0,4737 -0,2202 -0,2348 -0,6612
Greece -0,1442 -0,4912 -0,3571 -0,0122** -0,8143
Ireland -0,3109 -0,3952 -0,3536 0,0405** -0,942
Spain -0,2478 -0,334 -0,3851 0,0187** -0,5504

* significant at 10% level
** not significant
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B 3 Individual level regressions with time and country fixed effects 2

Policy models
Variable Taxation Economy
Constant -0,2099 0,5297
Life satisfaction -0,0339 -0,1066
Oct 2008 0,0186** 0,1664
May 2009
Oct 2009 0,345 0,3652
May 2010 -0,0449 0,255
Oct 2010 -0,0004** 0,551
May 2011
GDP Growth -0,0127 0,0114
Unemployment rate 0,031 0,0363
Net debt/10 -0,0068 -0,0086
Deficit -0,0176 -0,0296
Left right placement -0,0093** -0,0204
Gender -0,0929 -0,0926
Age -0,053 -0,0793
Education 0,0221 0,0539
Occupation 0,0112** 0,0593
Estonia -0,802 -0,8816
Finland -1,4359 -2,3088
Luxembourg -1,0663 -0,6814
Sweden -0,9104 -1,7916
Austria -0,1937 -0,2117
Czech -0,389 -0,984
Denmark -1,0074 -1,3982
Netherlands -0,3492 0,0684**
Poland -0,0742** -0,648
Slowakia -0,2944 -0,4592
Slovenia -0,2366 -0,7973
Belgium 0,189 0,5998
France -0,2548 -0,2479
Hungary 0,0044** -0,3155
Italy 0,5511 0,6116
United Kingdom -0,6089 -1,4059
Portugal 0,4103 0,2719
Greece 0,2301 -0,0811**
Ireland -0,6797 -1,1312
Spain -0,2844 -0,5977

* significant at 10% level

** not significant
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B 4 Individual level regressions per country 1

Membership Model Germany Netherlands UK Sweden Italy Greece
Variable Coefficient Coefficient Coefficient Coefficient Coefficient Coefficient
Life Satisfaction 0,3025 0,2238 0,1108 0,16 0,2834 0,2977
Oct 2008 -0,1087 -0,2523 0,0332** -0,06** 0,0673** 0,0406**
May 2009 -0,0709** -0,1264 0,0945* -0,0417** -0,0694** -0,0574**
Oct 2009 -0,0249** -0,0482** 0,1423 -0,0102** -0,0048** -0,4479
May 2010 -0,1208 -0,3705 0,0079** -0,2757 -0,4932 -0,5005
May 2011 -0,2376 -0,2993 0,0145** -0,3658 -0,306 -0,1895
Left right placement 0,0836 0,1218 0,1848 -0,3291 0,0899 -0,1794
Gender 0,1377 0,1689 0,2374 0,253 0,0629** 0,1465
Age -0,0403 -0,1515 -0,0004** -0,0528 -0,0935 -0,0965
Education -0,0898 -0,1083 -0,0845 -0,065 -0,0843 -0,0574
Occupation -0,013** 0,0307** -0,0361** 0,0022** -0,1295 -0,0309**
Limit Points

Limit 2: Neutral 0,5143 -0,35 -0,0858** -0,7526 0,0432** -0,2594*
Limit 3: Bad Thing 1,0053 0,3088 0,8745 -0,1246%* 0,6651 0,2417*
* significant at 10% level
** not significant

B 5 Individual level regressions per country 2

Image Model Germany Netherlands UK Sweden Italy Greece
Variable Coefficient ~ Coefficient  Coefficient = Coefficient  Coefficient  Coefficient
Life Satisfaction 0,3382 0,2088 0,1553 0,1673 0,376 0,338
Oct 2008 -0,017** -0,245 0,0337** -0,1211 0,164 0,0734**
May 2009 -0,0268** 0,0095** 0,2529 0,0208** 0,1276 -0,012**
Oct 2009 -0,0698* -0,2035 0,1244 -0,0985* 0,0804** -0,1895
May 2010 0,1303 -0,1991 -0,0306** -0,2502 -0,0374** 0,0375**
Oct 2010 0,0881 -0,1511 0,0592** -0,1987 -0,0165** 0,3651
May 2011 0,0785* -0,0933* -0,0482** -0,2162 0,052** 0,4451
Left right placement 0,0405 0,1129 0,2299 -0,3143 0,0238** -0,2423
Gender 0,0516 0,1823 0,0671 0,1967 0,0384** 0,0912
Age -0,0199** -0,0682 0,118 -0,049 -0,0451 -0,0901
Education -0,0673 -0,0664 -0,0981 -0,0687 -0,0609 -0,0468
Occupation -0,0104** 0,0787 -0,0469** 0,0256** -0,1308 -0,033**
Limit Points

Limit 2: Fairly positive 0,5143 -0,35 -0,0858** -0,7526 0,0432** -0,2594*
Limit 3: Neutral 0,2814 -0,6114 0,1266** -1,197 0,7072 -0,0818**
Limit 4: Fairly negative | 1,4526 0,7221 1,1526 -0,0781** 1,7563 0,9698
Limit 5: Very negative 2,4836 1,9943 1,9859 0,9976 2,7861 1,838

* significant at 10% level
** not significant
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B 6 Individual level regressions per country 3

Future Model Germany Netherlands UK Sweden Italy Greece
Variable Coefficient Coefficient Coefficient Coefficient Coefficient Coefficient
Life satisfaction 0,3465 0,2335 0,2002 0,1757 0,3863 0,3939
Oct 2009 -0,0473** -0,211 0,0837** -0,2023 0,054** -0,2314
May 2010 0,3117 -0,1195* -0,0547** -0,0679** 0,073** 0,1677
Oct 2010 0,0607** -0,2178 0,0265** -0,1192* -0,0212** 0,3038
May 2011 0,1525 -0,0186** 0,0158** -0,222 0,115** 0,3774
Left right placement 0,0352* 0,1193 0,1674 -0,2131 -0,0463* -0,1475
Gender 0,0958 0,1339 0,0957 0,1616 0,0814 0,0434**
Age -0,0128** -0,0812 0,0816 -0,0121** -0,0131** -0,0256**
Education -0,0541 -0,0787 -0,0818 -0,0469 -0,0476 -0,0552
Occupation -0,076 -0,0683** -0,0237** -0,0147** -0,1706 0,0329**
Limit Points

Limit 2: Fairly optimistic -0,953 -1,6793 -0,8973 -2,0596 -0,8035 -1,047
Limit 3: Fairly pessimistic | 1,0308 0,2361** 0,8059 0,0592** 1,1752 0,7735
Limit 4: very pessimistic 2,3153 1,5832 1,8948 1,252 2,3636 2,0019
*significant at 10% level
** not significant

B 7 Individual level regressions per country 4

Direction Model Germany Netherlands UK Sweden Italy Greece
Variable Coefficient Coefficient Coefficient Coefficient Coefficient Coefficient
Life satisfaction 0,29 0,1951 0,1839 0,2015 0,3315 0,2875
Oct 2008 0,0331** -0,0509** 0,3551 0,0889** 0,2104 0,2313
May 2009 0,1246 0,3192 0,5741 0,2787 0,2933 0,4487
Oct 2009 -0,1457 -0,0766** 0,0949** -0,0449** -0,0717** 0,0305**
May 2010 0,4048 0,308 0,091** 0,1534 -0,0711** 0,1884
Oct 2010 0,1885 0,2079 0,3403 0,2641 -0,0064** 0,5927
May 2011 0,4116 0,4534 0,1936 0,2997 0,0668** 0,5631
Left right placement -0,0291** 0,1088 0,1217 -0,2646 -0,0815 -0,1666
Gender 0,0056** 0,1293 0,1067 0,1312 0,0419** 0,1035
Age 0,0019** -0,0761 0,0977 -0,0371* -0,0422* -0,0378*
Education -0,0417 -0,0522 -0,0666 -0,0412 -0,0526 -0,0156*
Occupation 0,0499* -0,0235** -0,013** 0,0437** -0,1403 -0,0092**
Limit Points

Limit 2: Neutral 0,2077 0,0578** 0,3853 -0,4124 -0,2497* 0,1607**
Limit 3: Wrong direction 0,9004 0,3797 0,7457 -0,0206** 0,5201 0,7399

* significant at 10% level
** not significant
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B 8 Individual level regressions per country 5

Benefits Model Germany Netherlands UK Sweden Italy Greece
Variable Coefficient Coefficient Coefficient Coefficient Coefficient Coefficient
Constant -0,8555 -0,2521** -0,4219 0,5343 -0,4106 -0,4525
Life satisfaction 0,3484 0,246 0,1814 0,1797 0,4184 0,3151
Oct 2008 0,0405** -0,2176 -0,043** -0,1119* -0,077** 0,0677**
May 2009 0,0273** -0,2779 0,0804** -0,1241* -0,0606** 0,0198**
Oct 2009 -0,028** -0,1731 0,1415 -0,1096* -0,1416* 0,105**
May 2010 0,1028* -0,3996 -0,2144 -0,4171 -0,4831 -0,0422**
Oct 2010 -0,0385** -0,403 -0,0121** -0,4393 -0,2557 0,203
May 2011 0,036** -0,3496 -0,205 -0,4582 -0,2299 0,4308
Left right placement | 0,0785 0,1933 0,2212 -0,3264 0,0613 -0,1987
Gender 0,134 0,18 0,2163 0,2499 0,1086 0,1007
Age 0,0118** -0,145 0,0993 0,0241** -0,0927 -0,102
Education -0,098 -0,1222 -0,1362 -0,0804 -0,0972 -0,0796
Occupation 0,0285** -0,0601** -0,034** 0,0523** -0,1461 -0,0459**
* significant at 10% level
** not significant

B 9 Individual level regressions per country 6
Taxation Policy Germany Netherlands UK Sweden Italy Greece
Variable Coefficient  Coefficient  Coefficient  Coefficient  Coefficient  Coefficient
Constant -0,5073 -0,4866 -0,1035** -1,4213 -0,4754 -0,4233
Life satisfaction -0,0093** -0,0499** 0,0213** -0,0009** 0,0541** -0,1587
Oct 2008 0,0884* -0,0868** -0,0489** -0,1909 0,1461 0,2053
Oct 2009 0,3563 0,3571 0,3752 0,828 0,4656 0,8262
May 2010 -0,0252** -0,2065 -0,1288* -0,2191 0,1963 0,4353
Oct 2010 -0,0044** -0,1572 0,0043** -0,1733 0,1465* 0,2608
Left right placement | -0,0369** -0,0183** -0,1519 0,1273 -0,0162** 0,0451**
Gender -0,0976 -0,1375 -0,1022 -0,1705 0,0079** -0,1069
Age 0,0137** -0,0219** -0,1834 0,0245** -0,0289** -0,018**
Education 0,019 -0,0069** 0,0199* 0,0153** 0,0302 0,0429
Occupation 0,0366** 0,0864* -0,1126 0,1342 0,0136** 0,0181**

* significant at 10% level

** not significant
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B 10 Individual level regressions per country 7

Economic Policy Germany Netherlands UK Sweden Italy Greece
Variable Coefficient Coefficient Coefficient Coefficient Coefficient Coefficient
Constant 0,3054 -0,0637** -0,0936** -0,7668 0,0397** 0,0253**
Life satisfaction -0,073 -0,0347** -0,0221** -0,0298** -0,0113** -0,162
Oct 2008 0,1398 0,2155 0,2416 0,0705** 0,1154** 0,0021**
Oct 2009 0,3158 0,4193 0,3361 0,2375 0,2414 0,5068
May 2010 0,2222 0,2341 0,2602 0,1248** 0,3642 0,2587
Oct 2010 0,1411 0,3231 0,5773 0,556 0,2706 0,3718
Left right placement | -0,0722 -0,0559 -0,1462 0,12 -0,0365** 0,084
Gender 0,0307** -0,064** -0,0077** -0,164 -0,0206** -0,0561**
Age -0,0069** 0,0967 -0,1816 -0,063 0,0357** -0,0091**
Education 0,0175 0,0237 0,0564 0,0377 0,0283 0,0272
Occupation 0,0255** -0,0189** 0,0637** 0,0193** 0,1134 0,1209

* significant at 10% level

** not significant
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