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Introduction
Multiple potentially contending approaches to the study of mass attitudes to European
integration have been offered in recent academic literature on the topic. This paper
analyzes three of these, with an emphasis on explaining Euroskepticism. For the purposes
of this paper, the latter will be defined as ‘contingent or qualified opposition, as well as
incorporating outright and unqualified opposition to the process of European integration’
(Taggart 1998: 366).

Other papers presented in this workshop will presumably address trends in
Euroskepticism, which generally seem to indicate that skepticism is on the rise. Although
this paper cannot address the specific question of why this is the case, it may provide
some initial clues as to the reasons for the rising tide of Euroskepticism. We begin with a
brief overview of the major theories of opposition to European integration, and then turn
to an analysis of the factors that are argued to be of most importance in explaining
Euroskepticism in this paper—egocentric utilitarianism, fear of loss of national identity,

and the lack of trust in EU institutions.

Explaining Euroskepticism
The potential sources of Euroskepticism are many and have been identified by various

authors as the following.

General Malaise Over the Functioning of Government (Particularly the National

Government)



It is contended that those who are dissatisfied with the way democracy is functioning in
their own countries project this dissatisfaction onto the EU (Anderson 1998); this
relationship is particularly powerful amongst those with little political knowledge (and
thus need to rely on non-EU related cues) but also holds for those who pass a political
knowledge test (see Karp, Banducci, and Bowler 2003). Thus, one potential explanation
for increasing Euroskepticism is that it stems from dissatisfaction with the way the

national government is functioning in general.

Cognitive Mobilization and Knowledge of the EU

It has been argued that part of the explanation for differences in levels of support for
European integration can be found in differences in cognitive mobilization. Those who
are more cognitively mobilized—i.e., those who are capable of digesting complex
political events and who actually take the time to do so—are likely to be less fearful of
the EU simply as a result of more exposure to it. Those who are not cognitively
mobilized are not likely to have managed to receive much information about the EU, and
are therefore fearful of the unknown nature of it (Inglehart 1970). Empirical analyses
have indeed indicated that those who were more cognitively mobilized—that is, those
who are better educated and discuss politics more frequently—are indeed more positive

about European integration (Inglehart 1970; Janssen 1991).



The focus of this paper is on three of the more recent explanations for Euroskepticism
offered within the academic literature: those emphasizing the poverty of the EU
institutions, those that concentrate on concerns related to the loss of symbols and identity,
and finally those that stress the personal costs and benefits that result from the integration

process. Each of these will be discussed below.'

The Poverty of EU Institutions

In the 1970s and 1980s, comparative public opinion research tended to emphasize the
changing nature of mass publics in Western democracies. Many of these same themes
continue to be highlighted in the more recent literature as well. In particular, education
levels have been rising to unprecedented levels and more of the public has gained easy
access to information about politics. It is argued that some of the consequences of these
changes are transformations in value systems and perceptions of institutions (Inglehart
1977, 1990, 1997).2 Indeed, the past five decades have witnessed a considerable
alteration in the way that citizens view political institutions—there are increases in elite-
challenging behaviours like protests, along with increasing skepticism of national
government institutions, as well as a growing disconnect between the main institution
that traditionally connected citizens to government, the political party (Ware 1996;
Dalton et al 1984; Dalton 1996; Togeby 1992; Flanagan and Lee 2003; Barnes and Kaase

1979). It would thus be surprising if this distrust and disconnect did not have implications

! Note that aggregate-level variables thought to effect Euroskepticism, such as inflation, unemployment,
and growth (see Eichenberg and Dalton 1993), have been omitted from the analysis here. My own analysis
of predictors of hostility to European integration generally indicates that the effects of individual-level
variables are not altered by adding such variables (McLaren 2005), and since they are not the focus of the
current analysis, they were not included.

% But see Clarke and Dutt 1991, Clarke et al 1999, Davis and Davenport 1999.



for Euroskepticism as well. If citizens are increasingly skeptical of and dissatisfied with
their national institutions, the same must be even more applicable in the case of the EU,
where institutions are perceived as distant and difficult to understand. Indeed, the
empirical evidence indicates that perceptions of under-representation and dissatisfaction
with democracy in the EU do have a powerful impact on feelings about European
integration (Rohrschneider 2002). Alternatively, it has also been contended that some
Europeans view the EU institutions in very positive terms, mostly because their own
national-level political institutions are corrupt and inefficient (Sanchez-Cuenca 2000; see
also, Kritizinger 2003). Thus, it is expected that feelings of distrust for EU institutions
are likely to explain some of the Euroskepticism that exists in the modern day while
trusting the EU institutions may lead to more positive feelings about the integration

project as a whole.

Identity

Much of the recent research on attitudes to European integration has emphasized a long-
neglected aspect of Euroskepticism—that having its basis in identity (Hooghe and Marks
2004; McLaren 2002, 2004; Carey 2002). According to this approach, opposition to the
European project is less about hostility to the institutions of the EU or concerns about
personal economic/financial losses (to be discussed below) and more to do with fears of
symbolic threat to the national community. That is, some Europeans are hostile to the
European project because it threatens the ‘terminal community’ (Carey 2002), or group to
which they identify themselves. We can turn to social identity theory for further insight

into why Europeans might be so protective of their national identities. Namely, countless



experiments consistently point to the conclusion that identity is important for the human
psyche and that people become protective of even the most artificially constructed
identities (i.e., those created in laboratory experiments) (Tajfel’s 1970; Tajfel 1972;
Turner 1982, 1985; Turner et al 1987, Turner et al 1994; Monroe, Hankin, and van
Vechten 2000). Although this experimental work is rarely linked to real-world identities
(see Huddy 2004), it does seem logical to infer that identities having their bases in
cultural and linguistic ties and that are long-standing—such as national identities—must
also be terribly important for individuals. Analyses of surveys like Eurobarometer and the
International Social Survey Programme of 1995 and 2003 supports this contention, in that
Europeans are still very proud of their nationalities and still strongly identify themselves
as nationality first (see McLaren 2005; Duchesne and Frognier 1995)

One important question to pose, however, is the following: Is it the case that
Europeans think that European integration in particular serves any real threat to this
identity? After all, the EU has not made any major attempts to undermine national
cultures or languages. On the other hand, some might contend that the integration that has
taken place thus far—standardization of products and the adoption of the common
currency—smacks of the beginning of the change to the nation’s way of life, or the ‘way
things are done’. Table 1 indicates that across the EU, approximately 44 percent are
indeed worried that the EU poses a realistic threat to their national identities.” The
percentage varies considerably across member states, however: Over 60 percent of UK
respondents feel their national identity to under direct threat by the EU, while only 30

percent of Belgians feel this way.

? Note that the survey used for this analysis was conducted prior to the May 2004 enlargement, and so the
10 new member states have been omitted. The reason for relying on this particular survey (and not a more
recent one which includes the new member states) is discussed below (see “The Analysis’ section).



[Table 1 about here]

One of the goals of this paper is to investigate the degree to which these feelings
of fear influence general Euroskepticism, controlling for institutional distrust and
utilitarianism (see below). As I have argued elsewhere (McLaren 2004), while the
identity argument might appear to border on the tautological, the empirical connection
between fear of loss of identity due to the building of Europe and opposition to the
European project is far from perfect. The analysis below will, in fact, illustrate that the

connection may be even weaker than previously thought, once controls are introduced.

Egocentric Utilitarianism

The final approach investigated in this analysis is the interest-based one. Here the
assumption is that perceptions of the European Union and the integration project are
fundamentally driven by what individuals have gained or lost from the project. In a sense,
support for the EU can be bought by providing benefits to ordinary Europeans, and
indeed, it appears that there are some groups of Europeans who may have done well by
being part of the European integration project (see Gabel 1998a, 1998b; McLaren 2005).
While previous research has speculated about the connection between perceived benefits
and feelings about the EU using somewhat indirect measures, this paper will explore this

connection more directly (see below).

Institutions, Identity, and Interests: The Connections



Another important component of this paper is its preliminary attempt to explore the inter-
connections between the explanations discussed above. That is, to what extent does
feeling like one has received benefits out of the European Union reduce fears of the loss
of national identity resulting from European integration? Is there any evidence that such
fears can be reduced by providing benefits to EU citizens? Similarly, do perceived
benefits impact attitudes to EU institutions? That is, are individuals more positively
predisposed toward these institutions if they have obtained benefits from the EU? Finally,
what is the connection between perceptions of EU institutions and worries about the loss
of national identity? To what extent is concern for the loss of national identity linked to

distrust of supranational institutions?

The Analysis
Eurobarometer 57.1 from Spring 2002 was selected for the analysis in this chapter
because it contains all of the questions required to investigate the above relationships
(whereas other recent Eurobarometers do not). Note that one potential problem with this
Eurobarometer is that it only includes the EU-15. However, it will be assumed here that
the primary questions driving this paper are less appropriate to the new member states
and that excluding them is thus not problematic. That is, citizens of the new member
states are less likely to be able to answer questions related to trust in the EU institutions
and personal costs and benefits of EU membership because of their shorter experience

with EU membership.4

* It is also expected that another chapter in the edited volume will address these (and other) questions for
the new EU countries.



The measure chosen for the concept, ‘Euroskepticism’, is a summated index of the

following two questions:

e Generally speaking, do you think that (OUR COUNTRY)’s membership of the

European Union is a good thing, a bad thing, neither good nor bad?

e [f you were told tomorrow that the European Union had been scrapped, would

you be very sorry about it, indifferent or very relieved?

The average correlation (Pearson’s r) between these items is 0.61, and ranges from 0.40

in Spain to 0.70 in Sweden. Thus, the size of the correlation was taken as a positive

indication that the items are gauging a similar phenomenon, which will be referred to

here as Euroskepticism. Note that the coding of the items was changed such that high

values represent Euroskeptical attitudes and low values represent Euro-enthusiasm.
Many of the recent Eurobarometers include questions that are designed to

measure trust in EU institutions. The question is as follows:

And for each of them [European institutions], please tell me if you tend to trust it or tend
not to trust it? The European Parliament, the European Commission, The Council of
Ministers of the European Union, The Court of Justice of the European Communities,
[etc.]. These items were added together, such that high values represent more trust in EU

institutions.’

3 Note that the items were recoded such that O=do not trust, 1=don’t know, and 2=trust; Pearson
correlations across items were greater than 0.50. Also note that while other EU institutions (like the Court



Concerns about the effect of the European project on national identity were

measured through the following item:

Some people have fears about the building of Europe, the European Union. Here is a list
of things which some people say they are afraid of. For each one, please tell me if you,

personally, are currently afraid of it, or not? The loss of our national identity and culture.’

Finally, while previous egocentric-based analyses have tended to focus on human
capital skills and resources like education, occupation, and income (Gabel 1998a, 1998b;
McLaren 2002, 2004), the current analysis adopts a more direct measure of egocentric

support for European Union by using the following item:

Do you think that (OUR COUNTRY) being a member of the European Union has
brought you personally many more advantages, more advantages, as many advantages as

) . . 7
disadvantages, more disadvantages, or many more disadvantages.

Ordinary Least Squares regression was used to calculate the impact of each of
these three independent variables on Euroskepticism. In addition, controls for variables
mentioned above—trust in national government,8 cognitive mobilization,’ age, gender,

left-right self-placement, occupation, and income—were included in the equation.

of Auditors, Committee of the Regions, etc.) were mentioned in the survey, the above index was created
from the measures of trust in the EP, the Commission, the Council, and the ECJ, as these are the major EU
institutions involved in policymaking.

6 Coding is as follows: O=not afraid, 1=don’t know, 2=afraid.

7 Note that those who responded ‘don’t know” were combined with the centre category.

¥ Measured with an additive index of trust in the national parliament, national parties, and the government.
? Measured with the self-reported frequency of political discussion.

10



The unstandardized regression coefficients, along with their maximum impacts
(estimated by computing the effect of shifting from the lowest value on an independent
variable to the highest value) are displayed in Figure 1. Also note that the bivariate
correlations amongst these independent variables are provided in the figure as well. Table

2 provides the full regression model, including the above-mentioned controls.

[Figure 1 and Table 2 about here]

We begin with a discussion of the explanations for variation in Euroskepticism.
First, while all three of the key variables in this analysis have some impact on attitudes to
the European Union, clearly perceived personal benefits and trust in EU institutions
outweigh the impact of fear of loss of national identity. Namely, on average, people who
feel that they have been personally very disadvantaged by EU membership are 2.6 points
higher on the Euroskepticism index (which ranges from 2-6) than those who feel they
have received many more advantages. Even if we avoid the extreme responses, we find a
difference of 1.3 for those who feel they have been advantaged versus those who feel
disadvantaged. Thus, using this fairly direct measure of perceived costs and benefits from
European integration, egocentric utilitarianism is a fairly powerful predictor of
Euroskepticism. Moreover, although the size of the effect of this variable differs
somewhat across countries (e.g., the maximum impact in Luxembourg and the
Netherlands is approximately 1.7 to 1.8—see Table 3), it does have a consistently strong

relationship with Euroskepticism.10

' In fact, it may be reasonable to contend that perceptions of personal costs or benefits from the EU are
almost empirically inseparable from Euroskepticism as measured here. This is because the bivariate

11



[Table 3 about here]

Next, in terms of strength of effect, trust in the key EU institutions—the EP,
Commission, Council of Ministers, and ECJ—has a non-trivial impact on
Euroskepticism. Those who are least trusting of these institutions receive a score that is
one point higher on the Euroskepticism scale than those who are most trusting of them.
This relationship is also fairly consistent across member states, with the lowest impact
found in Spain (where the difference between the least and most trusting of EU
institutions is approximately 0.50 on the Euroskepticism index—see Table 3)."'
Naturally, there are potential problems of causal inference here—those who trust the EU
institutions may do so precisely because they are Euro-enthusiasts. Any attempt to
determine the direction of causality would require the use of two-stage least squares, a
methodology that is extraordinarily difficult to use. For the purposes of this paper, I will
merely contend that trust in the EU institutions and general Euroskepticism are fairly
strongly linked to one another.

Finally—and somewhat surprisingly—fear of loss of national identity has a
relatively weak effect on Euroskepticism. The average maximum effect of this variable is
approximately 0.30, although the effect is double this size in France and Great Britain

(see Table 3). This finding is even more surprising when considered in light of the

correlation (Pearson’s r) between these is 0.59 (on average), with the lowest correlation of 0.52 in the
Netherlands and a high of 0.65 in Sweden. While these findings may point to a considerable measurement
problem, they may also lead to the conclusion that support for the integration project is very much specific
in nature and is driven by the perceived goods that the EU can deliver to each individual European.

" Note that even if those who have not heard of any of these institutions are removed from the analysis—
thereby reducing the sample by 44 percent—the results are virtually identical to those presented in Table 2.
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previous findings of the author, which indicate that personal utilitarianism may have little
effect on attitudes to European integration (book manuscript) or at the very least, that fear
of loss of national symbols like identity and culture has an equal effect to that of
egocentric utilitarianism (McLaren 2004). The difference here is that rather than using
demographic variables as proxies for egocentricism, a perceptual measure has been used.
Thus, the multivariate analysis indicates that perceived personal costs and distrust
of EU institutions may be key to explaining Euroskepticism. One potentially important
caveat, however, is that it may be possible that EU citizens actually know very little
about EU institutions and that their evaluations of these are likely to be determined by
their attitudes to national institutions. That is, distrust in national institutions may be
projected onto the EU level, and a more realistic argument is that it is perceptions of
these national institutions that are what are important in explaining Euroskepticism.
Thus, as argued above, it may be a general malaise over national institutions that better
predicts opposition to European integration. Table 2 takes this possibility into account
and indicates that once we control for distrust of EU institutions, perceptions of national
institutions have no impact on Euroskepticism. It is also impossible to argue that distrust
in national institutions is being driven out of the equation by multicollinearity, as the
bivariate correlation (Pearson’s r) between distrust in national and distrust in EU
institutions is only 0.36. It is also important to note that distrust in national institutions is
an insignificant predictor in all of the member states except Western Germany, Greece,
and Luxembourg, where it achieves statistical significance at the 0.05 level, and Finland,
where significance is at the 0.001 level. Note that the size of the impact of trust in EU

institutions is barely affected by the addition of distrust in EU institutions to the equation,

13



though. Thus, it would appear that Euroskepticism may have more to do with
unhappiness with European institutions, not national ones.

We now shift to a consideration the connections amongst the independent
variables investigated here. The bivariate correlation coefficients indicate that the most
consistently strong of these is between trust in EU institutions and perceived personal
costs or benefits of EU membership.'* As with the relationships discussed above, it is
difficult to be certain about the causal order here, but it may be the case that trust in EU
institutions has been ‘bought’ to some degree by providing benefits to various groups of
citizens in many of the member states.

The connection between fear of loss of national identity and culture on the one
hand and perceptions of institutions and perceived costs and benefits of EU membership
on the other is far weaker, but varies more across countries. The relationship between
fearing the loss of national identity and distrust in institutions is considerably stronger in
Denmark, Belgium, France, and Great Britain than in most of the other member states
(analysis not shown). Thus, the linkage between concern regarding a declining national
identity and what the EU institutions are doing is clearer in this latter group of countries,
and it may even be that citizens in these countries blame the EU institutions to some
degree for their declining national identity.

The relationship between perceived personal costs of EU membership and worry
about the loss of national identity also varies across countries, with the largest effect
found in Britain (where Pearson’s r is 0.31; again, analysis not shown). Thus, across most

of the EU, the relationship between these is fairly weak, but in Britain, those who think

12 The lowest of the Pearson’s r’s for this relationship is 0.32 (found in several of the countries).
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the EU has disadvantaged them in some way tend to worry the most about the loss of

their identity and culture.

Preliminary Conclusions and Directions for Future Research
The analysis presented here points to several (preliminary) conclusions. First and
foremost is that when a more direct, perceptual measure of egocentric utilitarianism is
used instead of indirect measures like occupation, income, and education, egocentric
utilitarianism is an extremely powerful predictor of Euroskepticism. In fact, the strength
of the relationship could even lead to the conclusion that these two are one in the same.
While this creates estimation problems for the analysis here—which may border on
placing the dependent variable on both sides of the regression equation—it also points to
a rather intriguing conclusion, which is that a very significant portion of the variation in
Euroskepticism may be due to the specific benefits that the EU can deliver. This is a far
firmer conclusion than we have been able to draw thus far when depending on proxies for
egocentricism like occupation, income, and education.

Second—and also in stark contrast to previous findings (Hooghe and Marks 2004;
McLaren 2002, 2004)—the impact of egocentric utilitarianism is considerably greater
than perceived cultural threat and fear of denegration to the national community.
Moreover, it cannot be argued that the latter’s power in explaining Euroskepticism was
reduced because of collinearity with the former. As illustrated above, the bivariate
correlation between these is weak-to-moderate.

Third—and also in contrast to the implications of previous findings (Anderson

1998)—it is actually distrust in EU institutions rather than distrust in national institutions

15



that explains Euroskepticism. Moreover, the evidence indicates that people are able to
distinguish between these two, and it is hostility to the institutions in Brussels,
Strasbourg, and Luxembourg that make people Euroskeptics, not hostility to the
institutions in Dublin, London, Berlin, etc. In addition, the bivariate correlations indicate
that one of the factors that may make EU citizens distrustful of EU institutions is that
they have in some way been harmed by their country’s membership of the EU.

Given the size of the correlations found here, though, another possibility that must
be considered is that perceived personal costs and benefits, distrust of EU institutions,
and the measures of Euroskepticism used here are actually all part of a broader concept,
Euroskepticism. That is, a better representation of the empirical relationship may be as

follows.

Euroskepticism

Distrust of Perceived Country’s EU Relieved if
EU disadv from membership EU scrapped
institutions EU bad

Robert Rohrschneider’s (2002) analysis indicates that some of these concepts probably
can be separated, particularly general Euroskepticism and perceptions/evaluations of EU

institutions. However, this idea certainly deserves further exploration. At the very least,
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future analyses should consider the possibility of two- or three-way causality amongst the

variables studied here.
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Table 1. The EU’s Threat to National Identity

Country % Afraid N

W. Germany 33.1 1000
France 46.7 1010
Italy 28.2 1000
Belgium 30.5 1045
Netherlands 40.1 997

Luxembourg 40.7 602

Britain 60.5 1004
N. Ireland 62.2 307

Ireland 46.0 984

Denmark 45.0 1000
Greece 56.7 1002
Spain 34.0 1000
Portugal 52.7 1000
E. Germany 37.3 1051
Finland 42.6 1010
Sweden 49.0 1000
Austria 35.8 1000
EU 43.6 16,012

From EB 57.1, Spring 2002; figures are percentages claiming to be currently afraid of ‘the loss of
our national identity and culture’ due to the ‘building of Europe’
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Table 2: Explaining Euroskepticism

Std.

B Error
(Constant) 2.18 0.06 | ***
Trust EU institutions -0.12 0.00 | ***
Trust national institutions (parties, parl, govt) 0.00 0.00
Fear loss of national identity and culture 0.15 0.01 | ***
Received personal disadvantages from EU
membership 0.65 0.01 | ***
Education 0.00 0.00
Professional -0.19 0.04 | ***
Executive -0.17 0.03 | ***
Unemployed -0.03 0.04
Retired -0.06 0.03 | *
Small business owner -0.08 0.04 | *
Farmer -0.04 0.06
Student -0.10 0.03 | **
Housewif -0.14 0.03 | ***
Other occupation -0.06 0.03 | **
Income2 0.02 0.02
Income3 -0.02 0.02
Income4 -0.08 0.03 | **
Incomedk -0.09 0.02 | ***
Discuss politics -0.07 0.01 | ***
Age 0.00 0.00
Female 0.09 0.01 | ***
Left-right self-placement -0.01 0.00
Adj R2 0.46
SEE 0.87
N 15,835

Figures are unstandardized OLS coefficients and their standard errors; * p <.05; ** p < .01,
% <.001
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Table 3. Explaining Euroskepticism (Country Results)

EU Belgium Denmark \(IBVérmany Greece
B SE B SE B SE B SE B SE
(Constant) 218 0.06 *** 2.97 025 ** 242 029 *=* 244 014 = 264 024
Trust EU Institutions -0.12 0.01 ** -0.08 0.01 *** -0.20 0.01 ** 012 0.01 ** 010 0.01 =
Fear Loss of Identity 0.15 0.01 *** 0.11 0.03 *** 0.20 0.03 *=* 0.11 0.03 *=* 0.08 0.03 **
Personal Advantages 0.65 0.01 *** 0.61 0.04 ** 0.61 0.05 *=* 0.65 0.04 *=* 051 0.04 **
Adj R2 0.46 0.45 0.53 0.49 0.39
SEE 0.87 0.73 0.94 0.84 0.77
N 15,835 1021 998 981 1001
Italy Spain France Ireland Luxembourg
B SE B SE B SE B SE B SE
(Constant) 2.81 0.23 *** 222 022 ** 2.07 029 *=* 2093 0.25 *=* 322 030 **
Trust EU Institutions -0.14 0.01 ** -0.06 0.01 *** -0.09 0.01 ** 012 0.01 ** 008 0.01 =
Fear Loss of Identity 0.18 0.03 *** 0.05 0.03 * 0.26 0.03 ** 0.06 0.02 * 0.07 0.03 *
Personal Advantages 0.49 0.04 *** 0.57 0.03 *** 0.65 0.04 =*=* 053 0.03 ** 039 0.05 ===
Adj R2 0.46 0.36 0.45 0.43 0.35
SEE 0.72 0.73 0.91 0.70 0.73
N 996 994 1009 967 534
Netherlands Portugal Britain E. Germany Finland
B SE B SE B SE B SE B SE
(Constant) 2.67 025 243 0.26 *** 244 026 ** 236 024 *=* 235 0.18 ***
Trust EU Institutions -0.11 0.01 ** -0.11 0.01 *** -0.12 0.01 ** 011 0.01 ** 0.09 0.01 ***
Fear Loss of Identity 0.09 0.03 *** 0.06 0.03 * 0.22 0.03 *=* 0.09 0.03 *=* 020 0.03 **
Personal Advantages 0.46 0.04 **=* 0.54 0.04 *** 0.70 0.04 =+ 071 0.04 ** 0.78 0.05 ***
Adj R2 0.39 0.39 0.53 0.51 0.42
SEE 0.78 0.83 0.84 0.79 0.99
N 994 996 999 1041 1001
Sweden Austria
B SE B SE
(Constant) 2.86 0.26 *** 229 0.27
Trust EU Institutions -0.14 0.01 ** -0.11 0.01 ***
Fear Loss of Identity 0.22 0.03 *** 0.17 0.03  ***
Personal Advantages 0.74 0.04 **=* 0.69 0.04 ***
Adj R2 0.54 0.50
SEE 0.93 0.84
N 995 987

Note: From EB 57.1, Spring 2002; models include the controls found in Table XX, but coefficients
for the controls are not shown here.
*p<.05;,* p<.01, ** p<.001
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Figure 1. Predictors of Euroskepticism
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Note: numbers on arrows are unstandardized regression coefficients followed by the maximum impact of each variable (see text of paper); numbers on lines without arrows are Pearson’s correlation
coefficients. All coefficients significant at the .001 level.; N=15,835.
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