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1. Introduction

A central issue with which the European Union (EU) had to cope with, since its foundation, is the
heterogeneity of preferences among its member States regarding the policy areas and prerogatives
in which the EU should intervene most or, stated differently, regarding the provision of public
goods and common policies for the member States. The issue strongly pertains to the question of
the allocation of powers between the EU and the member States. And in fact, the EU has always
been faced with the difficult task of finding out a correct balance between the need to centralize,
coordinate or harmonize some policies in order to fulfil its values and objectives (especially those
stated in the various Treaties) without weakening the autonomy and sovereignty of member States.
The introduction of the principle of subsidiarity in the Maastricht Treaty in 1992 was intended to
offer a principle of governance to cope with this dilemma. Recently, a further innovation has been
put forward by the Constitutional Treaty by establishing a more clear allocation of competences
between the European Union and the member States (exclusive, shared and supporting
competences).

The question of heterogeneity of preferences across governments and the allocation of powers
among levels of governments is related to the literature on fiscal federalism, which dates from
Oates’ seminal work (1972). Oates’s decentralization theorem heavily relies on heterogeneity of
preferences to show the optimal allocation of powers among different levels of government. If
preferences on local public goods are different among local governments, it is possible to show that
local provision of public goods improve allocative efficiency'. In other words local governments
“are closer to the people” and better match the preferences of their citizens®. Since Oates’ work, a
huge amount of work has been done in the literature. For instance, there is a strand of literature
which offers normative criteria on the optimal allocation of powers among levels of government by
highlighting the trade-off between heterogeneity of preferences and scale economies in public good
provision. Briefly, according to this literature®, the main advantages of centralization of certain
policies are exploitation of economies of scale and internalization of spillovers, but these gains have
to be balanced with the “cost of uniformity” in providing those good, since this uniform provision
may conflict with diverse citizens’ preferences”.

Turning our attention to the EU, what we have seen in the last decades is that European institutions
perform and deliver policies in contrast to the normative prescription of the theory. Put differently,

EU is quite often deeply involved in policy areas where heterogeneity of preferences among

"It is also well known that the theorem presumes that the alternative to local provision is a centrally determined,
uniform level of public good.

2 In the literature this argument is known as the preference-matching argument.

*Fora survey see Alesina and Spolaore (2003)

* This literature also shows under which circumstances this conflict on public good provision may lead to the break-up
of a political union.



European citizens and member States are high. On the other hand, EU is not deeply involved in
policy areas where the existence of huge economies of scale and externalities should dictate for a
provision at the European level instead of a provision by member States.

Moreover, in the last decades we have also seen that whenever more integration and coordination of
policies has been achieved (or when the will of more uniformity in some policy areas has been put
forward or announced) European citizens have been less enthusiastic that their leaders about all
this’. The recent snub to the Constitutional Treaty by Dutch and French citizens has been a huge
shock in this respect, especially because it was the first time a founder member had done so. Let us
quote what The Economist wrote very recently in a special Report on the European Union’s 50"
birthday: “The biggest failing of the EU has long been the yawning gulf between the union, as both
a project of integration and a set of institutions, and the mass of its citizens. Nobody could pretend
that, when French and Dutch voters voted against the constitution in 2005, they were objecting
merely to specific provision in the text; nor that they were just using the opportunity to give their
governments a good kicking. It seems much more likely that they were expressing a general feeling
of resentment towards the European project and its remoteness. This feeling is more emphatic in
some countries than in others, but it seems to be strong everywhere™.

So, is this feeling of resentment toward the “European project” correct? What are Europeans views
about what EU should do? Is it time to repatriate more power back to Member States?

In this paper we intend to shed some lights on this issue and, in particular, our main goal is to
evaluate empirically the preferences of European citizens regarding the assignment of competencies
between EU and member States, both overall and in a certain number of policy areas.

To the best of our knowledge, other empirical works studying the role of preferences of European
citizens in the assignment of competencies between the EU and the national states are Ahrens and
Meurers (2004) and Alesina, Angeloni and Schuknecht (2005). They use our same dataset
(Eurobarometer survey) but our study is different as we do not restrict to descriptive analysis (as
these works do) but we perform econometric analysis using a huge set of explanatory variables to
explain heterogeneity of preferences across European citizens and countries.

The outline of the paper is as follows. Section 2 recalls the main arguments used in the theory of
fiscal federalism in describing the optimal assignment of responsibilities and functions to different
levels of government; Section 3 describes the data set we used in our empirical work; Section 4
offers a descriptive analysis of preferences of European citizens; Section 5 presents results from

econometric analysis; Section 6 concludes and summarizes our findings.

> Examples are not only the French and Dutch no the Constitutional Treaty, but also the Irish no to the Nice Treaty, the
Danes rejection of the Maastricht Treaty.



2. Approaches to the assignment of policies to different levels of government: from theory to
practice in the European Union

The European Union is the result of a bottom-up process of federalization among sovereign States.
During this process, started 50 years ago, States gave up some of their powers and delegate them to
the European Institutions. Devolution of powers to the European Union or unanimous agreements
by States in favour of common policies have been very “painful” in many occasions, since countries
belonging to the EU are heterogeneous in many respects.

It follows that one of the most serious problem with which the EU had to cope with, since its
foundation, concerns the optimal attribution of policy responsibilities between the European
institutions and the member States. It is not surprising that the question has been one of the most
debated issues inside Convention’s works, whose mandate was to propose a Draft Constitution.

So, to date, the EU is no longer a single economic agreement among sovereign States, but it
presents many characteristics of an economic union or a federation: there is an internal market, a
common currency and many other common policies’. At the same time, in analysing EU
institutions, drawing a strong parallelism with the working of other existing federations may be of
limited use for many reasons. First of all the European institutions (the Commission, the European
Council, the Council of the European Union, the Parliament and the Court of Justice) perform a
different role compared to the working of similar institutions of other federal countries, given that
such institutional set-up is not the result of the fundamental division of legislative, executive and
regulatory powers, but it is a very original outcome of an ongoing dialogue - based on the
intergovernmental and communitarian method - among the above mentioned institutions. Then the
question is: what is the European Union if it is neither an economic agreement nor a federal state?
Well, very simple, the European Union is a union of States which in order to take advantage of
economies of scale and internalize externalities should provide public goods and policies were
benefits of scale are large and heterogeneity of preferences among member States and European
citizens is low®.

Exploitation of economies of scale, internalization of externalities, heterogeneity of preferences in
public goods provision are issues strongly related to the vast literature on fiscal federalism which,
spurred by Oates (1972), provides clear guidelines for the optimal allocation of functions among

levels of governments. Briefly, the normative principles are that policies where economies of scale

% The Economist, 4 special Report on the European Union, March 17th-23rd 2007, p. 16.

7 For more discussion on the institutional aspects of EU organization see Berger and Moutos (2007), Bordignon (2007),
Alesina and Perotti (2004) and Tabellini (2003).

¥ According to Alesina and Spolaore (2003, chapter 12, p. 205) “To some extent Europe is a union of states that serves
the purpose of taking advantage of economies of scale, and creating a level of government with limited prerogatives
were benefits of scale are large and heterogeneity of preference low. The principle of subsidiarity that should be the
basis of European integration is consistent with this interpretation”.
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and/or externalities have a predominant role should be allocated at the highest level of government.
In contrast, whenever heterogeneity of preferences is strong, policies should be allocated at the
lowest level.

Oates’s results heavily depend on the assumptions of a benevolent government and policy
uniformity. New approaches (in particular the political economy approach) relax these assumptions
by modelling in a more realistic way the political process, but results are still the same’. In other
words the “preference-matching argument” is still valid: local public goods provision improves
allocative efficiency as better matches to the preference of citizens of those local jurisdictions.
There are other recent approaches (drawing on several lines of literature: principal-agent problems,
the economics of information, the new theory of firm, the theory of contracts) which suggest new
perspectives on centralization and decentralization'’.

In brief, the pros and the cons of decentralization proposed by this strand of research may be listed

in the Table (or decision matrix) which follows:

Table 1. The (de)centralization matrix

Criteria Decentralization Centralization

Individual preferences for local | Heterogeneous Homogeneous

public goods and services

Economies of scale No Yes

Spillovers or geographical | No Yes

externalities

Congestion costs Yes No

Information and decision costs Increase with the number of | Remain low when the number of
participants participants increases

Fiscal Competition seen as positive Yes No

Fiscal Competition seen as harmful No Yes

Source: Dafflont (2006, p. 281, table 11.1)

Turning our attention to the working of the EU institutions, what does the decision matrix suggest
that the EU and member States should do? In very general terms and looking at the first three lines
of the matrix the answer is simple: functions with more externalities and economies of scale and

less heterogeneity of preferences among countries should be centralized at the European level.

? For a survey see Lockwood (2006).
1% For results proposed by this literature see Ahmad and Brosio (2006).
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Next, as the EU is increasing in size, both congestion costs and information costs call for
decentralization'' and as for fiscal competition in EU, results in the literature are mixed'>.

Therefore, in practice, the optimal balance of power between the EU and member states is far from
being clearly defined. The critical question is how to evaluate all the European responsibilities,
policies and functions along the trade-off between the benefits of more coordination or common
policies and the costs of homogeneity, bearing in mind that in EU the issue of heterogeneity among
national preferences is probably the most relevant phenomenon to consider in designing the optimal
allocation of policies'>. Moreover, it is beyond doubt that recent enlargements have brought in EU a
significant increase in heterogeneity along many dimensions (economic structure, political

institutions, social and cultural differences, social needs)'*.

2.1 The assignment of competencies between the EU and the national states in practise

At this stage, let us also look at the working of the EU in practice to understand to what extent EU’s
policy prerogatives satisfy the criteria listed in Table 1. It is not an easy task.

Looking at the EU Treaties signed by member states so far, EU involvement spam to a huge array
of policy areas'. So, it is not easy to detect how deep the involvement by EU institutions in each of
these policy areas is. To this aim a useful reference is the work by Alesina and Spolaore (2003,
chapter 12) and Alesina, Angeloni and Schuknecht (2005), who built a set of indicators to measure
the “policy making intensity” of the European Union'®.

A quick look at Table 2 shows that EU institutions are involved in many policy responsibilities, but
extensive involvement is only in monetary policy, internal market, agriculture, fisheries, and
common trade policy.

European institutions are not present in areas were economies of scale and externalities call for a
deep European intervention (for instance may be the case of research, environment, defence and
foreign policy). So, Table 2 shows unambiguously that not all the arguments proposed by the fiscal
federalism theory (as summarized in Table 1) apply in practice.

If we stick to realities, when decisions to adopt common policies have to be taken through a

political bargaining process among member States, it is very difficult to enforce the argument of

" Local governments have more information about citizens’ preferences. In the literature it is also claimed that cultural
differences between citizens are correlated with the size of countries, and therefore a larger population will be less
homogeneous; for more discussion see Alesina and Spolaore (2003).

12 See Wellisch (2000) and Wilson (2006)

1 See below for more discussion.

' For evidence on increase in preference heterogeneity after EU enlargement see Ahrens et al. (2004).

'3 For more details and discussion for each of this policy area see http://europa.eu/pol/about_it.htm.

'8 To build this measure they look at the legislative production (the Treaties as well as the secondary legislation and the
enforcement via the Court of Justice) of the EU. They find that the volume of EU legislation has increased especially in
the period 1971 to 2000. Higher EU involvement is in international trade and common market; small attention is
devoted to international relations and defence.



economies of scale and externalities. Instead, it can be reasonably supposed that in this bargaining
process, in deciding on competence allocation to the EU, what prevail are the different views and

interests among member States and citizens.

Table 2. Policy responsibilities of the EU and their extent

Extensive Shared Limited

Economic and Social Areas

Competition X

Cultural Policy X

Regional Policy

Employment and social policy

Enterprise Policy

Equal opportunities

IR IR R

Industrial policy
Public health X

Solidarity and welfare X

Consumer policy X

Monetary policy X

Education, training and youth X

Environment X

Internal market X

Research and technology X

Trans-European networks and mobility X

Sectoral policy

Agriculture X
Fisheries X

Transportation X

Information and telecommunications X

Audiovisual policy X

Energy X

External policies

Common foreign and security policy X

Development policy X

Humanitarian aid X

Common trade policy X

Justice and home affairs

Asylum, external borders, immigration X

<

Judicial and police cooperation

Drugs X

Trade in human being

Source: Reprinted from Alesina and Spolaore (2003), ch. 12



To conclude, despite all the theoretical guidelines, it is possible to acknowledge that a system of
decentralization (multilevel government) is not only a form of organization to be implemented for
“economic efficiency”. In practise, (de)centralization of powers is the outcome of a quite complex
political and institutional process. This is the reason why we observe across the world a great
variety of federal or decentralized arrangements'’. So, European Union is another example of multi-
level government. Distinct economic and societal characteristics influence and inform the politics of
intergovernmental relations in each country and, obviously, these characteristics reflect citizens’
preference or, to put it differently, voters’ preferences. Therefore it is extremely interesting,
especially in the European contest, to assess more carefully and empirically which economic,
political and social factors may drive and reflect citizens’ preferences toward the assignment of
public responsibilities to different levels of governments.

For instance, the issue at stake may be to gain a more precise understanding of whether the
allocation of competences between the member states and the European Union, as introduced by the
Constitutional Treaty, accomplishes Europeans’ preferences. To be more specific, we know that
defence and foreign policy have not been reassigned exclusively to the European level, contrary to
every prescriptions of the theory. Therefore, we need to understand what European citizens think
about the allocation of these powers and, most important, we need to have a clearer picture about
determinants influencing these preferences. This is the task of our work which we investigate in

sections which follow.

3. Data and variable description

In this study we use data from various waves of Eurobarometer, which is a public opinion survey
conducted on behalf of the EU Commission two or more time a year; each survey consists in
approximately 1000 face-to-face interviews per UE Member State (except Germany: 2000,
Luxembourg: 600, United Kingdom 1300)'®. The universe of the surveys is citizens aged 15 and
over residing in EU15. In each Eurobarometer issue an identical set of question is asked to Member
States’ citizens, thus these questions are repeated over time. In addition to Standard Eurobarometer,
Special Eurobarometer issues are carried out quite often on specific issues'”.

The period we consider spans the years 1997-2003. More specifically, we have selected the
Eurobarometer surveys containing information regarding the desired allocation of competences by
European citizens. These surveys are numbers 43.1 (which refers to 1995), 48 (1997), 49 and 50
(1998), 51 and 52 (1999), 53 and 54.1 (2000), 56.2 (2001), 57.1 and 58.1 (2002), 59.1 and 60

"See Dafflon (2006) for more discussion.
8 Unfortunately, the respondents are not the same in the different surveys, so we could not perform panel analysis.



(2003). We built a single data set joining the 13 surveys; the result is a pooled cross-section data set
consisting of 209,469 observations.

In each of the selected surveys, for different policy areas EU citizens are asked whether they think
that the corresponding policy decisions should be taken by own country government or jointly
within the European Union. More precisely, the question in the survey is:

“Some people believe that certain areas of policy should be decided by the (NATIONAL)
government, while other areas of policy should be decided jointly within the European Union.
Which of the following areas of policy do you think should be decided by the (NATIONAL)
government, and which should be decided jointly within the European Union?”

We believe that this question gives a fairly good overview of how European citizens perceive the
European Union’s intervention in supplying policies and public goods or, stated differently, what
European citizens think about the allocation of powers between the EU and member States. In
interpreting this question, the exact meaning of “jointly” may be unclear. In our view, a respondent
choosing jointly shows a willingness to transfer such policy to the EU.

The policy areas over which the respondents are asked to express themselves changes from survey
to survey’’. We have focused on those areas present since the first survey (43.1) and on those
included subsequently (i.e., we have not considered areas present in one survey and removed
afterward). There are 16 areas present in all the 13 considered surveys, 18 areas present since
survey 50, 25 since survey 52, 26 since survey 56.2 and 27 since survey 57.1%",

The data set contains also demographic and other background information. Some of these are
present in all the 13 surveys, so we could perform econometric analysis on the whole joined sample.
The corresponding variables are country of residence, gender, age, family role (head of the
household or not), household income, marital status, education, occupation, political side, attitude
towards own country EU membership and judgement of the overall benefits own country has
received from being a member of the European Union. Other information are present only in
different subsets of the 13 surveys, so in order to exploit also these information we replicated
econometric analysis on different sub samples depending on the variables we wanted to consider.
These variables are: level of knowledge of the EU, its policies and its institutions, whether the
respondent sees himself/herself European in the future, life satisfaction, satisfaction with the way
democracy works in his/her country and in the EU, frequency of news learning by television, daily

papers and radio, religion, area of living, whether the respondent is proud to be of his/her own

' For instance, after the signature of the Constitutional Treaty by the Head of State and Government, a special
Eurobarometer issue (n.214) was commissioned by the European Commission and carried out in the 25 Member States
focusing on the levels of real knowledge of the draft Constitution.

2% Notice that in the work we will use policy area, policy issue, policy domains, policy responsibilities, competences and
functions in an interchangeable way.

?! See the Appendix for a detailed description of the policy areas.
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nationality and to be European, whether the respondent think that his/her country EU membership
brought personal advantages to him/her and the probability to vote in own country and in EU

elections.

4. Descriptive analysis: a survey of preferences of European citizens on EU activities from
1995 to 2003

In this section we present a first sketch of the preferences of European citizens regarding the
allocation of competences or policy areas between EU and member States. In the subsequent
analysis we follow Alesina et al. (2005), so that for each policy areas and country we compute the
(integer of the) balance of the answers to the question relative to the preferred allocation of
competences (PA) calculated in the following way: PA=[(EU-N)(1-DK/100)], where EU represents
the percentage of people stating that the corresponding area of policy should be decided jointly
within the European Union, N the percentage of people stating that the corresponding area of policy
should be decided by the national government, and DK the percentage of people who don’t know to
whom the competence should be assigned®. The larger the value of PA, the higher the (percent)
number of people that have expressed a preference for a jointly (or shared) responsibility, weighted
for the undecided. The values range from —100 to +100; a value of +100 (-100) means a unanimous
preference for shared (national) competence.

Compared to our work, Alesina et al. (2005) give a very static picture on preferences of European
citizens, as they consider only one Eurobarometer (Spring 2001 issue). In our work instead we
provide a very broad picture given that, as said, we consider 8 years (from 1995 to 2003), a larger
group of countries, and a larger set of policy areas.

To summarise some patterns which emerge, we report in this section only some graphs®. For each
policy domain, Graph 1 reports on the x-axis the mean value of PA by country and survey and on
the y-axis its standard deviation. Accordingly, if a certain policy domain lies in the first quadrant,
the majority of EU citizens in the period under analysis think the relative decisions should be taken
jointly within the EU, while a domain lying in the forth quadrant indicates that for the majority of
EU citizens the decisions should be taken by national governments. Moreover, the higher the value

on the y-axis, the greater is heterogeneity of preferences by country for the correspondent domain®*.

22 We follow Alesina et al. (2005) and multiply (EU-N) by (1-DK/100), so that “the balance receives a lower weight if
the share of uncertain respondents is large”.
* Tables with computation of PA for each survey and country are available from the Authors upon request.



Graph 1: Mean and standard deviation of preferences - Average 1995-2003 by country
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DEF= defence; REF= accepting refugees; IMM=immigration; CURR=currency; AGE=ageing; POL AS=political asylum; SOC WEL=health and
social welfare; JUV CR=juvenile crime prevention, URB CR=urban crime prevention, HUM=humanitarian aid; UN=unemployment;
ENV=environment; JUS=justice; CUL=culture; CR=crime; MED=media; FOR POL=foreign policy; POL=police; EDU=education;
AGR=agricolture; RES=research; POV=poverty; DR=drugs; REG=regional aid; INF=information EU; EXPL=fight against exploitation of human
beings; TERR=terrorism.

The first interesting thing to be noticed is that policy areas for which the values of PA are both very
high and very low are characterised also by low heterogeneity among countries (the standard
deviation is low), while domains with close-to-zero value of PA are also characterised by a high
value of the standard deviation. From the one side, this means that for some policy issues the
majority of countries are strongly in favour either of a jointly allocation (which means pro-EU) or
of an exclusively national competence. For example, this happens for terrorism (PA = 68 and
standard deviation = 9.5) or for education (PA = -33 and standard deviation = 17). On the other
side, the close-to-zero value of PA we observe for some policy issues stems from high
heterogeneity of preferences among countries. The most important case is defence, which has a
close-to-zero value of PA (around -7) while its standard deviation is quite high (33.3). Indeed, in the
case of defence, citizens’ attitudes ranges from strong favour for a national competence (Finland,
PA = -78) to preference for a joint assignment (The Netherlands, PA = +37).

Turning to average preferences for domains allocation, we can divide policy areas in three groups:

the first contains domains for which we observe a strong preference for national assignment (police,

health and social welfare, education, justice, culture, juvenile and urban crime prevention and basic

2% Since data reveal no substantial change by year, a high value of the standard deviation reflects mostly high preference
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rules for broadcasting and press). The second group refers to policy domains for which there is no
strong preference neither for national competence nor for a joint competence (PA close to zero);
these areas are defence, policies for accepting refugees, immigration, policies for tackling the
challenges of an ageing population, rules for political asylum, unemployment and agriculture. For
these areas in general we observe also a high value of the standard deviation. The third group
contains areas for which, on average, we observe a preference for centralization, that is a preference
for transferring the respective powers to Europe; these areas are environment, fight against poverty
and social exclusion, currency, regional aid, fight against trade in and exploitation of human beings,
research, fight against drugs, foreign policy, fight against organised crime, information about the
EU, its policies and institutions, cooperation and humanitarian aid and fight against international
terrorism.

So far, Graph 1 has shown a first broad picture of EU citizens’ preferences averaging PA values by
country and year. To detect more information on differences across countries for different policy
areas, we now turn our attention to values by country and policy domain. Results are reported in
Graph 2.

The first thing to be noticed is that there are countries which, independently of the policy area
considered, are always either in favour of a shared competence, either of a national competence. In
other words, there are countries strongly pro-European and countries more against Europe. The
former group includes Italy (which ranks among the 5 more Europeanist countries for 25 areas over
the 27 considered), Belgium, and Spain. The latter group includes Sweden (which ranks among the
last five Europeanist countries for 25 areas over the 27 considered), Finland, UK and, to a lesser
extent, Denmark. Turning the attention to the single policy areas, the picture which emerges is that
for some areas all member States strongly agree to allocate the relative competence to the European
level; this is the case for example of research, foreign policy, fight against drugs, regional policy,
fight against poverty and social exclusion, information about the EU, its policies and institutions,
environment (with exception of Finland and Sweden), currency (with exception of the non-euro
countries UK and Sweden), fight against terrorism and against trade in and exploitation of human
beings.

It seems therefore that such stated preferences by European citizens on the allocation of powers
between the European level and the national level follows to some extent the predictions of the
theory on fiscal federalism. Moreover, for many of these issues the preference for centralisation
may stem from EU citizens’ belief that coordination at EU level may help facing the rapid changes

brought about by the process of globalisation (Ahrens et al., 2004).

heterogeneity by country.
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Graph 2: Mean preferences — Average 1995-2003 by country
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Graph 2: Mean preferences — Average 1995-2003 by country (continued)
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Graph 2: Mean preferences — Average 1995-2003 by country (continued)
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On the other side, for some policy areas such as justice, police, health and social welfare (with
exception of Greece), media (with exception of Finland and Italy), cultural policy and education
(with exception of Italy), all member states strongly agree to allocate the relative competences to
the national level. A potential explanation for this result with regard to cultural policy, media and
education lies in the citizens’ will to defend own country national identity. Finally, there are some
policy areas where the outcome is not so clear-cut and we observe great heterogeneity among
countries. These are for example defence, immigration, accepting refugees and rules for political
asylum, fight against unemployment and agriculture.

To conclude, Graphs 1 and 2 depict interesting results pointing out a ranking of countries according
to their level of Europeanism, and a quite clear pattern of preferences relative to competence
allocation for specific policy domains. However, these are only descriptive and average results. The
next step is to investigate determinants and socio-economic factors driving European citizens’
preferences towards the assignment of competences between the EU and member States. This is the

aim of the next section.

5. Econometric analysis

Descriptive analysis provided in Section 4 suggests that some countries, independently of the policy
domain, are always in favour of a shared responsibility within the EU; this can be interpreted as a
preference toward the assignment of a function at the EU level (preference for centralization). On
the other hand, we have also observed other countries always preferring decentralisation or a
national competence. The aim of this section is to investigate whether there are other factors

(beyond country) explaining preferences for centralization and decentralization

5.1 Who is more pro-Europeanist?

First of all, we estimate a sort of “degree of Europeanism” of European citizens. In order to do so,
we build a variable stating the number of domains for which the respondent thinks the
corresponding policy decisions should be taken jointly within the European Union. Thus, the higher
the value of this variable, the higher the number of policy areas the respondent would like to
allocate to European institutions.

We regress this variable on a number of individual characteristics, including demographic
information and various indicators of the attitude towards EU. In order to exploit the whole sample,
we start estimating a model containing the variables present in all the surveys (model 1). Then, we
use different models (specifications) and replicate estimations on different sub samples in order to

analyse the impact of variables included only in some editions of the Eurobarometer survey. More
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specifically, when we add a certain regressor, we perform estimation using the survey containing
the maximum overall number of explanatory variables.

Moreover, we use 5 different dependent variables: the first is built considering the 16 policy
domains present since the first survey (we call it EU43.1), the second, called EU50, consider the
domains present since survey 50, and so on. The maximum number of considered domains is 27
(dependent variable EU57). In this case the largest sample (model 1) contains survey 57, 58, 59 and
60. Estimation is by OLS and results are in Tables 3-7; a negative coefficient indicates a negative
impact of the correspondent variable on the degree of “Europeanism”. Note that in the first
specification (with estimation based on the smallest set of independent variables but on the largest
sample) the year dummy are not statistically significant, pointing at no time effect on European
citizens’ preferences. Thus, our results suggest that the attitude towards competence allocation is
basically constant over the time span we considered (1995-2003) despite the several actions taken in
this period by EU.

Let us start from the models using EU43.1 as dependent variable (16 domains considered). In the
first specification, which is estimated on the whole sample (209,469 observations), almost all
explanatory variables are highly statistically significant. As emerged from descriptive analysis,
there are clear-cut country patterns in the level of Europeanism: bearing in mind that Italy is the
excluded category, the negative sign and the statistical significance of all country coefficients
indicate that, even after controlling for demographic and other individual characteristics, Italy is the
more pro-European country among EU15. Looking at the dimension of these coefficients, a ranking
among countries emerges: the less pro-European countries are those in Scandinavia (Finland and
Sweden), Denmark and Luxemburg; countries from Anglo-Saxon Europe (Ireland and UK), The
Netherlands and Austria follow next. The third group is made up of France and Germany, which
exhibit a higher degree of Europeanism, while the more pro-European countries are those from
Southern Europe (Portugal, Spain, Greece and Italy) and Belgium.

Looking at results stemming from different specifications (model 2 to model 5, with estimation
based on one single Eurobarometer survey), results by countries are generally confirmed; in some
specifications, the differences between Italy and Greece and between Italy and Spain are not
statistically significant. The same ranking is also generally maintained when the models are
estimated on the other dependent variables (EU50, EU52, EU56 and EUS57), that is those
considering larger sets of policy domains. Note that with the increase in the number of areas,
sample size decreases and refers progressively to more recent years. Interestingly, in most cases the
absolute values of the country coefficients increase with the number of domains used to build the
dependent variable (and, consequently, with time), pointing to an increasing distance of EU

countries from Italy in the degree of “Europeanism”.
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Table 3: Dependent variable EU43 (Europeanism on 16 domains)

Variable model 1°  model2®  model3*  model4’  model 5°
Country (ref. Italy)

France -1.255 H* S1L5 EEE 101 kR 5D kEx (7]
Belgium -1.017 ***  -1.09 ***  -0.05 -1.52 #F% 0 20.66
The Netherlands -2.049 % D4 Rk ] 06 *HE 248 **x ]3]
Germany -1.217 #¥F 165 FkE 158 FEkE O _].74 FE* -1
Luxemburg -3.267 *H* D68 Hwk DD wk -2.21 -3.01
Denmark <3476 *EE 4,04 *RE 347 ¥Rk 43D -3.16
Ireland -2.196 *** 3,08 *kEk D48 *¥*F 23] -1.51

UK -2.406 *H* 249 Hwk D74 wkk D 3D -1.6

Greece -0.222 ***  -0.14 -1.07 ***  -1.19 0.201

Spain -0.469 ***  -0.63 ***  -0.57 ***  0.004 -0.07

Portugal 21,024 #Hx 348 Hxk D50 wkk D (] -0.5

Finland -3.837 *** 4,01 *#E 382 ¥+ 389 -3.6

Sweden -3.35 -3.54 wkk DR *RE 412 -3.27

Austria -2.342 <295 wkE 197 k¥ D RT -2.16
female -0.225 -0.06 -0.16 ** -0.03 -0.08
age (ref. age > 64)

age 15-24 0.0992 0.061 0.647 *** 0.75 0.052

age 25-34 0.3027 -0.21 0.859 ***  0.572 0.193

age 35-44 0.0147 -0.07 0.733 ***  0.634 -0.12

age 45-54 0.2864 0.067 0.853 ***  0.491 0.129

age 55-64 0.2848 0.117 0.589 ***  0.243 0.179
household head -0.015 0.325 **%  (.228 ** 0.2 0.075
married/parnered 0.2378 0.09 0.047 -0.06 0.102
education (ref. stop education before/at 15)

stop education between 16 and 19 0.4334 0.192 **  0.283 ***  -0.24 0.272

stop education after 20 0.7002 0.404 *** 0.149 0.084 0.356 ***
labour market position (ref. high skilled white collars)

housekeeper -0.539 0.169 0.056 0.457 ***  -0.24

student -0.203 0.288 0.558 *#** -0.2 -0.23

unemployed -0.454 0.419 **  0.196 0.141 -0.04

retired -0.313 -0.4 ** 0.121 0.073 -0.06

farmer/fisherman -0.72 0.048 1.272 ***  0.583 -0.32

professional 0.136 0.134 0.128 -0.23 0.119

business proprietor -0.362 0.15 0.212 0.243 -0.23

low skill white-collar -0.295 0.164 0.237 * 0.019 -0.1

blue-collar -0.357 0.077 0.078 0.136 -0.04
political affiliation (ref. left)

political affiliation: right -0.784 -0.57 *EE 034 ¥k 049 *** 0,63

political affiliation: centre -0.201 -0.1 0.16 * -0.06 -0.15

political affiliation: dk -0.721 -0.64 *FE Q.55 *x 027 *** 027
attitude twd membership (ref. bad)

attitude twd membership: good 3.8466 2.85 *** 3336 *** 2351 2.696 ***

attitude twd membership: neutral 2.2164 1.628 *** 2,139 *** 1419 ***  ].654 ***

attitude twd membership: dk 0.5007 0.841 ***  1.579 ***  (.626 *** (0.439 ***
country benefited from EU (ref. no)

think own country benefited from EU: yes 1.1803 0.601 ***  0.649 *** (.589 *** (.672

think own country benefited from EU: dk -0.131 -0.14 0.021 0.061 -0.13
year (ref. year 2003)

year 1995 0.938

year 1997 0.2659

year 1998 0.4056

year 1999 -0.16

year 2000 -0.164

year 2001 0.2535

year 2002 -0.029
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Variable model2°  model3°  model4'  model 5
EU knowledge 0.107 *** 0.183 *** (0,107 *** (.083 ***
feel more (ref. European)
feel more: own nationality -0.67 *** 128 *kk (.83 #0778 ***
feel more: don't know S1.29 wwk D18 Ak (] ]2 RHE (0,68 HE*
life satisfaction (ref. low)
life satisfaction: high 0.006 0.779 *** 0.339 *
life satisfaction: medium-high -0.19 0.82 ***  (.516 ***
life satisfaction: medium-low -0.34 0.639 ***  (0.594 ***
life satisfaction: dk -1.27 *** -0.46 -0.28
democracy satisfaction (own country) (ref. low)
democracy satisfaction (own country): high -0.55 *** -0.41 **
democracy satisfaction (own country): medium-high -0.44 *** -0.35 ***
democracy satisfaction (own country): medium-low -0.24 * -0.22 *
democracy satisfaction (own country): dk -0.69 *** -1.21 **
democracy satisfaction (EU) (ref. low)
democracy satisfaction (EU): high 1.013 #%** 1.199 ***
democracy satisfaction (EU): medium-high 1.25 *#* 1.416 ***
democracy satisfaction (EU): medium-low 0.666 *** 0.796 ***
democracy satisfaction (EU): dk 0.49] #** 0.728 #**
tv frequency 0.14 0.15
newspaper frequency 0.074 0.098
radio frequency 0.053 0.273 ***
income (ref. forth quartile)
first income quartile -0.22 * -0.72 *** 039 HH* -0.6 ***
second income quartile -0.01 -0.12 -0.14 <031 ***
third income quartile -0.2 * -0.25 ** -0.14 -0.1
undeclared income -0.25 ** -0.62 ¥**  .0.42 *¥k (.59 Fk*
area of living (ref. rural)
area of living: large town 0.113 0.249 ***  -0.08 -0.03
area of living: small town 0.161 ** 0.273 *** (.17 ** -0.06
area of living: dk -0.54 0.038 0.509
proud to be of own nationality (ref. low)
proud to be of own nationality: high -1.48 *** =223 *¥x o _].84 ¥**
proud to be of own nationality: medium-high -1.08 *** -1.61 *** _1.66 ***
proud to be of own nationality: medium-low -0.89 *** -0.71 *** S1L1 HEE
proud to be of own nationality: dk -0.8 *** -1.48 *** -] 16 *¥**
proud to be European (ref. low)
proud to be European: high 2.36 *** 2.548 *** 2345 **x
proud to be European: medium-high 2.04 #¥* 2.027 *** 2131 ***
proud to be European: medium-low 1.399 *#* 1.062 ***  0.896 ***
proud to be European: dk 1.274 *** 1.14 ***  (0.849 ***
religion (ref. no religion)
cristian 0.029
other religion -0.29
personal advantage from membership (ref. low)
personal advantage from membership: high 1.395 ##**
personal advantage from membership: medium 0.91 ***
personal advantage from membership: dk 0.364 ***
probability to vote (national election) -0.02 -0.05 ***
probability to vote (European election) 0.127 ***  0.149 ***
Constant 7.227 *Ex 6889 REE 6,16 *EE 6.25] HkE
Number of obs 15939 16155 16012 16070
Prob>F 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
R-squared 0.243 0.223 0.299 0.300

legend: * p<.1; ** p<.05; *** p<.01

a: estimated on all surveys; b: estimated on survey 56; c: estimated on survey 50; d: estimated on survey 57; e: estimated on survey 60.




Table 4: Dependent variable EUS0 (Europeanism on 18 domains)

Variable model 1I°  model2®  model3*  model4’  model 5°
Country (ref. Italy)

France -1.367 FE* _1.64 *F*E o _105 RRE 63 R (.76 ***
Belgium -1.193 *x _1.2] **k 0,13 S1L72 kEE 20,77 A
The Netherlands <2371 *** 228 R ]DQ HxE D79 kEE ] 54 ok
Germany -1.308 #**  _].76 *** S1L7 HEE U186 *RE L ].05 HE
Luxemburg -3.694 FHx D96 Hwk D AR wk -2.43 -3.37 kk
Denmark 23,96 FE¥ 447 RkE 3R RRE 474 xxk 3 .6] FH*
Ireland -2.419 FEx 334 kwk D 60 wkEk D S| Rk ] 65 kxk
UK -2.586 FH* D65 kD3 wkk D 53 kkk ] 7 dak
Greece -0.273 ***  -0.19 -1.14 #R% 1133 Rk 0185
Spain -0.524 **% .69 *EE -0.57 ¥+ 0.012 -0.07
Portugal S1.2 wwk 305 ki D RO kkk D 34 Hkk ()63 *kE
Finland S4.218 FEE 434 Rk 41D *¥xE 416 *F* 3,07 Rk

Sweden -3.622 REE 378 k306 REE 430 Ak 353 ek

Austria S2.576 kHx 31 kD15 Rk 3[4 kkk ) 37
female -0.226 ***  -0.09 -0.17 * -0.04 -0.06
age (ref. age > 64)

age 15-24 0.1337 **  0.128 0.76 *** 0.864 ***  0.09

age 25-34 0.3833 ***  -0.16 0.964 ***  0.638 *** 0.266 *
age 35-44 0.055 -0.02 0.828 ***  (.718 *** -0.1

age 45-54 0.3499 *** 0.1 0.948 *** (.54 *** (.177

age 55-64 0.3636 *** 0.172 0.707 ***  0.279 * 0.246 *
household head -0.02 0.349 ***  0.25] ** 0.219 ** 0.076
married/parnered 0.282 ***  0.093 0.063 -0.04 0.128
education (ref. stop education before/at 15)

stop education between 16 and 19 0.5095 *** 0.187 * 0.342 *** Q.25 ** (328 ***

stop education after 20 0.7874 *** 0.426 *** 0.22] * 0.106 0.403 #**
labour market position (ref. high skilled white collars)

housekeeper -0.644 *** 0.201 0.016 0.5 ***  -0.31 *

student -0.186 ***  0.334 0.648 ***  -0.16 -0.22
unemployed -0.521 *** 0484 **  (.152 0.203 -0.06
retired -0.348 *** .0.44 ** 0.064 0.052 -0.07
farmer/fisherman -0.777 *** 0.12 1.419 ***  0.615 -0.33
professional 0.0929 0.103 0.118 -0.32 0.084
business proprietor -0.413 ***  0.142 0.267 0.354 * -0.26

low skill white-collar -0.296 ***  0.206 0.285 * 0.061 -0.08
blue-collar -0.392 *** 0.059 0.075 0.166 -0.04
political affiliation (ref. left)

political affiliation: right -0.876 ***  -0.65 **k 039 *** (.55 F** -0.7 ok
political affiliation: centre -0.179 ***  -0.08 0.184 ** -0.08 -0.13
political affiliation: dk -0.808 *** (0. 74 **k 063 *¥** 03] F**x (.20 FH*
attitude twd membership (ref. bad)

attitude twd membership: good 42072 #¥k 3081 *kEk 3726 REk D73 kxk D Q9R Hkk

attitude twd membership: neutral 24735 *¥¥* 1,922 *** 2.38 *¥** 1605 *** 1.83 #**

attitude twd membership: dk 0.5002 *** 0.968 *** 1.688 *** (.677 *** 0.44 **
country benefited from EU (ref. no)

think own country benefited from EU: yes 1.3117 ***  0.646 ***  0.706 *** 0.616 *** 0.746 ***

think own country benefited from EU: dk -0.189 *** -0.2 * 0.004 0.023 -0.18
year (ref. year 2003)

year 1998 0.4615

year 1999 -0.143

year 2000 -0.125

year 2001 0.3404

year 2002 0.0189

EU knowledge 0.12 **% (.195 ***  (.126 ***
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Variable model 1* model2°  model3°  model4'  model 5
feel more (ref. European)
feel more: own nationality -0.68 *** -1.4 *xk (.88 ***
feel more: don't know S1.44 wrk D40 Rk ] D4 ok
life satisfaction (ref. low)
life satisfaction: high 0.023 0.939 #**
life satisfaction: medium-high -0.21 0.966 ***
life satisfaction: medium-low -0.39 0.75] ***
life satisfaction: dk -1.42 w* -0.5
democracy satisfaction (own country) (ref. low)
democracy satisfaction (own country): high -0.61 ***
democracy satisfaction (own country): medium-high -0.46 ***
democracy satisfaction (own country): medium-low -0.24
democracy satisfaction (own country): dk -0.84 ***
democracy satisfaction (EU) (ref. low)
democracy satisfaction (EU): high 1.049 ***
democracy satisfaction (EU): medium-high 1.357 #**
democracy satisfaction (EU): medium-low 0.744 ***
democracy satisfaction (EU): dk 0.535 #**
tv frequency 0.176 0.193 *
newspaper frequency 0.075 0.103
radio frequency 0.08 0.335 ***
income (ref. forth quartile)
first income quartile -0.34 ** -0.81 *** .47 *x*
second income quartile -0.07 -0.15 -0.2
third income quartile -0.25 * -0.25 ** -0.16
undeclared income -0.33 **k (7] *EE 048 FH*
area of living (ref. rural)
area of living: large town 0.098 0.267 ***  -0.09
area of living: small town 0.158 * 0.329 ***  -0.18 *
area of living: dk -0.77 0.076
proud to be of own nationality (ref. low)
proud to be of own nationality: high -1.61 *** -2.46 ***
proud to be of own nationality: medium-high -1.21 *** -1.78 ***
proud to be of own nationality: medium-low -] ek -0.8 ***
proud to be of own nationality: dk -0.94 *** -1.65 ***
proud to be European (ref. low)
proud to be European: high 2.615 *** 2.806 ***
proud to be European: medium-high 2.203 *** 2.283 H**
proud to be European: medium-low 1.583 ok 1.253 ***
proud to be European: dk 1.49 #** 1.291 *#*=
religion (ref. no religion)
cristian 0.04
other religion -0.37 *
personal advantage from membership (ref. low)
personal advantage from membership: high 1.535 ***
personal advantage from membership: medium 1.074 ***
personal advantage from membership: dk 0.419 ***
probability to vote (national election) -0.01
probability to vote (European election) 0.14] #**
Constant 7.7928 **k 273 Hkk 7043wk 6,02] ¥k
Number of obs 160952 15939 16155 16012 16070
Prob>F 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
R-squared 0.245 0.242 0.222 0.297 0.297

legend: * p<.1; ** p<.05; *** p<.01

a: estimated on all surveys after 49; b: estimated on survey 56; c: estimated on survey 50; d: estimated on survey 57; e: estimated on survey

60.




Table 5: Dependent variable EUS2 (Europeanism on 25 domains)

Variable model 1* model 2° model 4° model 5°
Country (ref. Italy)

France -1.881 *k D ]37 kEx D D36 Ak _],027 HE*
Belgium -1.889 **k L1713 kEx D 585 *kk 1304 Rk
The Netherlands S3.217 ¥k 3476 *Ex - L3.95] kR LD (62 *E*
Germany -1.723 ®*k D277 REx D 388 *kE _].365 *E*
Luxemburg -4.932 **%k 4,005 *** 3187 ** -4.526 ***
Denmark -5.438 *¥*k 6152 *¥*  _6.4]8 *E* 4 QT wH*
Ireland -3.391 *¥** 4518 **k 3523 Rk D3]] Rk
UK -3.862 ¥k 375] REE 3,607 *wk D588 kA
Greece 0.1121 0.1144 -1.313 #%%0.7682 **
Spain -0.651 ***  -0.649 *** 0.4115 **  0.0053
Portugal -1.236 *** S5.01 %k D881 ¥k .0.423
Finland -5.526 *** 5525 *E* 5368 ¥k 5116 *E*

Sweden -4.808 *** 4,093 *** -5.78 F*k 4,623 *H*
Austria -3.247 *¥* 3,020 *kk 3 BEY HEE D 94] whkk
female -0.311 ***  -0.101 0.0045 -0.081
age (ref. age > 64)

age 15-24 0.2814 *** 0.0303 1.3226 ***  0.2181

age 25-34 0.5104 ***  .0.353 0.8929 *** 0.3515 *

age 35-44 0.0277 -0.175 1.0121 ***  -0.179

age 45-54 0.4281 ***  -0.061 0.6638 *** 0.1917

age 55-64 0.5068 ***  0.1249 0.3994 **  0.3468 *
household head -0.042 0.4146 *** 03095 **  0.0909
married/parnered 0.3017 *** 0.0825 -0.029 0.0941
education (ref. stop education before/at 15)

stop education between 16 and 19 0.6783 *** 0.2424 * -0.433 ***  (.4299 ***

stop education after 20 1.0654 ***  0.6507 ***  0.1269 0.5357 ***
labour market position (ref. high skilled white collars)

housekeeper -0.781 *** 0.2551 0.6139 *** -0.33

student -0.404 ***  0.5316 * -0.378 -0.473
unemployed -0.726 ***  0.693 **  0.1964 -0.112
retired -0.448 *** 0,579 **  -0.012 -0.075

farmer/fisherman -1.134 *** - 0.2847 0.9686 * -0.554
professional 0.4256 ***  0.3325 -0.493 0.4016
business proprietor -0.602 ***  0.2198 0.3554 -0.407 *

low skill white-collar -0.413 *** 0.2949 0.0632 -0.123
blue-collar -0.498 *** 0.2006 0.1673 -0.017
political affiliation (ref. left)

political affiliation: right -1.206 ***  -0.896 ***  -0.715 ***  -0.959 ***
political affiliation: centre -0.222 *** - 0.124 -0.02 -0.139
political affiliation: dk -1.07 ***  -0.926 ***  -0.348 ** -0.363 **
attitude twd membership (ref. bad)

attitude twd membership: good 5.5393 *** 43056 *** 33997 ¥k 37803 *k*

attitude twd membership: neutral 3.173 *** 25261 ***  2.0352 *¥¥* 23167 ***

attitude twd membership: dk 0.6517 *** 12847 *** (.7906 *** 0.5829 **
country benefited from EU (ref. no)

think own country benefited from EU: yes 1.7842 **%  (0.8263 *** (.7573 *** 1.0114 ***

think own country benefited from EU: dk -0.187 *** -0.2 0.1096 -0.17
year (ref. year 2003)

year 1999 0.1232

year 2000 -0.084

year 2001 0.5675

year 2002 0.0521

EU knowledge 0.1601 ***  0.1695 ***  (0.1341 ***
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Variable model 1° model 2° model 4° model 5
feel more (ref. European)
feel more: own nationality -0.89 *** 1,402 ***  -].346 *F*
feel more: don't know -1.883 *k* 1848 *** -1.02] *+*
life satisfaction (ref. low)
life satisfaction: high -0.032 1.3205 ***  0.5711 **
life satisfaction: medium-high -0.239 1.3981 ***  (.8511 ***
life satisfaction: medium-low -0.465 1.1742 *** 1.0022 ***
life satisfaction: dk -1.9 *#** - .0.679 -0.641
democracy satisfaction (own country) (ref. low)
democracy satisfaction (own country): high -0.93 ** -0.82 ik
democracy satisfaction (own country): medium-high -0.812 *** -0.555 ***
democracy satisfaction (own country): medium-low -0.501 ** -0.32 *
democracy satisfaction (own country): dk -1.473 Hk* -1.913 ***
democracy satisfaction (EU) (ref. low)
democracy satisfaction (EU): high 1.4465 *** 1.884 ok
democracy satisfaction (EU): medium-high 1.8402 k% 2.2253 dokk
democracy satisfaction (EU): medium-low 1.0371 #** 1.2729 #**
democracy satisfaction (EU): dk 0.7656 *** 1.1506 **%*
tv frequency 0.2762
newspaper frequency 0.0445
radio frequency 0.1486
income (ref. forth quartile)
first income quartile -0.474 ** -0.546 ***  -(.828 ***
second income quartile -0.082 -0.294 -0.43 **
third income quartile -0.337 * -0.159 -0.062
undeclared income -0.53 *** - _0.659 ***  -0.832 FH*
area of living (ref. rural)
area of living: large town 0.1464 -0.209 -0.088
area of living: small town 0.2446 * -0.287 ** -0.135
area of living: dk -0.767 -0.216 0.7409
proud to be of own nationality (ref. low)
proud to be of own nationality: high -2.317 -3.20 *kk D 628 ***
proud to be of own nationality: medium-high -1.825 ik D D79 HAE D 334 dokk
proud to be of own nationality: medium-low -1.481 *k* 1,054 *¥* _].548 *k*
proud to be of own nationality: dk -1.31 *kF D216 *** o -]77S5 *FE*
proud to be European (ref. low)
proud to be European: high 3.5923 *** 38895 *k* 35456 ***
proud to be European: medium-high 3.0992 *** 29786 *** 31506 ***
proud to be European: medium-low 2.0659 *** 1.6322 ***  ].3]145 ***
proud to be European: dk 2.0054 H** 1.807 *#%  1.3203 ***
personal advantage from membership (ref. low)
personal advantage from membership: high 2.0782 ***
personal advantage from membership: medium 1.347 ***
personal advantage from membership: dk 0.4512 **
probability to vote (national election) -0.03 -0.069 ***
probability to vote (European election) 0.2002 ***  (.2329 ***
Constant 10.676 ***  11.568 *** 0.6149 ***  0.6422 ***
Number of obs 128618 15939 16012 16070
Prob>F 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
R-squared 0.240 0.232 0.294 0.294

legend: * p<.1; ** p<.05; *** p<.01

a: estimated on all surveys after 51; b: estimated on survey 56; c: estimated on survey 57; d: estimated on survey 60.




Table 6: Dependent variable EU56 (Europeanism on 26 domains)

Variable model 1° model 2° model 4° model 5
Country (ref. Italy)

France -1.878 #Ex D162 *EE 2309 *rE (0.994 H*
Belgium -1.886 *Ek* _] 713 wkE D 5] Hwk ] 279
The Netherlands -3.208 *HkE 3554 kkE 4,001 *HF 2,026 F**
Germany =17 FEE D318 FEE -2.42 FEEk ]33] FEE
Luxemburg -5.04 *EE 4,062 *rk -3.26 ** -4.608 ***
Denmark -5.495 *#*x 16228 *¥* 6523 *¥** 4028 ¥k
Ireland -3.482 #EE 4,609 *HE 3,504 *wk D368 Kk

UK 23,94 wkx 3805 *RE 3742 Hkk D 634
Greece 0.0348 0.0727 -1.407 ***  0.7087 **

Spain -0.664 **#*  -0.701 *** 0.3752 * 0.0064
Portugal -1.326 #k¥ 5253 wkk 3015 ¥k 0.494
Finland -5.552 #HkE L5579 Rk 5434 kHx 5137 kxx

Sweden -4.813 #5003 *HE* 5842 *E* 4636 FH*

Austria -3.357 #¥k L3987 kEk 3050 k3 (42 Hkk
female -0.324 ***  .0.104 -1E-03 -0.092
age (ref. age > 64)

age 15-24 0.2795 ** -0.008 1.3506 *** 0.2163

age 25-34 0.5216 ***  -0.397 * 0.9215 ***  0.3609 *

age 35-44 0.0287 -0.206 1.0643 ***  -0.185

age 45-54 0.4364 ***  -0.082 0.711 *** 0.1959

age 55-64 0.5245 *** 0.1295 0.4229 ** 0.3607 *
household head -0.049 0.4291 ***  0.3073 ** 0.0922
married/parnered 0.3256 ***  0.0838 -0.044 0.1068
education (ref. stop education before/at 15)

stop education between 16 and 19 0.72 *** 0.2636 * -0.414 ***  0.464 ***

stop education after 20 1.1253 *#%  0.6732 ***  0.1511 0.5778 ***
labour market position (ref. high skilled white collars)

housekeeper -0.83 *** 0.2501 0.6355 ***  -0.359

student -0.355 **  0.5989 * -0.344 -0.421

unemployed -0.752 **#* 0.6911 **  0.1861 -0.106

retired -0.461 ***  -0.603 ** -0.013 -0.071

farmer/fisherman -1.163 *** (.2954 0.9912 * -0.567

professional 0.458 ** 0.3133 -0.541 0.4339

business proprietor -0.605 ***  0.2316 0.3584 -0.403

low skill white-collar -0.408 ***  0.3069 0.0655 -0.108

blue-collar -0.509 *** 0.2158 0.1771 -0.01
political affiliation (ref. left)

political affiliation: right -1.24 #0918 #0713 #H* (0,984 ***

political affiliation: centre -0.219 ***  -0.111 -0.017 -0.135

political affiliation: dk -1.127 *#% 0964 ***  -0.355 ** -0.391 **
attitude twd membership (ref. bad)

attitude twd membership: good 5.723 ¥¥¥ 44725 *kk 35355 **k* 3 QY| *x*

attitude twd membership: neutral 3.3042 **k 26473 *¥k 21343 kEx D452 wk*

attitude twd membership: dk 0.6431 *** 120986 *** (0.7862 *** (.5725 **
country benefited from EU (ref. no)

think own country benefited from EU: yes 1.8315 ***  0.8405 *** (.7724 *** 10357 ***

think own country benefited from EU: dk -0.199 *** -0.22 0.0956 -0.181
year (ref. year 2003)

year 2001 0.571

year 2002 0.0436

EU knowledge 0.1686 *** 0.1767 *** (.1362 ***
feel more (ref. European)

feel more: own nationality -0.887 *** S1.41 REE 11347

feel more: don't know -1.974 #*% 1911 *** 1,074 ***
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Variable model 1 model 2° model 4° model 5
life satisfaction (ref. low)
life satisfaction: high -0.003 1.4176 ***  (0.6493 **
life satisfaction: medium-high -0.224 1.502 #*%  (0.9276 ***
life satisfaction: medium-low -0.47 1.2485 ***  1.0684 ***
life satisfaction: dk -1.992 **#* - .0.757 -0.651
democracy satisfaction (own country) (ref. low)
democracy satisfaction (own country): high -0.94] Hk* -0.834 kk
democracy satisfaction (own country): medium-high -0.798 *** -0.576 ***
democracy satisfaction (own country): medium-low -0.488 ** -0.323 *
democracy satisfaction (own country): dk -1.563 #k* -2.099 Hk*
democracy satisfaction (EU) (ref. low)
democracy satisfaction (EU): high 1.4477 Ak 1.9395 ok
democracy satisfaction (EU): medium-high 1.8721 *** 2.3398 ***
democracy satisfaction (EU): medium-low 1.0571 Ak 1.347 Aok
democracy satisfaction (EU): dk 0.7998 *** 1.25
tv frequency 0.3185 *
newspaper frequency 0.0357
radio frequency 0.1485
income (ref. forth quartile)
first income quartile -0.521 ** -0.597 #Hkk - _(.878 ***
second income quartile -0.106 -0.341 * -0.445 **
third income quartile -0.353 * -0.177 -0.071
undeclared income -0.566 ***  -0.699 *** -0.86 ***
area of living (ref. rural)
area of living: large town 0.1374 -0.188 -0.079
area of living: small town 0.2346 * -0.292 ** -0.146
area of living: dk -0.896 -0.206 0.7007
proud to be of own nationality (ref. low)
proud to be of own nationality: high -2.392 kk -3.38 wkk D 72D Hxx
proud to be of own nationality: medium-high -1.883 *k D337 ¥xx D44 Fk*
proud to be of own nationality: medium-low -1.539 k1073 *** 576 Fk*
proud to be of own nationality: dk -1.355 *kEk 227D kxx ] 82D Ak
proud to be European (ref. low)
proud to be European: high 3.7052 *** 40785 *** 36779 ***
proud to be European: medium-high 3.2179 *** 31759 #k* 32069 ***
proud to be European: medium-low 2.1728 #¥* 1793 *** 1.41
proud to be European: dk 2.1021 ##%  1.9604 ***  ].3756 ***
personal advantage from membership (ref. low)
personal advantage from membership: high 2.095]1 ***
personal advantage from membership: medium 1.3907 ***
personal advantage from membership: dk 0.4524 **
probability to vote (national election) -0.021 -0.066 ***
probability to vote (European election) 0.201 ***  (.2354 *k*
Constant 11.367 *** 12212 *** 10.084 *** 10.166 ***
Number of obs 80402 15939 16012 16070
Prob>F 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
R-squared 0.240 0.233 0.295 0.294

legend: * p<.1; ** p<.05; *** p<.01

a: estimated on all surveys after 54; b: estimated on survey 56; c: estimated on survey 57; d: estimated on survey 60.




Table 7: Dependent variable EUS7 (Europeanism on 27 domains)

Variable model 1° model 4° model 5°
Country (ref. Italy)

France -1.982 #Ex D3R5 wkk ] (7] ***

Belgium -2.016 *k¥ D777 wkk ] 385 wkk

The Netherlands -3.584 Rk _430) kD 354 ek

Germany -1.876 *** 2536 *E* _]49] **

Luxemburg -5.284 wkx 3426 ** -4.834 kx

Denmark -5.928 *** -6.96 ¥k _534] Hk*

Ireland S3.61 R 3,649 *RE D 464 Hxk

UK -4.118 *H¥ 3.85] wkk D756 Hwk

Greece 0.0289 -1.356 *** 0.7149 **

Spain -0.732 % (0.4588 ** -0.037

Portugal -1.382 #kx 3,082 **E -0.528

Finland -5.024 #kEk L5724 -5.49 H*x

Sweden S5.17 FEE 16,163 #4082 ik

Austria -3.461 **x _4.006 *E* 23136 *kE
female -0.341 *** 0.0007 -0.1
age (ref. age > 64)

age 15-24 0.2563 * 1.4555 ***  (.1888

age 25-34 0.5308 *** 1.0003 *** 0.3624

age 35-44 0.0283 1.1453 ***  -0.193

age 45-54 0.4607 *** 0786 *** 0.2117

age 55-64 0.5578 ***  0.4683 ** 0.3887 **
household head -0.052 0.3408 **  0.0829
married/parnered 0.3306 ***  -0.054 0.1093
education (ref. stop education before/at 15)

stop education between 16 and 19 0.7447 *** 0412 ***  0.4801 ***

stop education after 20 1.1638 *** 0.1746 0.6017 ***
labour market position (ref. high skilled white collars)

housekeeper -0.863 ***  0.6437 ** -0.388

student -0.383 ** -0.336 -0.453
unemployed -0.792 ***  (.1888 -0.138
retired -0.498 *** 0.023 -0.102
farmer/fisherman -1.184 *** 10171 * -0.569
professional 0.4867 ** -0.603 0.4673
business proprietor -0.615 ***  (.3842 -0.404

low skill white-collar -0.419 ***  0.088 -0.112
blue-collar -0.51 *** 0.1914 0.0012
political affiliation (ref. left)

political affiliation: right S1.31 REE 20732 *Rk ] 045 Hx*
political affiliation: centre -0.222 ***  -0.011 -0.134
political affiliation: dk -1.169 ***  -0.344 ** -0.405 **
attitude twd membership (ref. bad)

attitude twd membership: good 5.9139 *** 36819 *** 4,022 ***
attitude twd membership: neutral 3.4129 *** 22194 *** D 4R73 Hkk
attitude twd membership: dk 0.6757 ***  0.8461 *** 0.6092 **
country benefited from EU (ref. no)

think own country benefited from EU: yes 1.9044 ***  (0.8016 *** 1.0778 ***
think own country benefited from EU: dk -0.209 **  0.0961 -0.187
year (ref. year 2003)

year 2002 0.0661
EU knowledge 0.1843 ***  (0.1413 ***
feel more (ref. European)

feel more: own nationality -1.463 ***  ].383 ***
feel more: don't know -1.038 *** 2112 RE*

21

Variable model 1 model 4° model 5°
life satisfaction (ref. low)
life satisfaction: high 1.461 ***  (.6344 **
life satisfaction: medium-high 1.5721 *%%  (.9319 ***
life satisfaction: medium-low 1.3054 ***  1.0952 ***
life satisfaction: dk -0.768 -0.669
democracy satisfaction (own country) (ref. low)
democracy satisfaction (own country): high -0.842 Hkk
democracy satisfaction (own country): medium-high -0.595 Hk*
democracy satisfaction (own country): medium-low -0.317
democracy satisfaction (own country): dk -2.154 okk
democracy satisfaction (EU) (ref. low)
democracy satisfaction (EU): high 2.002 ***
democracy satisfaction (EU): medium-high 2.3859 ***
democracy satisfaction (EU): medium-low 1.3202 ok
democracy satisfaction (EU): dk 1.2175 %
tv frequency
newspaper frequency
radio frequency
income (ref. forth quartile)
first income quartile -0.627 ik _0.871 ***
second income quartile -0.336 * -0.444 **
third income quartile -0.176 -0.061
undeclared income -0.717 ***%  -0.896 ***
area of living (ref. rural)
area of living: large town -0.18 -0.067
area of living: small town -0.298 ** -0.15
area of living: dk -0.304 0.7658
proud to be of own nationality (ref. low)
proud to be of own nationality: high -3.516 *#*k 2816 ***
proud to be of own nationality: medium-high -2.434 #5090 ¥k
proud to be of own nationality: medium-low S1.139 ik _].653 *kk
proud to be of own nationality: dk -2.375 *kEk - _1.925 ¥k
proud to be European (ref. low)
proud to be European: high 4.244]1 k% 3804 ik
proud to be European: medium-high 3.3264 ***  3.432] ok
proud to be European: medium-low 1.8964 ***  1.4678 ***
proud to be European: dk 2.0379 #H%  ].4548 *kk
personal advantage from membership (ref. low)
personal advantage from membership: high 2.1595 #**
personal advantage from membership: medium 1.4312 ok
personal advantage from membership: dk 0.453 **
probability to vote (national election) -0.02 -0.072 ***
probability to vote (European election) 0.2085 ***  (.2465 ***
Constant 11.849 *** 10.318 *** 10.654 ***
Number of obs 64463 16012 16070
Prob>F 0.000 0.000 0.000
R-squared 0.239 0.296 0.293

legend: * p<.1; ** p<.05; *** p<.01
a: estimated on all surveys after 57; b: estimated on survey 57; c: estimated on survey 60.




In particular, Belgium results less pro-European than France, Germany and Portugal in models with
EUS2, EU56 and EU57 as dependent variables, Spain, Greece and Italy confirm in all models and
with all considered dependent variables as the more pro-EU countries.

One potential explanation may be the weakness of national government institutions in these
countries. This hypothesis is supported by graph 3, where we have depicted country coefficients as
emerged from estimation of Europeanism equation on 2003 data (survey 60) using UE43 as
dependent variable (however, results are similar using the other dependent variables) and the
average value of the 2003 governance indicators provided by the World Bank'. A clear negative
relationship can be noticed; hence, citizens seem to prefer EU competence when they do not trust

much their own country institutions.

Graph 3: Europeanism and mean governance indicator
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When using EU43 as dependent variable, in model 1 female citizens appear less Europeanist than
men, although when controlling for a wider range of variables the female coefficient is negative but
no more statistically significant. This is true also when considering the other four dependent
variables. As for the impact of age, no clear trend emerges, although, recalling that the excluded
category is older than 65 citizens, the positive and significant coefficient of the other age ranges
dummy variables in almost all models and with almost all dependent variables suggests that older

citizens tend to be less Europeanist than younger ones. Notice also that when controlling for the
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level of democracy satisfaction in own country and in Europe the age coefficients are no more
statistically significant.

Married/partnered individuals seem to be more pro-European on the basis of results based on model
1 estimation (whatever the dependent variable), but this results is not robust to the change in the
equation specification, as the coefficient is no more significant in the less parsimonious models.
Interestingly, as the education level grows, so does the Europeanism degree: citizens who stopped
full time education between 15 and 19 years old want to delegate a larger number of policy issue to
Europe with respect to citizens who stopped full time education earlier than 15 years old, and
citizens who finished studying after 20 years old are the most pro-European among UE citizens®.
Considering individuals’ labour market position, in model 1 (the most parsimonious) high-skilled
white collars (the excluded category) result more pro-European than all other UE citizens (with
exception of self employed professionals) whatever the dependent variable; nonetheless, when
controlling for wider sets of variables, no more labour market position effect emerges from
estimation.

A quite interesting and robust result regards the link between political membership and the degree
of Europeanism: independently of the model and of the dependent variable considered, left-side
citizens are more in favour of allocation of competences to Europe than both right-side citizens and
citizens who don’t have a political position. The negative sign of the centre-membership dummy
variable coefficient points to a smaller degree of Europeanism of centre citizens with respect to left-
side citizens; however, the coefficient is practically always non significant.

With regard to the impact of income, being the excluded category the highest income quartile,
estimation results suggest a positive relation between household income and Europeanism.
However, these results are not particularly reliable as around one third of the respondents do not
declare his/her own household income?’.

Turning to the association between Europeanism and attitude towards EU, the results are in line
with expectations. We measure attitude towards UE trough a number of different variables. The first
variable relates to whether the respondent thinks his/her country’s membership is good, bad, neither
good nor bad or don’t know. As expected, citizens who think that membership is good are more in

favour of delegation of competencies to EU than citizens who think membership is neither good nor

! Kaufmann et al. (2005). The six indicators are: voice and accountability, political stability/no violence, government
effectiveness, regulatory quality, rule of law and control of corruption.

2 Only in model 4 (estimated on Eurobarometer 57), which controls for personal advantages the respondent thinks has
received from his/her country EU membership, this is not confirmed. Indeed, we have verified that there is a positive
correlation between this latter variable and education, thus its inclusion takes away statistical significance to the
education variables.

? Since dropping observations with missing values on income would have caused a sample reduction of around one
third, we have preferred to keep these observations and to build a dummy variable in order to distinguish them from
observations without missing values on income.
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bad who, in turn, are more in favour of EU competence than citizens who think own country’s
membership is bad. Citizens who are not able to express an opinion with regard to this issue are
more pro-European than those who think membership is bad. Unsurprisingly, individuals who think
that, taking everything into consideration, their country has on balance benefited from membership
want to delegate a larger number of policy domains to EU. The same is true for citizens who feel
more European than of their own nationality. In models 2, 4 and 5 there are two groups of variables
describing how UE citizens are proud to be of their own nationality and to be European. As
expected, with the increase in the degree of the pride to be European, also the preference for EU
involvement raises. On the contrary, results show a negative relation between the pride to be of own
nationality and Europeanism. Finally, if the respondent thinks he/she has received personal
advantages from his/her country’s EU membership, his/her preference for EU competence
increases.

Another group of variables proxies the degree of information and of public spirit of UE citizens.
The first relates to how much the respondent thinks he/she is informed about EU, its policies and its
institutions (on a 1-10 scale). Interestingly, in all models and specifications a positive relation
between this variable and the number of policy domains that citizens want to delegate to EU
emerges; the other variables refer to the frequency by which the respondents watch the news on
television, read the news in daily papers and listen to the news on the radio. The positive
coefficients’ signs point to a positive effect of these variables on Europeanism, but only in model 3
we find statistical significance. Finally, two variables measure the probability to vote (on a 1-10
scale) in national and UE elections, which can be taken as measures of public spirit. Despite the
positive correlation between these two variables (Pearson correlation coefficient equal to 0.72),
their impact on the degree of Europeanism is opposite: a positive and significant coefficient of the
variable measuring the probability to vote in EU elections suggests that this variable is positively
correlated with the number of policy domains that citizens would like to assign to Europe, while the
negative sign of the coefficient of the variable measuring the probability to vote in national
elections point to a negative impact of this variable on Europeanism®.

Finally, turning to other personal controls, results from the less parsimonious models 4 and 5 show
that, with respect to people that are not at all satisfied with the life they lead, other UE citizens
result more pro-Europeanist. Estimation results do not point out any clear pattern with regard to the
influence of the type of area of living (depending on the model and on the adopted specification
coefficients change in size, sign, and statistical significance). Finally, religious affiliation is not

related to preferences for competences’ assignment.
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5.2 Only Europeanism or awareness? What drives preferences for allocation of competences?
In the previous section we have considered factors determining a generic degree of Europeanism or
preference for centralisation. As a second step of our econometric analysis, we select a certain
number of the policy domains previously considered and, for each of them, we try to investigate
which individual characteristics make European citizens more prone to prefer centralisation of
competences. In other words, given that we consider separately public goods or policy domains, we
intend to gain more insights on specific individual characteristics which may explain heterogeneity
of preferences for competence allocation for single policy areas. To this aim, we estimate different
probit models, one for each policy domain, using as dependent variables the 0/1 dichotomous
variables taking value 1 for citizens stating that their preferred allocation of competence is to EU
and 0 otherwise.

The domains we consider are defence, foreign policy, environment, poverty and social exclusion,
agriculture, research, unemployment, regional aid, education, immigration and terrorism. We
estimate the probit models on survey 56.2 (which refers to 2001) since it contains the largest
number of explanatory variables whose effect we are interested to study. In addition, taking into
account estimation results described in the previous section, we include the dependent variable of
the previous estimates among the regressors computed excluding the domain under study. This
variable is a measure of the level of Europeanism of citizens, since it measures the number of
domains the individuals want to delegate to EU. Thus, the higher the value of this variable, the
higher the preference for centralisation.

The reason for introducing this variable is that some people may be wishing to allocate competence
to Europe or to their country not for an economic (efficiency) reason, but because they are in
general in favour or contrary to Europe. Indeed, in the previous section we have verified that some
personal characteristics are related to the number of domains European citizens want to delegate to
EU. Thus, we want to evaluate the factors driving people’s preferences after controlling for their
degree of Europeanism. Estimation results are shown in Table 8.

The first thing to be noticed is that, as expected, the higher the level of Europeanism, the higher the
probability of preference for centralisation, whatever the considered domain. However, even after
controlling for this variable, depending on the area considered there are other personal
characteristics that influence preference for centralisation in a statistically significant way.

In the last section we identified a ranking among countries according to their level of Europeanism.
Nonetheless, considering preference for allocation separately for policy domain, some important

distinction should be made.

* This is the result from model 4; however, in model 5 this variable is no more statistically significant.
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Table 8: Preference for centralisation by issue

/social
Variable defense  foreign policy  environment pover;y s.ocza agricolture research unemployment  regional aid education  immigration  terrorism
exclusion

France -0.065 *** 0.008 0.072 *** 0.014 0.070 *** 0.017 -0.062 *** -0.024 ** -0.070 *** -0.050 *** 0.036 ***
Belgium 0.021 0.052 *** 0.006 -0.032 * 0.171 *** 0.000 -0.092 *** 0.130 *** -0.163 *** -0.020 0.049 ***
The Netherlands 0.050 *** 0.006 0.080 *** -0.099 *** 0.105 *** -0.053 *** -0.161 *** 0.067 *** -0.136 *** 0.014 0.022 *
Germany 0.008 0.039 *** 0.101 *** 0.042 *** 0.149 *** -0.106 *** -0.036 *** 0.107 *** -0.072 *** -0.177 *** 0.025 ***
Luxemburg 0.020 0.069 0.042 -0.015 0.069 0.120 -0.160 * 0.134 -0.139 -0.145 0.059
Denmark -0.019 -0.027 0.058 ** 0.073 *** 0.213 *** 0.045 * -0.098 *** 0.216 *** -0.025 -0.148 *** 0.099 ***
Ireland -0.201 *** -0.025 -0.021 0.034 0.077 ** 0.046 -0.030 0.196 *** -0.016 -0.170 *** 0.040
UK -0.021 -0.038 *** 0.081 *** 0.076 *** 0.103 *** 0.000 -0.063 *** 0.160 *** -0.065 *** -0.129 *** 0.053 ***
Greece -0.152 *** -0.082 *** 0.020 -0.029 0.004 -0.016 -0.016 0.068 *** 0.033 -0.026 -0.043 ***
Spain -0.042 *** -0.017 0.047 *** 0.010 0.081 *** -0.038 *** -0.090 *** 0.085 *** -0.060 *** 0.002 -0.032 ***
Portugal -0.115 *** -0.013 0.008 0.031 0.081 *** -0.025 -0.011 0.147 *** -0.041 ** -0.080 *** 0.006
Finland -0.306 *** 0.047 * -0.034 0.019 -0.025 -0.030 -0.085 *** 0.183 *** -0.047 * -0.274 *x* 0.103 ***
Sweden -0.227 *** 0.001 0.052 ** 0.106 *** 0.122 *** -0.020 0.027 0.179 *** 0.014 -0.146 *** 0.131 ***
Austria -0.087 *** 0.008 -0.011 0.050 ** -0.006 -0.005 0.029 0.131 *** -0.027 -0.212 *** 0.055 ***
female -0.007 -0.008 -0.005 -0.007 -0.003 0.016 ** 0.015 ** -0.018 ** 0.014 ** 0.023 *** 0.000
age 0.002 -0.002 * 0.002 -0.002 * 0.003 ** 0.001 0.000 -0.002 * 0.000 -0.001 0.001
squared age 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 ** 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
household head -0.014 0.007 0.037 *** -0.008 0.030 *** 0.015 ** 0.011 0.014 * 0.004 -0.018 ** 0.002
married/parnered -0.015 * 0.013 * 0.003 0.005 -0.005 -0.002 0.014 * 0.019 ** 0.006 -0.008 -0.002
education: medium 0.004 -0.001 0.001 -0.020 *** -0.016 * 0.034 *** -0.003 0.009 -0.028 *** 0.010 0.013 **
education: high -0.012 -0.032 *** 0.027 *** -0.020 ** -0.006 -0.005 0.000 -0.002 -0.018 * 0.033 *** 0.003
housekeeper -0.030 ** 0.031 ** 0.013 0.013 0.011 -0.014 0.022 -0.001 0.013 -0.016 -0.011
student -0.027 -0.033 * 0.053 *** 0.003 -0.074 *** 0.002 0.024 -0.009 0.008 -0.003 0.054 ***
unemployed -0.022 0.051 *** 0.008 0.022 -0.014 0.021 0.019 -0.015 0.011 -0.013 -0.020
retired -0.043 *** 0.026 * -0.006 0.011 -0.020 -0.024 * 0.033 ** 0.001 0.019 -0.016 -0.002
farmer/fisherman 0.009 -0.022 0.006 0.054 * -0.173 *** -0.008 0.066 ** -0.028 -0.070 ** -0.001 0.004
professional -0.053 ** 0.013 -0.036 0.021 -0.001 0.021 0.016 -0.042 0.021 -0.001 -0.028
business proprietor -0.015 0.022 0.002 0.015 -0.034 ** -0.037 ** 0.018 -0.007 0.021 -0.002 0.005
low skill white-collar -0.026 ** 0.028 ** 0.022 * 0.009 -0.022 * 0.006 0.002 -0.020 0.010 -0.008 0.003
blue-collar -0.049 *** 0.008 0.001 -0.013 -0.044 *** -0.022 * 0.020 -0.032 ** 0.031 ** -0.008 0.009
political affiliation: right 0.003 0.014 0.009 -0.021 ** -0.017 * 0.005 -0.008 0.005 0.025 *** -0.029 *** 0.005
political affiliation: centre 0.015 * -0.001 0.000 0.008 -0.022 *** -0.001 0.004 0.008 0.015 * -0.007 0.016 ***
political affiliation: dk 0.000 -0.023 *** -0.007 -0.027 *** 0.008 -0.019 ** -0.007 -0.020 ** 0.029 *** 0.011 -0.011
attitude twd membership: good 0.038 *** 0.029 ** 0.037 *** 0.071 *** 0.050 *** -0.026 ** -0.006 0.032 ** -0.064 *** -0.005 0.040 ***
attitude twd membership: neutral 0.000 0.03] *** 0.030 *** 0.060 *** 0.026 ** -0.004 -0.013 0.020 * -0.046 *** -0.020 * 0.046 ***
attitude twd membership: dk -0.004 -0.011 0.008 0.038 ** 0.037 ** -0.055 *** 0.023 -0.003 0.005 0.030 * -0.023 *
think country benef. from EU: yes 0.006 0.000 0.012 -0.016 * 0.015 0.000 0.017 * -0.003 0.003 -0.003 -0.010
think country benef. from EU: dk -0.009 -0.018 * -0.001 -0.017 * -0.001 0.002 -0.016 * -0.030 *** 0.013 0.000 -0.015 **
EU knowledge 0.002 0.001 0.006 *** 0.001 0.004 ** -0.001 0.001 0.001 -0.004 ** 0.000 0.004 ***

26



Table 8: Preferences for centralisationby issue (continued)

Variable defense  foreign policy  environment po:izgfl_z;ml agricolture research unemployment  regional aid education  immigration  terrorism
feel more: own nationality -0.030 *** 0.029 *** 0.018 * 0.013 -0.010 0.020 ** -0.013 -0.001 -0.052 *** -0.003 0.028 ***
feel more: dk -0.041 * 0.000 -0.035 * -0.024 -0.055 ** 0.008 0.010 -0.022 -0.039 * -0.002 -0.035 **
life satisfaction: high 0.030 -0.003 0.056 *** 0.027 -0.020 0.028 -0.042 ** -0.012 -0.043 ** 0.058 *** 0.030 **
life satisfaction: medium-high 0.021 -0.013 0.052 *** 0.021 -0.001 0.007 -0.040 ** -0.044 ** -0.039 ** 0.040 ** 0.021

life satisfaction: medium-low 0.027 -0.015 0.048 ** 0.024 0.002 -0.021 -0.015 -0.041 ** -0.017 0.013 0.008

life satisfaction: dk 0.035 -0.055 0.059 0.008 -0.001 -0.021 0.091 ** -0.054 -0.058 0.041 -0.036
demo sat. (own country): high -0.049 *** 0.001 -0.023 0.002 -0.001 -0.004 0.037 ** 0.043 ** 0.040 ** -0.020 0.016
demo sat. (own country): medium-high -0.009 0.034 ** -0.012 0.026 ** -0.018 0.024 * 0.022 0.033 ** 0.019 -0.014 0.037 ***
demo sat. (own country): medium-low -0.002 0.037 *** 0.008 0.025 ** -0.012 0.025 ** 0.027 ** 0.019 0.022 * -0.019 0.027 ***
demo sat. (own country): dk -0.013 -0.009 -0.026 0.027 0.010 0.041 ** 0.026 0.020 0.049 ** 0.048 ** -0.046 ***
demo sat. (EU): high 0.034 0.035 * 0.013 -0.036 * 0.050 ** -0.003 -0.050 ** -0.008 0.036 * -0.048 ** -0.040 **
demo sat. (EU): medium-high 0.011 0.044 *** 0.006 -0.042 *** 0.043 *** 0.005 -0.052 *** 0.004 0.008 -0.037 ** -0.021 **
demo sat. (EU): medium-low -0.003 0.016 -0.010 -0.019 0.028 ** 0.006 -0.032 ** 0.030 ** -0.008 -0.030 ** -0.010
demo sat. (EU): dk 0.001 0.036 *** -0.025 * -0.028 ** 0.002 0.010 -0.029 ** -0.006 -0.005 -0.020 0.012

tv frequency -0.022 ** 0.015 0.014 0.007 0.025 ** 0.034 *** -0.020 ** 0.029 *** -0.047 *** -0.037 *** 0.033 ***
newspaper frequency 0.020 *** 0.007 0.002 0.011 * -0.005 -0.008 0.014 ** -0.017 ** 0.006 0.011 -0.010 *
radio frequency -0.002 -0.006 -0.002 -0.006 -0.012 * 0.000 0.001 0.012 * 0.002 0.002 -0.004
first income quartile 0.007 0.001 -0.027 ** -0.048 *** -0.002 -0.031 *** -0.020 * -0.012 0.052 *** 0.044 *** -0.032 ***
second income quartile -0.013 -0.009 0.002 -0.027 *** -0.021 * -0.041 *** -0.022 ** -0.010 0.020 * 0.050 *** -0.021 **
third income quartile -0.007 -0.004 -0.005 -0.011 -0.001 -0.014 -0.019 * -0.023 ** 0.005 0.043 *** -0.006
undeclared income 0.013 0.015 0.008 -0.009 0.016 -0.012 -0.006 -0.003 0.009 0.009 -0.020 ***
area of living: large town -0.024 *** 0.017 ** -0.009 -0.008 -0.001 -0.030 *** 0.004 0.008 0.017 ** 0.039 *** -0.013 **
area of living: small town 0.007 -0.017 ** 0.020 *** -0.007 -0.012 -0.043 *** 0.012 -0.009 0.023 *** 0.025 *** -0.016 ***
area of living: dk 0.019 -0.104 *** -0.006 -0.013 0.046 -0.088 ** 0.044 0.002 0.019 0.154 *** -0.103 ***
proud own nationality: high -0.048 ** 0.001 -0.013 0.027 -0.015 0.038 ** 0.002 -0.055 *** 0.023 -0.039 * -0.007
proud own nationality: medium-high -0.009 -0.011 0.000 0.005 -0.001 0.037 ** -0.016 -0.044 ** 0.027 -0.026 -0.004
proud own nationality: medium-low -0.015 -0.034 * -0.012 -0.008 -0.023 0.041 ** 0.007 -0.031 0.041 ** -0.018 -0.014
proud own nationality: dk 0.039 -0.033 -0.015 -0.045 * -0.025 0.072 *** -0.071 *** -0.052 ** 0.061 ** -0.001 -0.006
proud European: high -0.008 0.047 *** 0.010 -0.015 -0.032 * 0.015 -0.014 -0.013 -0.022 0.048 *** 0.009
proud European: medium-high -0.008 0.050 *** 0.006 0.001 -0.019 0.016 0.000 -0.015 -0.056 *** 0.037 *** 0.028 ***
proud European: medium-low 0.003 0.053 *** 0.029 ** 0.009 -0.003 0.025 ** -0.015 0.006 -0.054 *** 0.025 * 0.046 ***
proud European: dk -0.014 0.055 *** 0.022 0.024 * -0.006 -0.008 -0.012 0.020 -0.070 *** 0.026 * 0.037 ***
Europeanism 0.038 *** 0.034 % 0.038 *** 0.041 *** 0.039 *** 0.039 *** 0.044 *** 0.039 *** 0.040 *** 0.040 *** 0.028 ***
Constant -0.022 0.130 *** -0.192 *** 0.024 -0.187 *** 0.049 -0.021 0.055 -0.045 -0.019 0.231 ***
Number of obs 15939 15939 15939 15939 15939 15939 15939 15939 15939 15939 15939
Prob>F 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
R-squared 0.387 0.366 0.394 0.425 0.373 0.402 0.443 0.372 0.382 0.408 0.373

legend: * p<.1; ** p<.05; *** p<.01
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For example Sweden, which from the previous analysis resulted as one of the less pro-Europeanist
countries, is found to be the country most in favour of centralisation when considering poverty and
social exclusion and fight against international terrorism, and quite in support of EU competence
with regard to environment, agriculture and regional aid.

In general, the “Europeanism ranking” varies with the area considered. For defence Dutch citizens
are the most in favour of centralisation (followed by Italian citizens), while the more pro-
Europeanist countries when considering foreign policy are Belgium, Germany and Finland.
Environment sees at the first place Germany, followed by UK, which according to the previous
analysis resulted as one of the least pro-Europeanist country, and the Netherlands. Also when
considering agriculture we observe a change in countries’ ranking: Denmark is the most pro-
centralisation country among the 15 considered (also with respect to regional aid), followed by
Belgium, Germany, Sweden and the UK.

The ranking previously detected is substantially confirmed with regard to unemployment and
education (which see Italy at the first place of pro-Europeanism). Interestingly, the more in favour
of centralisation when immigration policy is considered are Mediterranean countries (i.e. Italy,
Greece and Spain). Indeed, these countries are the nearest to North-Africa and Middle East and thus
more than other EU countries they have to cope with migration flows from this area (also when they
are directed to other European countries). Thus, similar geographical conditions with respect to the
scope for protecting national borders determine a common attitude for coordination and
centralisation among these countries when considering immigration.

Turning to the impact of other regressors, female citizens are more in favour of centralisation than
men with regard to research, unemployment, education and immigration, and less with regard to
regional aid. Oldest Europeans prefer a national competence when considering foreign policy,
poverty and social exclusion and regional aid (the opposite is true for agriculture). In general labour
market status and profession is not related to preferences for centralisation, with some noteworthy
exceptions. For example (and surprisingly given the high budget share spent on agriculture by EU)
farmer and fisherman are more in favour of a national competence for agriculture. This result might
be linked to rules for price and quantity often imposed by EU.

The higher preference for centralisation of left affiliated citizens is not confirmed for education, as
in this case right affiliated Europeans are more likely to prefer centralisation. However, right
affiliated citizens confirm their preference for national competence with regard to poverty and
social exclusion, agriculture and immigration.

As expected, when the attitude towards own country’s membership is good or neutral (with respect
to bed), for almost all domains (with only exception of education) we observe a higher probability

of preference for centralised competence, while there is hardly no impact of the variable indicating
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whether the citizen considers his/her own country has on balance benefited from membership.
Similarly, the impact of how citizens feel themselves European, the level of own country and EU
democracy satisfaction and the degree of citizens’ pride to be European and of own nationality
depends on the considered domain and in general we detect no clear pattern.

Happier citizens are more Europeanist when considering environment and immigration and less
when considering unemployment and education. More informed citizens are pro-centralisation for
environment, agriculture and fight against international terrorism; interestingly, preference for
allocation to competence to EU are in some cases influenced by frequency by which citizens learn
news, but the impact changes with the information source considered.

Finally, poorest citizens are more likely to prefer national competence with reference to poverty and
social exclusion, research, unemployment and fight against terrorism, while they are more pro-

Europeanist when considering education and immigration.

6. Conclusions and policy implications

It is well known that one of the critical issues debated inside the European Convention was to
clarify the allocation of powers and prerogatives among the European level and member states.
However the French and Dutch “no” to the Constitution has opened a period of reflection which
implies a critical review of European Union’s success and failure but at the same time a view to re-
launch European construction and to prepare a new Europe’s future. In this contest, we believe that
it crucial and very important to gain a better understanding of how European citizens perceive the
image and the action of the European Union.

In this paper we intended to proceed in this direction by studying to what extent preferences of
European citizens concerning the allocation of powers between EU and the member States follow
the clear-cut allocation suggested by the theory of fiscal federalism.

Descriptive analysis highlighted interesting results pointing out a ranking of countries according to
their level of Europeanism, and a quite clear pattern of preferences relative to competence
allocation for specific policy domains. In other words, we have identified that there are some policy
fields in which clear majorities exist for either centralization (for instance terrorism) or
decentralization (for instance education). On the other hand there are some policy domains (such as
defence, immigration, policies for tackling the challenge of an ageing population, rules for political
asylum, unemployment and agriculture) where heterogeneity across countries can be observed.
These results may suggest directions for a more flexible integration strategy in the allocation of
these powers. In order to avoid the danger of a misallocation of political competencies, a policy area
should be allocated at the EU level when a coalition of countries - with strong common preferences

- will prevail.
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Next, with econometric analysis, our aim has been to elaborate a set of possible determinants of the
observed distribution of preferences. So we studied more deeply the issue of preference for
competence allocation, first regressing a measure of “Europeanism” of EU citizens on a number of
individual characteristics, including demographic information and various indicators of the attitude
towards EU, and secondly, selecting a certain number of policy domains and, for each of these,
investigating which individual characteristics make European citizens more prone to prefer
centralisation of competences. Also econometric analysis revealed interesting patterns regarding EU
citizens’ preferences for the allocation of powers. In particular, there are clear-cut country patterns
in the level of Europeanism and a ranking among countries emerges: the less pro-European
countries are those in Scandinavia (Finland and Sweden), Denmark and Luxemburg; countries from
Anglo-Saxon Europe (Ireland and UK), The Netherlands and Austria follow next. The third group is
made up of France and Germany, which exhibit a higher degree of Europeanism, while the more
pro-European countries are those from Southern Europe (Portugal, Spain, Greece and Italy) and
Belgium. However, when we turned to determinants of preference regarding allocation of
competence for specific policy issues, other important insights emerged. For example, Sweden,
which resulted as one of the less pro-Europeanist countries, is found to be the country most in
favour of centralisation when considering poverty and social exclusion and fight against
international terrorism, and quite in support of EU competence when environment, agriculture and

regional aid. To conclude, the “Europeanism ranking” varies with the area considered.
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