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Abstract
We andyze support for EU membership as expressed in voting patterns in the candidate

countries referenda on EU  membership, usng regiond referendum  results and
individual survey data on voting intentions. We find that favorable individud and
regiond characteridtics are pogtively corrdated with support for accesson and voter
participation. In contrast, those who should benefit from future EU tranders are less
likely to vote and/or support EU membership. We argue that voters in the candidate
countries assgn greater weight on future benefits from liberdization and integration
than on potentia gains through redigtribution.
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1 Introduction

It seems indisputeble that the next enlargement of the European Union will be vesly
beneficid for the ten new member countries from Centrd and Eastern Europe and the
Mediterranean.’ Yet, when nine prospective entrants held referenda on accession during
the course of Spring and Summer 20037 it transpired that EU membership was not
dways an easy sdl. While dl referenda eventualy resulted in the approva of accesson,
this postive outcome came on the background of low participation rates in many of the
referenda. In fact, in severa countries participation barely exceeded the legaly mandated
threshold (usually 50%), which was required to make the referendum outcome vaid2 In
the presence of such a minimum turnout requirement, non-participation, therefore, can be
driven ether by indifference or by draegic consderations, whereby one abstans in the
hope of driving the paticipation rate bedow the legdly mandated threshold. It is dso
interesting to note that only in two countries (Lithuania and Sovenia) did EU
membership enjoy the support of more than hdf of dl digible voters. Smilarly, recent
opinion surveys suggest tha in countries such as Poland, Czech Republic, Estonia, Latvia
or Malta, support for membership in the EU is around or even below 50%. In fact, when
comparing individud candidate countries, some of the most enthusiastic European are the
citizens of those countries that so far have not been offered EU membership: Bulgaria,
Romaniaand Turkey.

These observations show that despite the podtive find outcome of the referenda,
support for EU membership is not universdly shared in the new member countries.
Indeed, the impact of accesson is likey to diverge across the various Socio-economic
groups, with some gaining and others losng. Assuming voters are prospectively oriented
and thus teke have their future well being into account when deciding how to cast their
vote, the extent of support for EU membership should reflect the distribution of expected

1 Cyprus, Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Mata, Poland, Sovekia and Sovenia
are dl due to joint the EU as of May 2004. Bulgaria and Romania are tentatively scheduled to become
members as of 2007 while no on date has been sat for Turkey.

2 Cyprus approved the accession in the legidature, thus being the only candidate country that did not
hold areferendum.

3 No such threshold was in effect in the Czech Republic whereas Hungary required either at lest 50%
participation or an affirmative vote by &t least 25% of digible voters.



gans and losses* In order to undersand which factors shape support for EU
membership, we andyze voting behavior in the accesson referenda utilizing two
previoudy untapped data sources. First, we consder the actud referendum results at
regiond level in seven candidate countries Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary, Latvia,
Lithuania, Poland and Sovakia Second, we complement this andyss with individud
data on intended voting in the EU referendum from the March/April 2002 Candidate
Countries Eurobarometer survey covering al 13 candidate countries.

Accesson will affect the citizens of the new member countries in (at least) two
diginct ways (this paper focuses on the economic repercussons of membership, thus
omitting politicadl and emotiond congderations, such as the dilution or loss of nationd
identity, etc).®> First, the new members will be able to take full advantage of economic
integration within the European Single Market, bringing with it free movement of goods,
capitd and — dbet with a lag of up to seven years — labor. While this will open up
important new opportunities for the entrants, it may aso bring about condderable
chdlenges (eg. increesed competitive pressure and more dringent EU  regulation).
Second, as the new members are reatively poor, gricken with high unemployment and
some of them dso have large agricultural sectors, they should benefit from redistribution
within the EU channded through the Structura/Coheson funds and the Common
Agriculturd Policy (CAP).

As the candidate countries display consderable economic disparities both at the
individua and regiond leve, variaion in expected net gans from accesson among
individuds and regions should be condderable. An individud’s expected net gain from
EU membership to a large extent depends on her individud characteristics such as age,
education, employment or current income. In addition, as regions differ in thar
underlying economic sructure, regiond repercussons of accesson will dso be uneven —

a region predominantly oriented towards agriculture or heavy industry, for ingance, will

4 An dternative explanation for the low turnout States that voters used the accesson referendum to
express ther displeasure with the current government. However, if membership in the EU is going to be
largely beneficid for most voters, risking foregoing these gains seems a high price for sending a powerful
message to the incumbent government.

5 A number of recent studies have assessed expected benefits of EU membership using sophisticated
modeding techniques (see for example Badwin, Francois and Portes, 1997; Breuss, 2001, and Leour, de
Mooij and Nahuis, 2001; and DIW, 2002).



fare differently from one dominated by service indudries. A large part of EU spending is
explicitly linked to regiona characterisics such as average per-cgpita income or
unemployment, so that individud regions entittement to tranders from the EU will differ
subgtantidly. In this paper, we control explicitly for these kinds of effects to assess their
impact on support for EU membership.

Our paper differs from related literature in two ways. Firs, while support for the EU
has attracted condderable attention in the academic literature, most previous studies only
consder the current EU members (see Gabd and Pamer, 1995; Gabe and Whitten,
1997, and the references therein). Second, those few studies that do analyze support for
EU membeship in the candidate countries typicdly rdy on individud survey data
collected in mid 1990s. the so-cdled Centrd and Eastern Eurobarometer, commissioned
by the European Commission and discontinued in 1998 (see Tucker, Pacek and Berinsky,
2002; Tverdova and Anderson, 2003; Kemmerling, 2003), Hence, their analysis is kased
on respondents  statements about their intended voting and support for the EU a a time
when accession negotiations had not even darted . Clearly, the respondents opinion might
have been different had the progpect of membership been more tangible. This andysis, on
the other hand, uses both actud results of the referenda at regiond leve, and individua
urvey daa from the recently reingated Candidate Countries Eurobarometer
(Markowski and Tucker, 2003, smilarly use opinion-poll data and actud regiond results
in ther andyss of Poland). The survey data were collected in Spring 2002,
approximately one year before the referenda took place. Findly, much of the previous
literature (whether on current members or the candidate countries) relies on vaious
atitudind variables (in addition to socio-economic characteriics) such as  the
respondents  ideologica identification, politicAd opinions, or even ther attitude towards
the EU to explain support for integration (for example, Tverdova and Anderson, 2003,
report an admog tautologica finding that respondents who expect their country to benefit
from EU membership indeed intend to vote in favor). In contrast, we refran from using
such atitudina variables and instead concentrate exclusvely on the respondents socio-
economic characterigtics. Clearly, politicd opinions and atitudes reflect one's age,
education, economic well-being and socid cdlass, 0 that focusng on such characterigtics
tels us much more about the primary determinants of voting behavior. Moreover,



identifying the trigger factors tha underlie support for EU membership is important if
one seeks to understand how changes in objective economic conditions impact on support
for EU membership (for insance, a permanent change in respondent’s employment status
or income may trandate into smultaneous changes in her politicd attitudes and support
for the EU).

In the following section, we briefly review the higory of this enlargement. Section 3
discusses the likedy gains and losses associated with accesson to the EU. Section 4
introduces the data used in our andyss and sections 5 and 6 presents our findings.

Findly, the last section discusses the results and derives some conclusions.

2 History of the 5™ Enlargement

On May T 2004 the EU will experience the fifth and the broadest enlargement to date, as
it incorporates eight Central and Eastern European (Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary,
Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, Sovakia and Sovenia) and two Mediterranean countries
(Mdta and Cyprus), while Bulgaia and Romania ae st to join in 2007. This
enlargement symbolicaly began in 1989 after the bresk-up of the Soviet bloc, when the
EU declared that it would welcome the countries of Central and Eastern Europe
(CEEC'9) to join the Union. However it was not until the Copenhagen European Council
in 1993 that this invitation was officidly issued, on the condition that the countries could
join once they satidfied the politicad and economic conditions necessary for membership
and implemerted the acquis communautaire (i.e. the body of EU norms and regulations).
In the meantime, the EU gradudly removed long-standing import quotas, extended the
Generdlized System of Preferences, concluded Trade and Co-operation Agreements with
svead of the CEEC's and created the PHARE Program which provided financid ad to
help the trangtion to a market economy (EUROPA, 2003). Throughout the 1990's the
Asociation Agreements, adso known as the Europe Agreements, established the legd
bass for bilaterd relations between the EC and the potential candidate countries. A
sgnificant outcome of these Agreements was the cregtion a free trade area for indudtria
goods between the EU and the candidate countries.



It was not until March 1998, however, that the accesson negotiations actualy began
with sx of the gpplicant countries (Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary, Poland, Sovenia
and Cyprus), otherwise known as the fird-wave applicants. In October 1999, the
negotiations we extended to include Sovekia, Latvia, Lithuania, Romania, Bulgaria and
Mata By December 2002 accesson negotiations were closed and in April 2003 Tregties
of Accesson were sgned with the Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania,
Poland, Soovak Republic, Sovenia, Mdta and Cyprus. Nine of these countries have held
referenda in the course of 2003 to formaly ask ther citizens if they wish to become
members of the Union, while Cyprus is not planning on having one. All of the referenda
ddivered an affirmative decison. Once the Accesson Tredties are ratified aso by the
current EU members, al ten acceding countries are envisaged to become full members of
the EU in May 2004, in time to paticipate in the June 2004 European Parliament
elections and the next Inter-Governmental Conference.

3 Benefits and Costs of EU Membership

EU membership will affect citizens in the new member countries through (at leest) two
diginct channels economic integration, and redidribution. These two channds ae likey
to have very different implicaions for various socio-economic groups. Therefore, by
obsarving how gspecific individud and regiond characterisics corrdate with voting
behavior, we can make inferences about the expected impact of enlargement on
individuals or regions possessing those characterigtics.

Fird, accesson to the EU will dlow the new member countries to participate in the
European Single Market with its free and unhindered movement of commodities, capital
and labor (however, labor flows will be subject to a trangtiona period of up to seven
years). This will open up many new opportunities — for trade, investment and
employment — for firms and individuds from the new members® EU membership will
aso meke it eeder for citizens of the acceding countries to trave, live and sudy in the
current EU countries. However, accesson to the European Single Market will aso

trandate into more intense competitive pressure and may thus prove codly for those

6 Detaled andyses of implications of this enlargement for the current and new members are
presented, inter alii, by Badwin, Francois and Portes (1997); Breuss (2001, 2002); Leour, de Mooij and
Nahuis (2001); Boeri et d. (2002); Heljdra, Keuschnig and Kohler (2002); and DIW (2002).



industries that are not internationdly competitive or that currently enjoy relaivey high
protection againgt imports (the most notable case of the latter being agricultura
producers). EU membership will subject the new members to EU norms and regulations
in matters such as environmenta protection, qudity standards and safety norms, which
may necesstae codly adjustment in some indudries. Findly, the entrants will aso
benefit from accderated economic and inditutiond reform  (the progpect of EU
membership provides an important incentive for reform, and the EU offers direct sipport
and guidance for reform measures in prospective members), increesed economic and
political gability (Badwin, Francois and Portes, 1997, argue tha EU membership
dramatically reduces economic uncertainty in the new member countries, resulting in
lower interest rates and higher investment) and, eventudly, participation in the Eurozone.

Classcd trade theory, building on the Heckscher-Ohlin modd, suggest that when two
regions integrate, the return to a factor of production rises in the region where that factor
is relatively abundant and fals where it is scarce. Thus, we should expect labor in the
new member countries to benefit from entry to the EU whereas labor in the current
members may lose out. In contrast, capitd owners in the current members should gain
wheress those in the new members lose. Inasmuch as the current and new members differ
in teems of <ill levd of ther regective labor forces enlargement will dso have
repercussions for the skill premium.” Typicaly, it is assumed that skilled labor in
developed countries and unskilled labor in developing countries benefit from integration.
However, the EU candidates differ from developing countries by having redively highly
skilled labor, just as the current EU members. Therefore, EU accesson may dso benefit
skilled labor in the new members, especidly if it leads to FDI inflows into skill-intensive
industries and/or if skilled workers are able to seek employment in the current EU
member countries.

In summary, integraion is likdy to have important and uneven repercussons for
different socio-economic groups. Neverthdess, it is not Sraightforward enough to alow
us to make a-priori predictions as to which groups will gain and which ones will lose, as

7 See O’ Rourke and Sinnott (2001), for adetailed discussion.



the repercussons of integration crucidly hinge on the reaive competitiveness of firms
and relative factor endowmentsin the current and the new members.

Second, the new members will be included in the EU-wide system of redistribution
including the sructurd and cohesion funds and the Common Agriculturd Policy (CAP).
Eligibility for trandfers from gructurd and coheson funds is directly reated to the
countries and regions level of economic devdlopment® The bulk of Structurd Funds
goes to so-cdled Objective 1 regions (gpproximately two thirds of funds), defined as
those with per cepita GDP bedow 75% of the union-wide average, and Objective 2
regions (accounting for about one tenth of regiond ad), defined as those with above
average unemployment rate and indudrid employment and experiencing decline of
indugtrid  employment. Transfers from the Structural Funds are disbursed a the regiond
levd and are chanded mainly into projects tha am a building up the productive
capacity of regions, such as infradructure improvements and smdl and medium
enterprise development. Given the digibility criteria, most of the candidate countries
regions should eesly qudify for funding under Objective 1 or 2 or both. Eligibility for
trandfers from the Cohesion Fund is dso determined according to per capita income:
countries below of 90% of EU average GDP qudify. The transfers are alocated at the
national level, in contrast to the Structurd Funds, and are manly designated for large
public investment projects. Agan, dl candidate countries will mest the digibility
criterion in an enlarged EU.

The &bility of the new members to fully benefit from EU trandfers, however, will be
limited, a least initidly, due to recently agreed reforms and trangtiond arangements. In
paticular, the European Council in Berlin decided that the previoudy-agreed EU budget
for 2000-06 will not be extended to finance this enlargement and therefore only modest
transfers will be made to the acceding countries up until 2006. Thus, the new members
receipts from the EU budget will amount on average to 1% of their GDP in 2004, risng
to 1.5% by 2006 (11 and 16 billion euro, respectively, according to Barysch, 2003).°
Moreover, EU trandfers might, a least patidly, disolace assstance that the depressed

8 Section 3.2 of Boldrin and Canova (2001) gives a detailed description of the various indruments of
EU regiond policy. Unless stated otherwise, the following discussion draws on their analysis.
% These figures combine receipts from Structural and Cohesion Funds with the CAP, however.



regions are receiving from ther nationd governments at present (Vlachos, 2003, makes
this argument with respect to Swedish regions potentia benefits and costs from their
country’s EU entry).

A paticulaly controversd issue is the application of the Common Agriculturd
Policy to the new members. The European Commisson decided in January 2002,
however, that the 10 acceding countries would only receive one quarter of the subsidies
pad to exiging member daes This effectivdy implies that while agriculturd markets in
the new members will be open to competition from the current EU members, famers in
the new member countrieswill not enjoy the same level of subsidies as their competitors.

In summary, the new members can expect to be net recipients of trandfers from the
EU budget. Since a large pat of EU funds are disbursed directly to regions of even
individua recipients (as is the case with the CAP), underdeveloped, poor, over-
industridized and/or agriculturd regions should benefit more than others.

In the remainder of the paper, we study how these potentid gains trandate into both
voting behavior and intentions in the candidate countries referenda on EU membership.

4 Data

We utilize two previoudy untgpped data sources for our empiricad andyss  actud
referendum results a the regiond leve, and survey data on intended voting in a future
referendum on EU membership. The regiond andyss is peformed for seven countries:
Czech Republic, Edtonia, Latvia, Lithuania, Hungary, Sovekia and Poland (for the two
remaining countries, Mdta and Sovenia, ether the regiona referendum results or the
corresponding  socio-economic indicators were not avalable). The anadyss with the
individud data is based on the March/April 2002 Candidate Countries Eurobarometer
(CCEB) opinion poll commissoned by the European Commission and catried out by
Gdlup Europe in dl 13 candidate countries (i.e. dso including Bulgaria, Romania and
Turkey, in addition to the ten countries scheduled to become members in 2004). 1° The
CCEB aurvey includes the responses of 14,163 individuas and includes extensve

information on ther socio-economic characteridics in addition to their intended vote in

10 We are grateful to Robert Manchin of The Galup Organisation Europe for kindly making these deta
availabletous



the referendum on EU membership. The data st contans approximately 1,000
respondents per country, except for Cyprus and Mdta with 500 respondents each and
Poland and Turkey with 2,000 each. The surveys were carried out by means of face-to-
face interviews and are representative a the nationd level !

Table 1 reports support for EU membership as measured by the CCEB survey
conducted in Spring 2002. While supporters of accesson are the largest group in every
country, severd of the countries scheduled for accesson in 2004 — the Bdtics, Czech
Republic, Mdta, Poland and Sovenia — appear rather unenthusastic about EU
membership, with those in favor accounting for 50% or even a lower proportion of al
respondents. Ironicaly, the countries that were not invited to paticipate in the next
enlargement — Bulgaria, Romania and Turkey — show particularly high support for EU
membership. Clearly, the low share of supporters is not necessxily due to high
opposition to membership but reflects rather the fact that by early 2002, a non-negligible
part of respondents remained undecided (12% on average). Nonetheless, the outcomes of
the ensuing referenda reved a dmilar pattern of reserved enthusasm, as Table 2
demongtrates (for Cyprus, where no referendum on accession was held, the table reports
the result of the latest avalable opinion poll). The referendum results show that in al
countries except Mdta, a resounding maority of voters who took part in the referendum
cast a vote in favor of their country’s membership in the EU. However, agan with the
exception of Madta, high support for membership comes a the background of low
paticipaion rates. In fact, only in Lithuania and Sovenia did more than hdf of digible
voters endorse their country’s EU membership. Low participation, however, need not
indicate indifference about the referendum’s outcome. As dl candidate countries except
the Czech Republic had limits requiring a certan minimum participation (usudly 50%)*2
for the referendum to be valid, not voting was just as effective (if not better) a drategy for
an opponent of EU membership as voting agand, especidly when opinion polls

11 To the best of our knowledge, this is the only CCEB dataset currently available. Between one and
two CCEB surveys were carried out per year since the Eurobarometer survey was extended to the candidate
countriesin 2001 but the primary data of these surveys so far have not been released publicly.

2 1n Hungary, while the turnout fell short of the 50% required threshold, the result was nonetheless
vadid according with Hungarian law because more than one-quarter of the electorate voted Yes. The Czech
Republic is the only country, which did not require a 50% turnout or any other minimum participation in
order for the referendum to be legdly binding. Nonetheless, even there the 50% threshold was politicaly
and psychologically important.

10



conducted shortly before the vote predicted low turnouts. For example, it is easy to see
that had enough of those opposed to EU membership not voted, turnouts in Poland or
Sovakia would have falen below the 9% threshold. Thus, a voter opposed to accession
was more likely to thwart the referendum by not participating than by voting against.*®

To ascertain how participation in the referenda on EU membership compares with
participation in regular eections, the last column of Table 2 reports turnout rates recorded
in the mogt recent paliamentary eection in each country. In three cases (Hungary,
Sovakia and Sovenid) turnout was lower in the referendum than in the previous eection
by ten percentage points or nore while the opposite was the case only for Poland. The
remaining sSx countries are more or less equaly split between those that had somewhat
higher turnout in the referendum (Lithuania and Egtonia) and those that experienced a
gndl dedine in turnout compared to the most recent eection (Madta and the Czech
Republic), with Latvia reporting dmost no change. Hence, while drategic condderations
may have contributed to low participation in some countries, this does not appear to be a
generdly shared phenomenon.

<Table 1 and Table 2 about here>

Table 3 presents summary datistics for the dependent variables in the regiona
andyss — the share of those who voted in favor of ther country’s membership in the EU,
in addition to the turnout rate. The andysis is carried out a the leve of didricts (the so-
caled okresy in the Czech Republic and Sovakia, maakond in Estonia, rajons in Lavia
and Lithuania, megye in Hungay and powiat in Poland), with 77 observations for the
Czech Republic, 16 in Edonia, 33 in Lavia 60 in Lithuania, 20 in Hungary, 79 in
Sovakia and 373 in Poland. As the mean vote shares are computed as average vaues
across regions, they differ somewhat from the nationd figures reported in Table 1. There
Is notably less regiond variaion in the Yes vote in the Czech Republic, Estonia,
Sovakia, Lithuania and Hungary than in Poland and Latvia In the case of Poland, this is
due to reatively low support for EU membership in underdeveloped Eastern Poland,
adongsde the Ukrainian and Belorussan borders. In fact, dl ten powiats with mgority

13 1t is not dear what would have happened in case any country failed to receive popular endorsement
for accesson — whether it could nonetheless submit the decison to the parliament or repeat the referendum
or whether staying out was the only remaining outcome.

11



vote aganst EU membership are located in Eastern Poland!* Similarly in Latvia five of
the thirty-three rajons, which reported an overdl mgority vote aganst membership, are
dl (bar one) bordering either Russa or Bdaus™ None of the regions in the Czech
Republic, Estonia, Lithuania, Sovakia or Hungary reported a mgority againgt accession.
In dl seven countries, turnout displays condderable variation across regions, in the
Czech Republic and Hungary, turnout in fact varies much more than the Yes vote (the
corresponding coefficients of variation ae 6.9% for turnout vs 3.1% for the Yes vote in
the Czech Republic and 11.1% and 2.3%, respectively, in Hungary).

<Table 3 about here>

Table 4 reports summary datistics for the socio-economic indicators used to explain

vating and turnout a the regiona level.® All seven countries report considerable regiond
vaidion in unemployment and wages While unemployment is moderate in the Czech
Republic and Hungary, it reaches double digits in Latvia, Estonia, Slovakia and Poland.
Findly, Poland gands out among the candidate countries by having a large share of
employment in the agricultural sector.’

< Table 4 about here>

5 Regiona Determinants of Support for EU Membership

As Tables 1, 2 and 3 illudtrate, support for EU membership as reveded in opinion polls
and the actud referendum results varies congderably across and dso within countries.
The variation in turnout is even greater. As the fird gep in our andyss, we sudy the
determinants of support for EU membership and turnout, as reflected in regiond results
of the EU accesson referenda Our anadyss comprises the Czech Republic, Estonia,
Latvia, Lithuania, Hungary, Sovekia and Poland. We andyze the support for
membership and turnout separately as it is possble that those who opposed EU
membership may have chosen not to vote a dl, hoping that their abstention will be more

¥ These powiats were Janowski, Wysokomazowiecki, Skierniewicki, Siedlecki, Lomzynski, Losicki,
Redzynski, Zamojski, Wegrowski and Lubelski.

15 These rgjons were Daugavpils city, Daugavpils, Rezekne, Krasavas and Ludzzs.

16 Descriptive statistics for the individud-levd andysis are omitted to save space. They are available
from the authors upon request.

17 Table 4 reports smple, unweighted means of the various indicators. Nation-wide, nearly 20% of
Polish employment isin agriculture.

12



effective in keeping the turnout beow the legdly mandated minimum threshold, thus
rendering the result invdid. As we are primarily interested in patterns of support that can
be generalized across the seven candidate countries and because each referendum was
held with essentidly the same underlying question, we pool regional data across al
countries. The choice of explanatory variables is then dictated by the need to find the
‘andlest common denominator’ in terms of availability and comparability of data across
countries. We thus regress support for membership and turnout on  regiond
unemployment rates, average wage and employment in the man branches of the
economy: agriculture, industry (which includes dso condruction), and services (as the
omitted category).!® All regressions also contain country dummies.

The results obtained with the support for EU membership are reported in Table 5
while those for participation are in Table 6. We report four regresson equation in each
Table, fird we regress support and participation on regiond unemployment and average
wage aone, hen we add shares of employment in agriculture and industry and findly, we
incdude in the previous two regresson <specifications a dummy which distinguishes
digricts surrounding mgor urban centers in the Czech Republic, Hungary, Slovakia and
Lithuania®® This last dummy is induded to distinguish suburban regions from other rurd
aess that may have smilar economic conditions but are far avay from magor cities —
resdents of suburban regions often work in the nearby city and therefore their politica
preferences may be closer to those of urban dwedlers rather than to those of rurd
residents.

<Tables 5 and 6 about here>

The results for support and participation are quite dissmilar, suggesting that different
congderations were driving voting behavior ad paticipation in the referenda The
unemployment rate is podtivey related to support for EU membership (dthough it is
only dgnificant after we control for the structure of employment). In contrast, higher
unemployment rates trandate into lower participation in the referenda. The opposte

18 Results of country-by-country andysis, and results obtained with additiona explanatory variables,
are reported in the Appendix.

19 These urban centers are the following (with the corresponding suburban regions in parentheses):
Pragie (Prague East and West), Plzen (Plzen South and North and Rokycany), Brno (Brno-vicinity),
Budapest (Pest), Bratiidava (Maacky, Pezinok and Senec), Kosice (Kosice-vicinity), Alytus (Alytus
region), Kaunas (Kaunas-region), Klapeida (Klapeida-region) and Vilnius (Vilnius-region).
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holds for wages (dthough the edimated coefficients are & best margindly sgnificant):
they appear with a negdtive sgn in the regressons for support and with a pogtive dgn in
those for participation. As discussed above, it is not clear whether lower turnout in high-
unemployment and low wage regions (with the qudification that the results for wages are
not highly ggnificant) indicates indifference or oppostion towards EU membership.
These results show, nevertheess, that while depressed regions tend to have a sgnificantly
lower turnout rate, the voters who do cast their votes in these regions show greater
support for EU membership — possibly in anticipation of EU membership improving ther
regions economic malaise,

Column 2 shows that when we add employment in the main sectors of the economy
(except for Latvia and Lithuania for which comparable employment data were not
avalable), we find that the share of employment in agriculture is negatively correated
with the support for EU membership and (dong with the share of employment in
industry) dso with turnout. Thus, it seems that workers in these sectors fear they will lose
out or at least do not expect to benefit as much from accesson compared to services (the
omitted category). In paticular, the negative impact of employment in agriculture on
support for accesson and turnout may aso reflect fears concerning the opening up of the
market for agriculturd goods and disgppointment with the low levd of subsides from the
CAP, which famers in the new member countries will receve. Smilaly, the negdive
coefficient obtained for indusrid employment may be motivated by fears that
membership in the EU will accderate the downsizing of inefficient firms.

Suburban didricts display higher support for membership and higher participation
than regions with comparable economic conditions that are further away from mgor
cties (however, the coefficent is only dgnificant when the regressons incude the
employment variables). This suggests that economic conditions in the adjacent urban
region (which tend to be more favorable than conditions in rural areas) have an important
impact on suburban voters palitical preferences.

Findly, the coefficdents on country dummies are dl drongly sgnificant, for both
support and participation, indicating that there are important differences in support for
EU membership across countries beyond what can be attributed to different economic
conditions (at least as measured by the very basic indicators used in our anayss).
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6 Individual Determinants of Support for EU Membership

In the previous section, we found that support for membership was higher but turnout
was lower in depressed regions. We adso found that both support for accesson and
turnout were lower in regions with a large shae of employment in agriculture and
industry. These results, however, were obtained a an aggregate levd — by andyzing
regiona variaion in support for membership and participation. While these results yidd
vauable ingghts for our understanding of pro-EU sentiment in the candidate countries, as
they were obtained a the regiond leve, their extenson to the individud-voter levd is
not gdraightforward. Therefore, we now extend this andyss by usng daa from the
March/April 2002 CCEB survey. The dependent variable is based on responses to the
following quedtion: “And if there were to be a referendum tomorrow on the question of
(our country)’s membership, would you personally vote for or against it?” whereby the
possble answers included: “for”, “against”, and “I would not go to vote'. As in the
preceding section, we condder separately support for EU membership and participation
in the referendum. However, given that ‘not going to vote was presented as one of the
dternatives in pardle with voting for or aganst accesson, we andyze the respondents
choices jointly by means of a multinomiad logit regresson (Alvarez and Nagler, 1998, for
a discusson of gpplicability of different datidticd methods to decisons Stuaions with
multiple choices). This method requires that one of the choices be designated as the base
category. To make the interpretation of the coefficient edtimates dSraightforward, we
designate voting against as the base category. The results are presented in Table 7. The
fird column presents coefficient estimates for the probability of choosng voting in favor
indead of voting against. The second column, smilarly, reports coefficient estimates
characterizing the probahility of choosing not voting rather than voting against.

A number of socio-economic variables are included among explanatory variables.
gender, maritd daus, age (including a quedratic term), number of children in the
household, number of household members, dummies for education, occupation and place
of resdence (village, smdl town or city), repondents history of unemployment (number
of unemployment spells over the past five years) and household income or standard of
living. Concerning the laiter, we report regressons estimated usng sdf-reported well
being (rich, comfortable, average, getting dong or poor, with rich or comfortable being
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the reference category). Results obtained with income quartiles (nationdly based) and an
indicator dtating whether the respondent condders their household income higher than
necessay, sufficent or insufficent to meet ther household's needs (insufficient income
is the omitted category) are quditatively very smilar and therefore are not reported (they
can be obtained from the authors upon request). Findly, we adso include dummies
indicating the respondent’ s country in order to take account of country specific effects.
<Table 7 about here>

In order to properly interpret how the various factors affect respondents doices over
the three dterndtive courses of action (voting in favor, voting agang or not
participating), one has to consder both sets of results jointly. Women are less likdy to
participate in the referendum whereas the opposite holds for married respondents, but
neither gender nor maritd datus is corrdated with supporting membership among those
who intend to vote. Older respondents are less likely to choose ether voting in favor or
abdaning, suggesting that age is corrdated with the probability of voting agang EU
membership (the relationship is U-shaped, however, so that support and non-participation
dart increasing again once the respondent gets past 50 years of age). Higher education
and being a student both increase the likelihood of participating and voting in favor of
EU membership. Having a white-collar occupation, a higher standard of living (or higher
income), and living in a town or city are al associated with higher support for accession
but do not affect the choice between voting againgt or not participating. Current
unemployment and having experienced two or more unemployment spells in the pest
have an opposte effect on participation, suggesting that unemployed respondents are
more likely to participae, except for those who have a higory of multiple past
unemployment  spdls.  Nether  being  currently  unemployed nor  having  had
unemployment spells in the past, however, affects the respondents support for the EU
(unemployment may lower support for accesson indirectly because it lowers the
respondents well-being but does not appear to have an effect going beyond that).
Farmers, findly, are less likely to cast a vote in favor of EU membership and, even more
90, less likely to abdtain, indicating that farmers are quite strongly opposed to entering the
EU.
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Even dfter controlling for individuad characteristics, country dummies reman srongly
ggnificant, indicating that there are important differences in attitudes towards the EU
adso a the aggregate levd. In particular, most countries, with the exception of Romania
and Hungary, are less supportive of the accesson than Bulgaria (which is the omitted
country), with Mdta, Edtonia, Lavia and Slovenia appearing especidly skeptical about
accesson. Interestingly, Turkey, which appeared strongly pro-EU (dong with Bulgaria,
Hungary and Romania) when reviewing aggregate numbers, turns out less enthusiagtic
about EU membership after we control for individua characteridtics. It is interesting to
note that Bulgaria, Hungary, Romania and Sovekia, which show rdaively high rates of
support for EU membership, have adso higher rates of intended non-participation than the
other countries. This may indicate tha the high aggregate levels of support for EU
membership in these countries may in fact disguise the fact the opponents of accession
tend to choose non-paticipation rather than cast a negative vote more often in these
countries than in the others.

Voters in any eection are faced with two didtinct decisons fird, they must decide
whether to participate or not and, second, choose how to cast their vote. So far, we were
only able to andyze the atitudes towards EU membership for those respondents who
indicated that they would participate in the referendum. This is dictated by our data, as
the respondents who did not intend to vote (or were undecided) were not asked which
outcome they would prefer. We can, however, obtain an insght into the preferences of
abdaners by usng a question which asks respondents whether they think their country
will benefit from EU membership (“Taking everything into consideration, would you say
that (our country) could get advantages or not from being a member of the European
Union?’). Cross-tabulating responses to this question with those on intended voting
indicates that voting intentions are indeed closdy corrdlated with expectations on gans
from membership: only approximatey 5% of those who intend to vote in favor of
accesson think that their country could not gain from it; among those opposed to EU
membership, 15% expect their country to gain nonethel ess.

We can thus divide the respondents into four groups (1) those who believe ther
country will not benefit from membership and do not intend to participate, (2) those who
believe their country will not benefit from membership but intend to participate, (3) those
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who believe therr country will benefit from membership but do not intend to participate,
and (4) those who believe their country will benefit from membership and intend to
participate. Again, we andyze respondents decisons over multiple choices and therefore
use multinomid logit. We desgnate the EU pessmigic respondents who intend to vote
(this being the second largest category of the four) as the base category. Regresson
results with income measured again by sdlf-reported well-being are reported in Table 8.2
<Table 8 about here>

The results for the EU optimigs who intend to vote are Smilar to those obtained
above for the Yes vote — not surprisingly, as the two regresson eguations are estimated
over very sSmilar supports. As before, however, one should consder results across dl
three categories jointly to make proper inferences about attitudes towards the EU.
Women are less likdy to participate however there is little difference between those who
are optimigtic and those who are pessmigic about EU membership. Married respondents
are less likdy to be nonvoting pessmigts and, therefore, more likely to belong in any of
the three remaining caegories. Both of these results refine further the findings reported
previoudy. The probability of being an optimig (voting or not) fadls with age so tha
older people tend to be less enthusiastic about accession, but the effect again appears U
ghaped (at least for those who intend to vote) and becomes podtive &fter reaching
goproximately the age of 62). Students, those with universty education and white-collar
professonds are more likely to be optimists and cast their vote and less likely to be nont
voting pessmists (i.e. education and <kills are adso postively corrdated with overal
participation). Again, farmers gppear srongly skepticd about the entry into the EU. The
pattern for subjective well-being is smilar across dl three categories: poorer respondents
are less likely to belong to any category and thus are more likely to be pessmigtic about
accesson and dso paticipate in the referendum; this effect is particularly strong for the
leest affluent group. Findly, while current unemployment does not ggnificantly affect
any caegory, those who had been unemployed at least twice in the past are more likdy to
be optimidic about accesson but abdan from voting. Thus while unemployment
experience does not make people more pessmigtic about EU membership, it does seem to

20 The results with the other two measures of income are qualitatively very similar and therefore are
not reported here but can be obtained from the authors upon request.
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discourage them from vating in the referendum — a finding that is Smilar to the one
obtained for unemployment in the regiond andlyss.

7 Conclusions

EU membership is widdy expected to bring large gains to the ten countries that are due
to enter in 2004. Yet, in recent opinion polls as well as in the referenda on accession that
took place in the course of 2003, support for EU entry was far from overwheming. In a
number of cases (for example Mdta, the Czech Republic and Edtonia), it appeared
concelvable beforenand that the referendum would not pass. Though dl referenda
eventudly resulted in an endorsement for accesson, high rates of support often disguise
very low rates of voter turnout. In some countries (eg. Poland and Slovakia), the turnouts
barely exceeded the legdly mandated 50% threshold required to make the vote binding.

This paper sheds some light on these developments by andyzing regiond and
individuad determinants of support for accesson and voters paticipation in the
referenda. We argue that accesson will afect the citizens of the new member countries
in two ways through efficiency gans and new economic opportunities arisng from
accesson to the European Single Market, and by being included in the EU-wide system
of redigribution via Structurd and Cohesion funds and the Common Agriculturd Policy.
However, each type of effect will have different implications for the various socio-
economic groups. Some will gain and others will undoubtedly lose. By rdating voting
behavior in the referenda or voting intentions as expressed in opinion polls to regiond
and individud socio-economic characteridtics, we can try to identify the winners and
losers of this EU enlargement.

We find that those with favorable and reatively flexible human capitd tend to
support EU membership. In particular, those with high education (or ill in school),
white-collar occupation, high income, young age and living in urban aess ae more
likdly to participate in the accesson referenda and vote in favor of EU membership.
Similarly, regions with favorable economic conditions (low unemployment and high
wages) display greater turnout (albeit not greater support). In contrast, and surprisngly,
those who should in principle benefit from redigribution in the EU — the dderly, blue-
collar workers, less educated, those with repeated higtory of unemployment, those living
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in rurd areas and dso those living in underdeveloped or agriculturd regions — tend to be
againgt accession and/or do not vote.

Hence, it appears that the nationals of the new member dtates tend to put a greater
weight on the gains from improved efficiency and new opportunities while they discount
potential  benefits from recalving subsdies from the richer EU member gates. While the
latter concluson appears surprisng a fird dght, it seems waranted given tha the
transfers which the new members will receive after accesson have been revised and in
effect scded down considerably compared to recent expectations and dso reative to the
transfers received by other less developed entrants in the wake of previous enlargements.

Another plausble explanation is that voters perceive accession to the EU as a naturd
continuation, and indeed ultimate outcome, of the post-communig trandtion from centrd
planing to a maket economy and therefore their support for EU membership reflects
whether they gained or lost from market-oriented reforms (and whether they expect to
gan from further liberdization and intendfication of competition). Indeed, the supporters
of EU nmembership tend to have a smilar socio-economic profile as voters of liberd, pro-
reform parties (see Fidrmuc, 1999ab; Jackson, Klich and Poznanska, 2001; and Doyle
and Fidrmuc, 2003).%' Furthermore, membership in the EU, and eventudly in the EMU,
will impose important condraints on nationd fiscd policy and thus the ability of
governments to compensate those made worse off by accesson as well as the onrgoing
reform process (Vlachos, 2003, makes a dmilar point about voting in the Swedish
referendum preceding that country’s EU entry in 1995).

Findly, and importantly, our findings show that voters in the candidate countries
supported accesson holding greater efficiency and economic integration rather than fisca
transfers as ther primary motivation. There seems to be little politicd will among the
current EU members to pick up the bill for extending the trandfers and subsidies to the ten
new member countries without a subgantid reform of the redigribution sysem. The
voters in the candidate countries appear to be aware of this but they approved the
accesson nonethdess. Thus, while the scding down of the scope for trandfers and

2L A sudy by Tucker, Pacek and Berinsky (2002), using he 1996 Eurobarometer survey, aso found
that regardless of demographic characteridtics, the “winners’ from trandtion are more likely to support
accesson to the EU than the “losers’.
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subgdies (relative to initid expectations) probably helped drive down support for EU
membership, the other benefits (efficiency improvements but aso increased political and
economic dability and other gains) made the prospect of EU membership sufficiently

atractive to sway a critical mass of votersin favor of accesson.
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Table 1 Intended Voting in EU Referenda (Spring 2002 CCEB)

Will not No of
Infavor Agangt vote DK/RA  respondents

Bulgaria 726 6.8 6.9 137 1000
Cyprus 65.4 172 38 136 500
Czech Rep. 50.8 184 135 17.3 1000
Estonia 434 274 158 134 1010
Hungary 74.0 58 72 130 1020
Lavia 418 36.8 84 130 1000
Lithuania 50.3 16.7 106 24 1015
Malta 422 34.0 50 188 500
Poland 533 241 134 9.2 2000
Romania 84.3 36 35 86 1049
Sovakia 68.1 99 112 10.7 1067
Sovenia 55.3 274 6.2 111 1002
Turkey 69.8 234 23 44 2000
CC'stotal 60.2 194 85 119 14163

Source; Candidate Countries Eurobarometer (CCEB), March/April 2002, Gallup Europe

Notes. The table reports answers to the following question: “Would you personaly vote for or againg it
[EU membership]?" DK/RA stands for ‘Don’t know’ and ‘ Refuse to answer’ responses.

Table 2 Results of Referenda on EU Accession

Country Turnout Yes No Support® Date Recentc
% % % % Turnout

Cyprus® na 58 25 na Fall 2002 na
Malta 910 54 46 291 March 8, 2003 97.0 (2003)
Slovenia 60.3 0 10 54.3 March 23, 2003 70.1 (2000)
Hungary 45.6 84 16 383 April 12, 2003 70.5 (2002)
Lithuania 63.3 91 9 576 May 10-11, 2003 58.2 (2000)
Slovakia 522 93 7 485 May 17, 2003 70.0 (2002)
Poland 589 7 23 454 June 7-8, 2003 46.3 (2001)
Czech Republic 55.2 77 23 425 June 13-14, 2003 58.0 (2002)
Estonia 63.0 67 33 421 Sept. 14, 2003 58.2 (2003)
Latvia 725 67 32 48.6 Sept. 20, 2003 715 (2002)
Source: Gdlup Europe, Enlagement Poll  Monitor  (http://www.gallup-europebelepm/), and

Electionworld.org. Candidate countries are ordered chronologicaly, according to the referendum dates. Only
countriesthat will be part of the next enlargement are included.
2 Percentage of digible voters who supported accession.
b Cyprus approved EU membership without holding a referendum; the results of the latest available opinion

poll are reported.

€ Paticipation rate in the most recent parliamentary dection (the year to which the figure refers is in

parentheses).
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Table 3 Regional Results of EU Referenda

Country Turnout [%] YesVote[%]
Mean St.Dev. Mean St.Dev.
Czech Republic 55.36 382 76.33 233
Estonia 62.46 338 65.33 403
Hungary 44.32 4.96 84.25 193
Latvia 70.91 551 69.36 1331
Lithuania 63.25 5.70 90.40 352
Poland 56.11 5.82 74.35 1033
Slovakia 51.27 559 92.82 235

Notes: Means are computed as averages across regions and as such are different from the nationwide results reported in
Teblel.

Table 4 Descriptive Statistics of Regional Indicators

Unemployment Rate Average Wage Agriculture Industry and
(%] [local currency] (%] Construction
[%]

Mean St.Dev. Mean St.Dev. Mean St.Dev. Mean St.Dev.

Czech Republic 9.:° 415  1394082°¢ 1,363.39 6.90° 4.34 48.74° 7.96
Estonia 10.88¢ 383 5073949 99924 12639 6.89 31.69¢ 534
Latvia 11.65° 6.52 11900° 2408 na na na na
Lithuania 13.33¢ 493 84250°¢ 156.64 na na na na
Hungary 6.07°¢ 2.07 91,05095¢ 1325259  585° 238 39.99°¢ 745
Poland 17.77° 6.55 1636862 22093 41.35° 24.74 2620 12901
Slovakia 15.00° 688  12697.23° 260043 6.86°¢ 343 4096°¢ 853

Sources: Regiond data obtained from the centrd datistica offices of the individud countries. Agriculture, industry and
condruction are expressed as shares in totd employment. Means are computed as averages across regions and as such
are different from the nationwide values.

Data pertain to: 2 1999; ® 2000, ¢ 2001; ¢ 2002; € first half of 2003.
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Table 5 Regional Deter minants of Support for EU Member ship: Pooled Data

Pooled Yes Vote 1 2 3 4
Unemployment Rate 0.081 (0.060) | 0.244***  (0.038) 0.083 (0.060) | 0.248***  (0.038)
Wage Raio -0.025 (2.769) -1.648 (1.840) -0.059 (2.775) -1.732 (1.849)
Agriculture - - -0.333***  (0.018) - - -0.332***  (0.018)
Industry & Construction - - 0.019 (0.027) - - 0.021 (0.027)
Poland -2570***  (0.792) | 8359***  (0580) | -2520***  (0.790) | 8487***  (0.587)
Hungary 8150***  (0534) | 839%4***  (0559) | 8173***  (0552) | 8472***  (0.606)
Sovakia 15993***  (0527) | 15.066*** (0530) | 16.003***  (0.524) | 15.104***  (0.529)
Edonia -11.158***  (1.087) | -9425***  (1.412) |-11.107%** (1.088) | -9.277***  (1.424)
Lavia -7.186%**  (2.328) (dropped) S7.137**  (2.333) (dropped)
Lithuania 13.695***  (0.588) (dropped) 13.697+**  (0.589) (dropped)
Suburb - - - - 0.737 (0936) | 1.680**  (0.749)
Congtant 75.624%**  (2731) | 77.014***  (2537) | 75585***  (2729) | 76.805***  (2.540)
R-Sguared 0.446 0.798 0.446 0.798

F-Statistic 330.39 300.04 297.70 273.22

P-vaue 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000

No. of Obs 658 565 658 565

Notes: All estimated with pooled OLS, heteroskedasticity-robust standard errors are in  parentheses.

Unemployment rate is in percent. Wage rdio is the ratio of regiond average wage to the nationd average
wage. Agriculture and industry/condruction are percentage shares of total employment, with services being
the omitted category (dructure of employment is not available for Latvia and Lithuanid). The Czech
Republic isthe omitted category with respect to country dummies.

Sonificancelevels «*» 1%, ** 5% and * 10%.

26




Table 6 Regional Deter minants of Participation in EU Referenda: Pooled Data

Pooled Turnout 1 2 3 4
Unemployment Rate -0.255%**  (0.039) | -0.237***  (0.029) -0.251%** (0.039) -0.229***  (0.029)
Wage Raio 3.187 (1.706) 0.938 (1.296) 3.098* 171y o774 (1.312)
Agriculture - - -0214***  (0.012) - - -0.212***  (0.012)
Industry & Construction - - -0.087+**  (0.023) - - -0.082**  (0.023)
Poland 2272x**  (0595) | 7.682***  (0.585) 2.402x** (0587) 7.932***  (0.578)
Hungary -11.694***  (1.038) |-12.689***  (1.061) | -11.633*** (1.034)| -12538***  (1.061)
Sovakia -2420¢**  (0.756) | -3301***  (0.775) -2.304x** (0.746)| -3.226***  (0.763)
Edonia 7.948***  (0.765) | 7.401***  (0.898) 8.080*** (0.766) 7.690***  (0.900)
Lavia 16.595***  (0.857) (dropped) 16.724*** (0.858) (dropped)
Lithuania 9.010*** (0.867) (dropped) 9.015*** (0.868) (dropped)
Suburb - - - - 1911 (L183) 3.285***  (L073)
Constant B4AT755***  (1734) | 62.334***  (1781) | 54653***  (1.739) 61.924***  (1.781)
R-Sguared 0.488 0.624 0489 0.629

F-Statistic 105.580 141.640 93.78 12525

P-vaue 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000

No. of Obs 658 565 658 565

Notes: All estimated with pooled OLS, heteroskedasticity-robust standard errors are in  parentheses.

Unemployment rate is in percent. Wage rdio is the ratio of regiond average wage to the nationd average
wage. Agriculture and indudtry/condruction are percentage shares of total employment, with services being
the omitted category (structure of employment is not avalable for Latvia and Lithuania). The Czech
Republic isthe omitted category with respect to country dummies.

Sonificancelevels «*» 1%, ** 5% and * 10%.
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Table 7 Individual Deter minants of Intended Voting in Favor of EU Membership

Will vote for member ship Will not vote

Femde -0.041 (0.052) 0.373¢x* (0.083)
Married/remarried/cohabiting -0.017 (0.063) -0.306%** (0.096)
Age -0.040¢ ** (0.010) -0.058x** (0.016)
Age squared. 0.0004+** (0.0001) 0.0005x** (0.0002)
Number of children 0.025 (0.025) 0.063+ (0.039)
Household size -0.029 (0.023) 0.011 (0.036)
Education: Secondary 0.142+ (0.075) -0.399¢ * (0.117)
Education: University 0.353x*=* (0.089) -0.463+** (0141
Student 0.342+** (0.138) -0.564 * (0.211)
Sdf-employed -0.137 (0.117) -0.178 (0.205)
White-collar professiond 0.202+* (0.085) -0.107 (0.138)
House person 0.017 (0.203) -0.151 (0.174)
Unemployed 0.056 (0.102) -0.271* (0.167)
Retired -0.032 (0.102) 0.029 (0.161)
Farmer/fisherman -0.319+~* (0.157) -0.868x** (0.334)
Unemployment experience: once -0.045 (0.080) 0.029 (0.227)
Unemployment experience: twice/more 0.019 (0.101) 0.286* (0.160)
Wedl-bang: average -0.422% % (0.000) -0.084 (0.156)
Well-being: getting dong -0.767%** (0.094) -0.170 (0.161)
Well-being poor/very poor -1.098x** (0112 -0.256 (0.182)
Smal/mid-sized town 0.140+* (0.062) -0.153 (0.096)
City 0.239«** (0.066) -0104 (0.104)
Cyprus -1.377%x* (0.195) -1.543xx (0.331)
Czech Rep. -1.972% %+ (0.164) 0478+ (0.224)
Estonia -2.230kx* (0.158) -0.699+** (0.216)
Hungary -0112 (0.190) -0.296 (0.260)
Lavia 2483+ (0.157) -1.641x* 0233
Lithuania -1.594** (0.166) -0.535+* (0.230)
Malta -2.653¢** (0.187) -2.067+** (0.315)
Poland -1.817%* (0.149) -0.685*** (0.203)
Romania 0.845* ** (0.236) 0.095 (0.317)
Sovakia -0.657%** (0.177) -0.001 (0.238)
Sovenia -2.163¢** (0.162) -1.660x** (0.243)
Turkey -1.399*+ (0.158) 2,699+ (0.276)
Constant 3.931%x* (0.303) 1.800+** (0.445)
Log likelihood -8000.1285

Pseudo R? 0.103

wald c? 1418.71%*+

No. of observations 11,263

Notes. The dependent varigble corresponds to the following question: “And if there were to be a referendum
tomorrow on the question of (country)’s member ship, would you personally vote for or against it?” Possble
answas ae ‘for', ‘agang’, and ‘will not vote. Both equations are estimated jointly by multinomia logit
with ‘will vote againg EU membership’ being the base category. Heteroskedaedticity-robust standard errors
are in parentheses. The omitted categories are mae, not maried or cohabiting, primary education, manud
worker, no past unemployment experience, rich, very comforteble or comfortable well-being, villagerurd
areg, and Bulgaria Sgnificance levels #+* 1%, <+ 5% and * 10%.
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Table 8 Interaction between Attitude towards the EU and Intended
Participation in Referendum
EU pessimist—will not [ EU optimist —will not EU optimist —will
participate participate participate
@ @ (©)
Femde 0270+  (0.139) 0.337+ (0.176) -0.038 (0.055)
Married/remarried/cohabiting -0.409%*= (0.155) -0.172 (0.217) -0.080 (0.066)
Age -0.012 (0.027) | -0065  (0038) |-0037+*+  (0.011)
Age souared. 00002  (0.0002) | 00005  (0.0004) | 0.0003+**  (0.0001)
No. of children 0.001 (0.068) -0.033 (0.1012) 0.020 (0.026)
Household size 0.000 (0.059) 0033 (0.082) -0.017 (0.024)
Education: Secondary 0278 (0199 0319  (0.308) 0.080 (0.079)
Education: University -0.503+* (0.231) -0.285 (0.355) | 0.242*=* (0.093)
Sudent -1057+++  (0.392) 0491 (0421) | 0350+  (0.147)
Sdf-employed -0.011 (0.326) 0017 (0.475) 0.009 (0.126)
White collar professional 0420+ (0.235) 0.301 (0289) | 0193  (0.089)
House person 0227 (0.329) 032 (0.373) 0.086 (0.109)
Unemployed 0182 (0.281) -0.141 (0.374) -0.013 (0.106)
Retired 0.262 (0.246) 0.291 (0.395) 0.051 (0.106)
Farmer/fisherman -0.194 (0.394) -1.185 (1.048) -0.371x~ (0.159)
UE experience: Once -0.279 (0.229) 0.205 (0.275) -0.009 (0.083)
UE experience: twice/more 0.193 (0.261) | 0740+  (0.305) 0.068 (0.106)
Wdl-being: Average -0.578+* (0.267) -0.344 (0.287) | -0592+**  (0.097)
Well-being: Getting along -0.406 (0.273) -0.442 (0.306) | -0878*+  (0.102)
Well-being: poor/very poor 0717+ (0311) | -1.145*+  (0397) | -1316+*+  (0.119)
Smal/mid-sized town -0404+**  (0.163) 0.027 (0.203) 0.077 (0.065)
City 0174 (0.173) -0.334 (0.246) | 0207**+  (0.069)
Cyprus 21975+ (0.787) -0618 (0.811) | -0976+*+  (0.206)
Czech Rep. -0.395 (0.356) -0.293 (0596) | -1.995+*+  (0.164)
Estonia -0.209 (0.333) -0.088 (0587) | -1.946+++  (0.157)
Hungary -0.027 (0.406) 0.860 (0.616) 0.180 (0.195)
Latvia -1450+++  (0378) | -1.922¢xx  (0.724) | -239%5**+  (0.155)
Lithuania -0177 (0.359) 0.469 (0589) | -1.343+**  (0.167)
Malta 3003+ (0.778) | -1576+*  (0.806) | -2482+*+  (0.188)
Poland 0314 (0.306) -0.057 (0544) | -1.762¢*+  (0.146)
Romania -0.115 (0.446) 0.295 (0734) | 0514+  (0.209)
Sovakia -0.179 (0.359) 0663 (0560) | -0.886+**  (0.168)
Sovenia 1331+ (0.379) -0.687 (0593) | -1.943*+  (0.161)
Turkey 2630r++  (0477) | -1.799*x  (0.648) | -1281**+  (0.156)
Constat 0377 (0.733) -0.388 (L019) | 4.001+++  (0.311)
Log likdihood -6464.680
Pseudo R2 0.105
Wald ¢? 1179.10***
No. of observations 9853

Notes: All three equations are estimated jointly by multinomid logit with ‘EU pessmist — will participate
beng the base category. Heteroskedadticity-robust standard erors are in parentheses. The dependent
varible combines answers to the question “Taking everything into consideration, would you say that
(country) could get advantages or not from being a member of the European Union?” with anindication on
intended participation in the referendum on EU membership. The omitted categories are: mde, not married
or cohabiting, primary education, manua worker, no past unemployment experience, rich or comfortable
well-being, village/rural areq, and Bulgaria. Significance levels *** 1%, ** 5% and * 10%.
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