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Abstract

In recent decades, ordinary European Union (EU) citizens have been able to express their

opinion on the course of the European project on several occasions. Judging from electoral

outcomes, there is quite some Euroscepticism among them. What motivations underlie

the Eurosceptic vote? Using an extended and comprehensive multidimensional measure of

EU attitudes, we investigate which specific attitudes and issue positions were conducive to

Eurosceptic voting in the 2009 European Parliament elections. Based on a voter survey in

21 countries, we conclude that concerns about the EU’s ‘democratic deficit’, low per-

ceived utility of the EU for the country, negative affection towards the EU, opposition to

EU integration, and an absence of EU identity enhance anti-EU voting. In addition, these

effects depend on the dispersion of party positions concerning EU matters, so that the

more the parties diverge on EU matters, the stronger the effect becomes of each of the

five EU dimensions mentioned on party choice. We conclude by setting these findings in

perspective and discussing their implications for the future of the European project.

Keywords

elections, Euroscepticism, multilevel modelling, political parties, voter survey, voting

Introduction

The European Union (EU) is currently facing severe criticism. Several experts have
criticized the European project for being undemocratic (Ferrara and Weishaupt,
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2004; Hix, 2008).More generally, a substantial share of EU citizens are critical of the
EU (for example, Gabel and Scheve, 2007; Hooghe and Marks, 2009; Taggart and
Szczerbiak, 2004). This Euroscepticism may be very relevant for the EU’s future,
because citizens’ opinions seem to have become increasingly important in shaping the
European project (for example, Gabel, 2003; Hooghe and Marks, 2009).

The main way in which EU citizens can express their opinions on European
integration is by casting a vote. To this end they can use three different instruments:
referendums on European integration, national parliamentary elections and elec-
tions to the European Parliament (EP). On each of these occasions, many citizens
cast a Eurosceptic vote. They seize the opportunity to vote in a Eurosceptic manner if
their preferences are more Eurosceptic than, for example, their government party’s
EU position (Clark and Rohrschneider, 2009; Hobolt et al., 2009). However, we still
know little about what citizens try to express with such a vote. What do they think is
wrong with the EU?

This is the question this article aims to address. In doing so, we go beyond the
extant literature, in which ‘the EU’ is typically considered to be a one-dimensional
issue, which has necessarily also affected the EU issue-voting literature (De Vries,
2007, 2010; De Vries and Tillman, 2011; Tillman, 2004). As a result, the importance
of various aspects of European integration, such as ‘deepening’ – integration – and
‘broadening’ – enlargement – of European cooperation (Karp and Bowler, 2006),
has been largely left unexplored. This study aims to fill this gap by taking into
account different aspects (‘sub-issues’) of attitudes toward European unification.
In our view, it is perfectly possible that many citizens are opposed to some elements
of the European project, for example the loss of national sovereignty to the EU,
while supporting others, such as economic cooperation between member states.

Answering the question of what drives citizens’ (sometimes arguably EU-
critical) voting behaviour is important, precisely because it is this behaviour that
affects outcomes concerning the European project. ‘No’ votes in EU referendums
have slowed down the process of European integration (for example, De Vreese
and Semetko, 2004; Hobolt, 2009), and Eurosceptic politicians elected through
national and European elections have worked to obstruct it (De Vries, 2010). As
EU citizens’ role in the process of European integration is likely to grow, behaviour
with regard to EU issues is becoming increasingly salient as an object of study. It is
important for those concerned with the quality of democratic representation to
know what voters actually mean with their vote for a party that criticizes ‘Brussels’.
This is what we attempt to find out in this article. We aim to assess the impact of
various types of attitudes towards the EU on (Eurosceptic) voting behaviour.
In doing so, we rely on voters’ perception of how Eurosceptic, or how
Europhile, the party they voted for is.

Unpacking EU issue-voting

In the first decades after World War II, European integration was largely an elite-
driven project (for example, Moravcsik, 1991). Many EU citizens’ attitudes toward
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the quietly developing European collaboration was one of ‘permissive consensus’
(Inglehart, 1971: 169). At the same time, citizens may have had ‘non-attitudes’
(Converse, 1964) with regard to European cooperation, which means that they
did not have any strong opinions about it. In recent years, however, citizens have
increasingly become concerned by the European project. The concerns and hesita-
tions about the ongoing European integration have slowed down this process. This
has led scholars to speak of a new phase in the history of European unification, an
era of ‘constraining dissensus’ (Hooghe and Marks, 2009). Given the media atten-
tion this dissensus has aroused on several occasions – most notably the outcomes of
EU referendums in France (2005), the Netherlands (2005) and Ireland (2008) – it is
perhaps surprising that citizens’ concerns about the EU have rarely been investi-
gated in-depth thus far.

What we currently know about citizens’ criticism of the EU is what we have
learned from the occasions on which citizens have expressed their opinions. They
are typically invited to reveal their preferences on – among other things – European
integration in EU referendums (for example, De Vreese and Semetko, 2004; Hobolt,
2009; Schuck andDeVreese, 2008; Svensson, 2002). Furthermore, votersmay cast an
EU issue-based vote in national elections (for example, De Vries, 2007; Van der Eijk
andFranklin, 2007). Itmakes sense for voters to do so because, asDeVries (2010: 92)
points out, ‘government officials elected through national elections participate in the
EUCouncil ofMinisters. Additionally, elected government leaders directly represent
the interests of their member states and their citizens in the European Council.’
Finally, citizens may voice their preferences on European integration in elections
to the European Parliament, which has increased its formal powers over the years
(for example, Hix and Marsh, 2007; Van der Eijk and Franklin, 1996).

Turning to referendums on European integration, 42 of them were held between
1972 and 2008 (Hobolt, 2009: 8–9). Hobolt (2009) analyses voter surveys concern-
ing 18 of these referendums in seven countries. In her refined analysis, she finds that
EU attitudes, on their own and in interaction with political awareness, government
satisfaction, subjective social class, age and party recommendations, are among
the predictors of vote choice. The less favourable a voter’s attitude towards the EU,
the more likely (s)he is to cast a ‘No’ vote. The more politically aware (s)he is, the
stronger this effect. In addition, the likelihood of rejecting (further) European
integration increases the less satisfied (s)he is with his/her current government,
the lower his/her social class and the younger (s)he is. Furthermore, if (s)he iden-
tifies with a party and this party recommends a ‘No’ vote, this makes his/her chance
of voting ‘No’ even larger (Hobolt, 2009: 71–9).

Siune and Svensson (1993) propose the importance of EU attitudes for referen-
dum voting (see also Svensson, 2002). De Vreese and Semetko (2004), drawing on a
two-wave panel survey, find that both domestic political considerations and EU
attitudes affected the ‘No’ vote in the Danish 2000 referendum on the common
currency. Schuck and De Vreese (2008) analyse the Dutch ‘No’ to the EU
Constitutional Treaty in 2005. Their conclusions, based on a voter survey, are in
line with those of Hobolt (2009). Most importantly, Schuck and De Vreese (2008)
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find that the main predictor of a ‘No’ vote is negative attitudes towards the EU.
In addition, these attitudes mediate the impact of other factors such as government
approval and attitudes towards globalization.

Voters may also convey messages concerning European issues in national
parliamentary elections. This is not a widespread phenomenon but there is evidence
to suggest that it increasingly occurs (Tillman, 2004). Tillman coins the phrase ‘EU
voting’, defined by De Vries (2010: 92) as ‘the process whereby individual prefer-
ences over European integration directly influence vote choices in national elec-
tions’. Tillman (2004: 593) posits an ‘EU voting hypothesis’, which holds that ‘(t)he
level of agreement over European integration between a citizen and a party should
relate positively to the likelihood of the citizen voting for that party’. He finds
evidence for this hypothesis in all three EU member states he investigates: Austria,
Finland and Sweden. De Vries (2007) empirically demonstrates that EU issue-
voting occurred in Denmark and the United Kingdom (UK) throughout the
1990s and beyond. She does not find strong indications for the presence of EU
issue-voting in Germany or the Netherlands. Both voters and Eurosceptic parties
attached more salience to the issue in Denmark and the UK than in Germany or
the Netherlands at the time (De Vries, 2007).

The vote in elections to the European Parliament has provided evidence in sup-
port of different models of voting. On the one hand, the second-order national
election model, proposed by Reif and Schmitt (1980), suggests that the lack of
cues about the EU leads citizens to rely on cognitive shortcuts from national politics
(see also Schmitt, 2005). In this way, EP elections typically become a referendum on
the incumbent government (Lord, 2001). Related to this model of EP voting, Marsh
demonstrates that the timing of the EP election in the national electoral cycle affects
voting behaviour (Marsh, 1998; Hix and Marsh, 2007). On the other hand, recent
studies suggest that, at the very least, Europe seems also to matter in EP elections –
and in some cases even more so than cues from the national political arena. The
‘Europe matters’ vote model resonates well with findings from the EU referendum
literature on the importance of EU attitudes – in addition to other influences – for
voting (De Vreese and Semetko, 2004; Hobolt, 2009).

Studies from the three most recent EP elections in 1999, 2004 and 2009 indeed
point to the importance of EU attitudes for voting in these elections. Based on data
from voter studies in 21 EU member states, conducted just after the 2004 European
elections, De Vries and Tillman (2011) demonstrate that EU attitudes affect vote
choice in European elections. Similar conclusions have been reached on the basis of
data derived from voter surveys conducted at the time of the 1999 European elec-
tions (Van der Brug et al., 2007: 176–82). In accordance with these findings,
De Vreese and Tobiasen (2007) conclude that attitudes towards the EU and per-
ceptions of EU identity influenced voting in the 2004 European elections in
Denmark. In addition, they find that Eurosceptic parties draw their support from
among those with low levels of trust in the national government, negative attitudes
towards immigrants and extremist ideological positions (De Vreese and Tobiasen,
2007: 101–3). Finally, recent findings show how attitudes towards Europe are
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important for understanding individual-level vote choice in the 2009 EP elections
(De Vries et al., 2011).

The multidimensionality of EU attitudes

Although EU issue-voting has been investigated extensively in the studies men-
tioned above and others, little attention has been devoted to the structure and
consequences of EU attitudes. In other words, we know quite a lot about to
what degree, and in which circumstances, voters’ party choice results from concerns
about the EU, but little is known about what these concerns exactly are. Only a
handful of scholars have gone beyond the commonly assumed one-dimensionality
of EU attitudes, including Lubbers and Scheepers (2005, 2010), Weßels (2007),
Krouwel and Abts (2007) and Boomgaarden et al. (2011).

Lubbers and Scheepers (2005) distinguished between ‘instrumental Euro-
scepticism’ and ‘political Euro-scepticism’. Instrumental Euroscepticism refers to
people being ‘sceptical about the benefits of the EU for their particular country’
(Lubbers and Scheepers, 2005: 227). They defined political Euroscepticism in terms
of a wish for policy issues to be decided by the national government as opposed to
at the EU level (2005: 225–7). By way of analyses of survey data from the (then)
15 EU member states from 1995–1999, they showed that ‘political and instrumental
Euro-scepticism can be distinguished and that in all countries the dimensions are
positively but modestly correlated’ (2005: 238). Later, Lubbers and Scheepers con-
firmed the multifaceted nature of EU attitudes and demonstrated that the different
dimensions can fluctuate considerably (Lubbers and Scheepers, 2010).

In a similar vein, Weßels (2007) argues that Euroscepticism is a multilevel atti-
tudinal phenomenon. He builds on Easton’s political support classification (Easton,
1965, 1975) in his differentiation between ‘specific effectiveness of the political
authorities’, ‘generalized responsiveness of the political authorities’, diffuse sup-
port for the political regime (‘generalized membership support’) and ‘generalized
European identity’ (Webels, 2007: 293). On the basis of data from 25 countries,
collected in the wake of the 2004 European elections, he concludes that EU identity
is key in distinctions of Eurosceptics. There are different types of Eurosceptic:
critical Europeans can combine EU identity with scepticism, whereas adamant
Eurosceptics combine scepticism with no attachment to the European political com-
munity (Webels, 2007: 304).

Krouwel and Abts (2007) also notice that ‘varieties of Euroscepticism’ exist.
They rightly point out that scepticism is not so much a negative attitude as ‘an
attitude of reserve, where both trust and distrust are temporarily suspended’
(Krouwel and Abts, 2007: 259). Euroscepticism as commonly referred to, however,
may mean not only scepticism but also cynicism or outright opposition. Krouwel
and Abts distinguish between two dimensions. Like Weßels (2007), they build on
Easton’s (1975) objects of political support in their first dimension, which concerns
attitudes towards authorities, regime and community. Unlike Weßels (2007), their
second dimension does not involve identity but ‘differentiates attitudes according
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to their degree of reflexivity and negativism’ (Krouwel and Abts, 2007: 252).
Unfortunately, Krouwel and Abts do not empirically test their conceptualization
of Euroscepticism.

Also following Easton (1965, 1975), Boomgaarden et al. (2011) define the EU as
‘the regime’, the European institutions as ‘the authorities’ and the citizens as ‘the
community’. In addition, relying on Lindberg and Scheingold (1971), they distin-
guish between utilitarian and affective support (Boomgaarden et al., 2011; Lindberg
and Scheingold, 1971). Five dimensions are found after analysing 25 EU attitude
items in a national survey in the Netherlands in 2008. Answers to items that deal
with the (democratic) functioning of EU institutions cluster together in a first
dimension. Responses to items that revolve around utilitarianism – relating to the
perceived benefits of membership for the country and the EU as an instrument to
foster peace – come together to form a second dimension. A third factor is com-
posed of replies to items expressing negative affections towards the EU such as anger
with, fear of and threat by the EU. A fourth dimension encompasses responses to
items that concern the desired speed of European integration and unification. A fifth
dimension consists of answers to items that revolve around European identity. Like
Weßels (2007), Boomgaarden et al. (2011) show that their dimensions are not highly
correlated and differ in terms of their antecedents.

In this article, we bring together conceptualizations of all four studies mentioned.
We build on Lubbers and Scheepers (2005, 2010) in their distinction between polit-
ical and instrumental Euroscepticism. We pay tribute to Weßels (2007) as well as
Krouwel and Abts (2007) in their focus on attitudes towards authorities, based on
Easton. We follow Boomgaarden et al. (2011) in their multidimensional conceptu-
alization and operationalization of EU attitudes. Their analysis takes more items
into account than the other studies mentioned and thus provides an inclusive and
comprehensive account of different EU-related attitudes. In line with Boomgaarden
et al. (2011), we label the dimensions performance (dimension 1), utilitarianism
(dimension 2), negative affection (dimension 3), strengthening (dimension 4) and
identity (dimension 5).

Hypotheses

Do these attitude dimensions influence Eurosceptic voting? In other words, do
citizens who vote ‘anti-EU’ disapprove of anything the EU stands for, or is the
picture more mixed? Perhaps citizens applaud the EU for, for instance, bringing
peace and economic prosperity, while blaming it for, for example, poor institu-
tional democracy. If so, which of these perceived EU problems, if any, led them to
cast a Eurosceptic vote? And, are there any aspects that decrease the likelihood of
an anti-EU vote? We expect each dimension of the multidimensional construct of
Euroscepticism to predict the Eurosceptic vote.

H1: The less favourable a voter’s attitude towards EU performance (dimension 1), the

more Eurosceptic his or her vote.
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H2: The less favourable a voter’s attitude towards EU utility (dimension 2), the more

Eurosceptic his or her vote.

H3: The more negative a voter’s affections towards the EU (dimension 3), the more

Eurosceptic his or her vote.

H4: The less favourable a voter’s attitude towards EU integration (dimension 4), the

more Eurosceptic his or her vote.

H5: The less a voter perceives himself or herself as having an EU identity (dimension 5),

the more Eurosceptic his or her vote.

Until now, we have focused on the demand side of the political spectrum – that
is, the voters. The extent to which voters engage in Eurosceptic voting also depends
on the supply side – that is, the political parties (Van der Eijk and Franklin, 1996).
Parties have increasingly diverged on EU issues in recent years, mainstream parties
being relatively pro-EU overall, and parties on the ideological fringes often being
fiercely Eurosceptic (De Vreese, 2006; Ray, 2007). There is quite some variation in
this party divergence across countries, especially resulting from the presence or
absence of Eurosceptic parties: some countries have remained without very
Eurosceptic parties, such as Latvia and Lithuania, whereas other countries have
seen the emergence of strong Eurosceptic challengers in their party system (Ray,
2007), such as Greece, Denmark and the Netherlands. In Denmark and the
Netherlands, the rise of Eurosceptic parties such as the June Movement
(Denmark) and the Freedom Party (Netherlands) seems to have triggered other
parties to emphasize their pro-EU stances. Examples of such Europhile parties are
the Liberal Party (Denmark) and D66 (Netherlands). If parties’ EU positions are
very similar, this restricts voters’ opportunity to cast a more Eurosceptic or a more
Europhile vote. Conversely, the clearer the distinction between parties on an EU
dimension, the more voters are able to express their anti-EU or pro-EU feelings
and considerations. Thus, the greater the party dispersion regarding EU issues in a
country, the stronger we expect all five effects to be.

H6: The more party dispersion concerning EU issues at the country level, the stronger

the effects of voter attitudes, along the five identified dimensions, on Eurosceptic

voting.

We now turn to the data on the basis of which we set out to assess our
hypotheses.

Data

Citizens may express their Euroscepticism on three occasions: in referendums, in
national elections and in European elections. In this article, we concentrate on
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European Parliament elections. We take the most recent one (2009) and investigate
voting behaviour in all EU member states where data are available. We use data
from a voter survey fielded in 21 EU member states.1 Respondents were invited to
participate on the day after the 2009 elections for the European Parliament. The
fieldwork dates were 8–19 June 2009, and 98 percent of questionnaires were com-
pleted within five days of the elections (12 June). The survey was conducted using
Computer Assisted Web Interviewing (CAWI). Respondents had to answer each
question in order to be able to proceed to the next question, so there is no item non-
response. However, there are missing values owing to respondents using the ‘don’t
know’ option with regard to the party and self-placement in terms of left and right,
and the ‘don’t know’ option concerning the EU positioning of the party they voted
for. Missing data analysis has not revealed any distortions that would substantially
affect our conclusions, however.2

The fieldwork was coordinated by TNS Opinion in Brussels and involved TNS
subsidiaries in each country. All subsidiaries comply with ESOMAR guidelines for
survey research. A total of 22,806 eligible voters participated. On average, 1074
respondents per country completed the questionnaire, varying from 1001 in Austria
to 2000 in Belgium. In each country, a random sample was drawn from TNS
databases. These databases rely on multiple recruitment strategies, including tele-
phone, face-to-face and online recruitment. Each database consists of between 3600
(Slovakia) and 339,000 (the UK) individuals. Quotas (on age, gender and education)
were enforced in sampling from the database. The average response rate was 31
percent. The samples show acceptable distributions in terms of gender, age and
education compared with census data. Because we are mostly interested in the
underlying relationships between variables, we consider the deviations in the sample
vis-à-vis the adult population less problematic and we exert appropriate caution
when making inferences about absolute values. See Web Appendix 1 for details of
the voter survey conducted.

The dependent variable

The dependent variable is based on reported vote in the 2009 European elections,
asked right after these elections. We attach a value to each party contesting the
European elections in each country, indicating its position in terms of European inte-
gration. We derive these positions from the following question, asked of each respon-
dent for each of the 7 to 12 major parties in his or her country: ‘Some say European
unification should be pushed further. Others say it already has gone too far . . .where
would you place the views of the following parties?’ The respondents could position
each party on a 0–10 scale ranging from ‘European unification has already gone too
far’ (0) to ‘European unification should be pushed further’ (10). As Belgium has two
separate party systems – with Flemish voters voting for Flemish parties andWalloon
voters for Walloon parties – we study votes for parties in 22 political systems in
21 countries. A total of 175 parties in these 22 political systems were positioned on
this scale. See Web Appendix 3 for the list of parties included in this study.
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Each respondent who reported a vote in the European elections was attributed
the value (s)he indicated with regard to the European unification position of the
party (s)he voted for. We thus use as the dependent variable the degree of Europhilia
of respondents’ party choice.3 We need voters who report having voted and who are
also able to position the party voted for in terms of attitude towards European
unification. Out of 22,806 respondents, 9694 (43 percent) do so, which is in line
with actual turnout in the 2009 EP elections (also 43 percent). The numbers of
reported votes by party in the sample reflect the actual numbers of votes cast by
party in the population well – see Web Appendix 3. The positioning of the party
voted for in terms of attitude towards European integration by the 9694 respondents
under investigation resulted in a variable with a minimum of 0 (‘gone too far’), a
maximum of 10 (‘should be pushed further’), a mean of 6.25 and a standard devi-
ation of 3.00. The mean indicates that, on average, voters see the party they voted
for as Europhile rather than Eurosceptic. See Figure 1 for a histogram of the dis-
tribution of this variable.

Figure 1 suggests that ‘the Eurosceptic vote’ does not exist: Eurosceptic voting is
a relative matter.4 To the left of the graph, we find the vote for more Eurosceptic
parties. The votes shown near the right end of Figure 1 can be described as more
‘Europhile’. But, rather than a dichotomy of Eurosceptic and other votes, we see a
continuum. We therefore consider our dependent variable more appropriate than a

0
5

10
15

20
25

P
ro

po
rt

io
n 

of
 v

ot
er

s 
w

ho
 r

ep
or

t a
n 

E
P

E
09

 v
ot

e 
(%

)

0 2 4 6 8 10
Voter's perception of EU position of party s/he voted for (0-10 scale)

Figure 1. Distribution of voters’ perception of the EU position of the party they voted for,

varying from ‘EU unification has already gone too far’ (0) to ‘EU unification should be pushed

further’ (10).

van Spanje and de Vreese 413

 at Universiteit van Amsterdam on August 26, 2015eup.sagepub.comDownloaded from 

http://eup.sagepub.com/


dichotomous dependent variable (as commonly used), which would be based on
some prior categorizing of every single party as ‘Eurosceptic’ or ‘other’ (analyses
using such a dichotomous variable produce very similar results).

In this article, we take voters’ perceptions of party positioning as the dependent
variable. If we digress a bit and examine the mean of these perceptions by party for a
moment, we can illustrate our point about the relativity of ‘the’ Eurosceptic vote.We
can distinguish four groups of parties along this continuum. Interestingly, the bulk
of the votes for the 2009 EP elections were cast for parties that were more Europhile
than Eurosceptic, roughly positioned between 5 and 7 on the 0–10 scale. This group
encompasses most mainstream right-wing parties, as well as most social democratic
and green ones. To the right of this main group, there is a small set of very Europhile
parties (with a mean of around 7.5 on the scale). The two exponents of Europhilia
among these parties are the Portuguese Socialists (PS) and Poland’s main party, the
Civic Platform (PO). The more Eurosceptic parties in the left part of the figure fall
into two broad categories of distinct degrees of Euroscepticism. A relatively mod-
erate group (placed between 3 and 5) includes parties with an unmistakably ideo-
logical profile – either leftist or rightist. Amore radical category (positioned between
1 and 3) encompasses the far left and the far right, as well as single-issue Eurosceptic
parties such as the June Movement (J.) in Denmark.

All in all, this adds up to a nuanced picture of ‘Eurosceptic voting’. In the
Netherlands, for example, voters could choose between – among others – an enthu-
siastically Europhile party such as D66 (mean ¼ 6.32 on the 0–10 scale), a quite
neutral party such as the Christian Union (5.22), a timidly Eurosceptic party such
as the Socialist Party (3.81) and a fiercely Eurosceptic party such as the Freedom
Party (1.84). We employ the entire EU party positioning scale so as not to lose the
nuances of this continuum. In addition, we use individual voters’ perceptions of these
positions, that is, their own perception of how Eurosceptic their vote was. It must be
kept inmind that, unlike the dependent variable thatwe actually use in this article, the
values reported above are mean values, and voters tend to vary in their perception of
where their preferred party stands when it comes to ‘Europe’. For example, 24 out of
135 voters for the Dutch Freedom Party (PVV) mentioned above (18 percent) indi-
cated that the PVV was Europhile rather than Eurosceptic. Our analyses take this
voter heterogeneity into account as well (althoughwe have also performed additional
analyses with mean party placement as checks, resulting in similar findings).

Key independent variables

Our main independent variables are EU attitudes. We include 17 items used by
Boomgaarden et al. (2011) in our questionnaire. The items cluster together in the
expected way, adding up to five reliable dimensions. All items are measured on a
scale ranging from ‘strongly disagree’ (1) to ‘strongly agree’ (7) except for the first
item of dimension 1 and the last two items of dimension 4. The answers to these
questions range from ‘very dissatisfied’ (1) to ‘very satisfied’ (7) (first item of dimen-
sion 1), from ‘very much against’ (1) to ‘very much in favour’ (7) (penultimate item
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of dimension 4) and from ‘standstill’ (1) to ‘run as fast as possible’ (7) (last item of
dimension 4).

The four items of dimension 1 (performance) are: (1) ‘How satisfied or dissatis-
fied are you with the way democracy works in the European Union?’ (2) ‘In the
following we present you with several statements about the European Union. Please
tell us to what extent you agree or disagree with each one of them: The European
Union functions well as it is’; (3) ‘The European Union functions according to
democratic principles’; (4) ‘The decision making process in the European Union
is transparent’.

The three items of dimension 2 (utilitarianism) are: (1) ‘[COUNTRY]’s mem-
bership of the European Union is a good thing’; (2) ‘[COUNTRY] has on balance
benefited from being a member of the European Union’; (3) ‘The European Union
fosters peace and stability’.

The four items of dimension 3 (negative affection) are: (1) ‘I am angry about the
European Union’; (2) ‘I feel threatened by the European Union’; (3) ‘I am dis-
gusted with the European Union’; (4) ‘I am afraid of the European Union’.

The three items of dimension 4 (strengthening) are: (1) ‘The European Union
should become one country’; (2) ‘In general, are you against or in favour of efforts
being made to unify Europe?’ (3) ‘What speed of building Europe would you like?’

The three items of dimension 5 (identity) are: (1) ‘I am proud to be a European
citizen’; (2) ‘Being a citizen of the European Union means a lot to me’; (3) ‘The
European flag means a lot to me’.

The values of party dispersion on EUmatters are derived from the question asked
of voters about the position of each significant party in their country on a scale
ranging from ‘EU unification has already gone too far’ (0) to ‘EU unification
should be pushed further’ (10). Only parties that received at least 1 percent of the
vote, nationwide, in the latest European or the latest national elections before the
2009 EP elections are taken into account (see Web Appendix 3 for the parties under
investigation in this article). Party dispersion is measured by subtracting the differ-
ence between the country’s most EU-friendly and least EU-friendly political party in
voters’ eyes on that scale. InGermany, for example, the SocialDemocrats (SPD)were
the most EU-friendly party (5.65) and the Republicans (Rep) the least EU-friendly
(1.88). The value for Germany is therefore 5.65 – 1.88¼ 3.77. Across the 22 political
contexts under investigation, this results in a variable with a minimum of 1.25 (the
situation in Latvia), a maximum of 5.04 (Greece), a mean of 3.77 (which happens to
reflect the situation in Germany) and a standard deviation of 1.11.5 We centre this
variable around its mean so as to facilitate the interpretation of our findings.

Control variables

We control for several predictors of Eurosceptic voting suggested in the literature,
including age (Hobolt, 2009), perceived national identity (Hooghe and Marks,
2004; McLaren, 2002; Schuck and De Vreese, 2008), ideological extremism
(De Vreese, 2004), political interest (Hobolt, 2009), levels of trust in the national
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government (Franklin et al., 1995), level of satisfaction with the national govern-
ment (Hobolt, 2009; Schuck and De Vreese, 2008), attitudes towards immigrants
(De Vreese and Tobiasen, 2007) and economic expectations (Anderson, 1998;
De Vreese and Semetko, 2004). Because many Eurosceptic parties on the right
are (also) anti-immigrant, we control for voting for rightist parties as well, and
their mobilization of supporters on an anti-immigrant platform. Details of the
operationalization of the variables are included in Web Appendix 2.

In addition to these individual-level factors, we control for country-level polit-
ical6 and economic variables that have been found to predict Eurosceptic voting.
The expectation here is that the better off citizens objectively are, the less enthusi-
astic they are about the European Union (Rohrschneider and Loveless, 2010).
In the analyses we present in this article we include unemployment levels. This
variable is centred around its mean to make the results easier to interpret. We also
take compulsory voting into account. This is because non-voting may be a sign of
Euroscepticism (Hobolt et al., 2009) so, if non-voting is not a legal option, the
votes cast are expected to be more Eurosceptic on average. We also control for
differences between Central and East European countries on the one hand, and
West European countries on the other. After all, EU issue-voting is more prevalent
in Central and Eastern Europe (De Vries and Tillman, 2011). By including all these
controls for Eurosceptic voting, we provide a strong test for the effect of our five
EU attitude dimension variables.7

Voters may vote for a party in EP elections not only, or even mainly, because of
its stance on EU matters but (also) for other reasons (for example, Hix and Marsh,
2007). Thus we also control for more general motivations for party choice, which
are largely captured by the variables mentioned above, but not entirely. We have to
add gender, education, religion and perceived ideological distance to the party
voted for (for example, De Vries and Tillman, 2011; Eijk and Franklin, 1996).

See Table 1 for descriptive analyses of the variables included in our models.

Analyses

Because respondents within a country may be more alike than respondents across
different countries, observations on the dependent variable may not all be indepen-
dent from each other. If ordinary regression analysis were performed on our data
set, standard errors might be underestimated, which might lead to overestimated
significance of effects and thus Type 1 errors. In order to circumvent this problem
as well as problems related to the correct estimation of coefficients given the depen-
dencies in our data, we employ multilevel analysis techniques. The 9694 observa-
tions are treated as nested within 22 political systems.

We estimate a series of hierarchical linear models. The extent to which the party
the respondent voted for is, in his or her view, Eurosceptic or Europhile is the
dependent variable in all analyses.8 The more Europhile the vote, the more positive
are the values of the dependent variable. Conversely, the more Eurosceptic the
vote, the more negative are the values of the dependent variable.
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We begin from an empty model explaining the Eurosceptic vote (not shown). To
this emptymodel we add control variables (Model 1).We add the EUdimensions one
at a time in Models 2–6. Each of these dimensions is expected to have a significant
impact (H1–H5). These effects are hypothesized to be positive – indicating that a
vote becomes more Europhile if EU attitudes are more favourable – except for one.
The exception is the impact of the third dimension. This dimension taps negative
affection towards the EU, and therefore a negative finding is expected. In Model 7,
we estimate the effect of each of the five EU dimensions simultaneously.

Table 1. Descriptive analyses of all (lower-order) variables used

Variable Obs. Mean SD Min. Max.

Dependent variable

Perceived EU position of party voted for 9694 6.25 3.00 0 10

Country-level independent variables

Party dispersion on EU issues (centred) 22 0.00 1.11 –2.52 1.27

Compulsory voting (yes/no) 22 0.15 0.36 0 1

Unemployment level (percent, centred) 22 0.00 1.93 –3.08 4.32

Central/Eastern Europe (yes/no) 22 0.27 0.44 0 1

Individual-level independent variables

Age 9694 41.90 13.76 16 85

National identity 9694 5.33 1.48 1 7

Ideological extremism 9694 2.32 1.66 0 5

Political interest 9694 5.11 1.43 1 7

Political interest in EU 9694 4.72 1.48 1 7

Trust in government 9694 3.46 1.81 1 7

Satisfaction with government on EU issues 9694 3.63 1.61 1 7

Attitudes towards immigrants 9694 3.91 1.74 1 7

Voted for right-wing party 9694 0.52 0.50 0 1

Economic expectations, national 9694 3.76 1.61 1 7

Gender: male 9694 0.53 0.50 0 1

Education: lower level 9694 0.23 0.42 0 1

Education: intermediate level 9694 0.33 0.47 0 1

Education: higher level 9694 0.44 0.50 0 1

Religiosity 9694 2.78 1.83 1 7

Perceived ideological distance to party voted for 9694 1.69 1.79 0 10

EU dimension 1: performance 9694 3.66 1.25 1 7

EU dimension 2: utilitarianism 9694 4.74 1.54 1 7

EU dimension 3: negative affection 9694 2.47 1.43 1 7

EU dimension 4: strengthening 9694 3.95 1.56 1 7

EU dimension 5: identity 9694 3.76 1.61 1 7
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After this, we assess to what degree the effect of each of the five EU dimensions
varies by country according to the degree of party dispersion with regard to
European unification. This is done in Models 8–12 in order to assess H1–H5
once more, and to assess H6. We do so by introducing cross-level interaction effects
of party dispersion (at the country level) and each of the EU dimensions (at the
individual level).9 We expect to see that the interaction effects are positive (for all
dimensions except for the third, where it should be negative), meaning that the
greater the (country-level) party dispersion, the stronger the effect of the particular
EU dimension on the (individual-level) vote.

Results

Turning to the results, we first take a quick look at an empty model, without
any predictors (not shown). It turns out that the grand mean is 6.3 on a 0–10
scale. Thus, on average, the voters see their own vote cast in the 2009
European elections as rather pro-European integration (see also Figure 1). There
is significant variation in country means and we thus should account for this mul-
tilayered data structure – for example, by multilevel modelling. The intraclass
correlation is 0.09. The log-likelihood value is –23,962, the AIC 47,930 and the
BIC 47,952.

When we add all the control variables, we see that the model fit improves,
judging from the values of the log-likelihood, AIC and BIC (see Model 1 in
Table 2). Two country-level variables appear to play a role in the degree to
which a Eurosceptic or a more Europhile vote is cast: party dispersion concerning
EU issues and a country’s unemployment level. The more choice there is in
terms of Eurosceptic (and Europhile) parties and the lower the national unem-
ployment rate, the more Eurosceptic is the vote. The compulsory voting and
Central/Eastern Europe dummies do not exert any significant impact in the pre-
dicted direction.

At the individual level (coefficients not shown), a voter’s age, national iden-
tity, political interest in EU issues, trust in the national government, satisfaction
with the government concerning EU issues, attitudes toward immigrants (espe-
cially for voters for right-wing parties), rightist voting and education predict the
Euroscepticism of the vote. The younger the voter, the stronger his or her national
identity, the lower his or her interest in EU politics and his or her trust in and
satisfaction with the national government concerning EU issues, and the more neg-
ative his or her attitudes towards immigrants, the more Eurosceptic his or her vote
in the 2009 European elections. Furthermore, Eurosceptic voting is more prevalent
among the lowest educated compared with the highest-educated group. This is all in
line with previous findings. New – though not surprising – is the finding that anti-
immigration attitudes make the leftist vote more Eurosceptic and the rightist vote
even more so. Perceived ideological distance to the party voted for also yields the
predicted (negative) effect.
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Wenow addmeasures of each of the EUattitude dimensions. Each timewe add an
attitude dimension (Models 2–6 in Table 2), we see from the various goodness-of-fit
indicators that the model fit improves compared with Model 1. Each dimension has
the expected impact – the first, second, fourth and fifth positive, and the third neg-
ative. These are all highly significant effects (p ¼ .01, one-tailed). Once we add all
dimensions together in Model 7, the first four dimensions partly retain their effect.
The fifth dimension, EU identity, loses its power when EU1, EU2 and EU4 are also
jointly included in the model. This appears to be partly owing to multicollinearity,
because EU5 is quite highly correlated with the three other EU attitudes mentioned
(EU3 is only moderately correlated with EU5: r ¼ –.43, N ¼ 9694).

The first four dimensions clearly have substantial, robust effects on the vote. In
view of the size of the coefficient of the EU1 variable in Model 7 (b ¼ .09), an
increase of one standard deviation (1.25, see Table 1) in the first dimension, mea-
sured on a 1–7 scale, leads to a rise of .09*1.25 ¼ .11 on the 0–10 Europhilia scale.
Likewise, the coefficient of the EU2 variable in Model 7 (b ¼ .30) indicates that a
one standard deviation (1.54) higher score on this dimension would cause the vote
to be .30*1.54 ¼ .46 more Europhile on the 0–10 scale. The EU3 variable yields an
effect of b ¼ –.14 in Model 7. A one standard deviation (1.43) increase on the third
dimension causes a .14*1.43 ¼ .20 Euroscepticism shift on the 0–10 scale.
For dimension 4, the effect is .34*1.56 ¼ .53. All four effects are significant at
the p ¼ .01 level, one-tailed. The effect of the fifth dimension does not reach com-
monly applied levels of statistical significance in Model 7. Thus, we find empirical
evidence in support of H1–H4 and we find evidence that EU identity affects
Eurosceptic voting as well (H5), as long as three other EU attitude dimen-
sions are not controlled for.10 In a next step, we account for different slopes in
different countries so as to test our first five hypotheses in better-specified models
and to test H6.

In our second series of models, shown in Table 3, we include an interaction of
each EU attitude dimension with country-level party dispersion regarding EU issue
scores. Because the party dispersion variable is centred around its mean, the coef-
ficient of each (lower-order) EU attitude dimension variable in Table 3 pertains to
the mean level of party dispersion (which happens to reflect the situation in
Germany). When included in the analysis separately, each of the EU attitude
dimensions has a significant impact in the predicted direction at that level of
party dispersion (H1–H5).

With regard to the cross-level interactions (H6), we see that the impact of each
of the EU dimensions varies across countries according to party conflict over EU
issues. The cross-level interactions all reach conventional levels of statistical signif-
icance (p ¼ .05 level, one-tailed, at the least). The greater the party dispersion, the
stronger the effect of each dimension. Thus, in countries such as Greece, Denmark
and the Netherlands, with high polarization between the parties – and therefore
meaningful choice for voters – on EU issues, EU attitudes matter more for how
Eurosceptic the vote is than in countries where parties largely agree on EU issues
(if they are discussed at all), such as Latvia and Lithuania.
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To illustrate our findings with regard to party competition on EU matters and
the relationship between Euroscepticism and party choice in the 2009 European
elections, we perform simulations to estimate the quantity of interest for values of
party dispersion and of each of the five EU dimensions (King et al., 2000). On the
basis of Models 8–12 in Table 3, we estimate values of the dependent variable when
party dispersion is at its minimum (which happened to be the case in Latvia in
2009), at its mean (in Germany) and at its maximum (in Greece), and for when

Table 3. Explaining Europhile voting in the 2009 EP elections, 21 EU member states: Models

8–12

Model 8 Model 9 Model 10 Model 11 Model 12

Constant 3.07**(.32) 2.65**(.31) 5.59**(.23) 2.88**(.30) 3.73**(.29)

Country-level variables

Party dispersion on EU issues –.45*(.23) –.64**(.22) –.07(.11) –.47*(.21) –.47*(.20)

Compulsory voting .24(.25) .28(.26) .43(.29) –.02(.19) .24(.25)

Unemployment level .08*(.04) .14**(.05) .14**(.05) .09*(.04) .11*(.04)

Central/Eastern Europe .40(.23) .11(.24) .21(.28) .24(.17) .24(.23)

Individual-level variables

Controls (not shown)

EU performance (EU1) .56**(.04)

EU utilitarianism (EU2) .58**(.04)

EU negative affection (EU3) –.43**(.03)

EU strengthening (EU4) .58**(.04)

EU identity (EU5) .46**(.04)

Cross-level interactions

Party dispersion on EU issues

* EU performance (EU1)

.10**(.04)

Party dispersion on EU issues

* EU utilitarianism (EU2)

.09**(.03)

Party dispersion on EU issues

* EU negative affection (EU3)

–.07*(.03)

Party dispersion on EU issues

* EU strengthening (EU4)

.10**(.03)

Party dispersion on EU issues

* EU identity (EU5)

.09**(.03)

Number of observations 9694 9694 9694 9694 9694

Log-likelihood –23,362 –23,192 –23,379 –23,203 –23,327

AIC 46,779 46,437 46,811 46,461 46,708

BIC 46,972 46,631 47,005 46,655 46,902

Notes: * significant at p ¼ .05 level (one-tailed); ** significant at p ¼ .01 level (one-tailed).
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individual-level values of each of the EU dimensions is at its mean, at one standard
deviation above, and at one standard deviation below the mean. See Table 4 for the
results. We report the values when all (other) dummy variables are set to 0 and all
(other) continuous variables are held constant at their mean. Estimates are based
on ordinary regression analysis using robust standard errors.

As Table 4 illustrates, party dispersion affects the impact of EU attitudes on
party choice. In countries where party competition over EU issues is fierce, voters’
EU attitudes matter more for how Eurosceptic their vote is than they do in coun-
tries where parties hardly differ on EU matters. Let us take party contestation in
terms of EU democratic performance as an example (see under ‘EU performance’
in Table 4). In a country where there is hardly any EU party competition, the
difference in estimated outcome between a voter who is one standard deviation
above the mean in terms of EU democratic performance (7.87) and a voter who
scores one standard deviation below the mean (7.17) is 7.87–7.17 ¼ 0.70. In a
country where parties maximally fight over EU issues, this difference is more

Table 4. Estimating values of Europhile voting in 2009 EP elections as party dispersion and

Euroscepticism change

Minimal party

dispersion (Latvia)

Mean party

dispersion

(Germany)

Maximal

party

dispersion

(Greece)

EU performance (–1 SD) 7.17 (.21) 5.65 (.09) 4.88 (.12)

EU performance (mean) 7.52 (.17) 6.35 (.08) 5.76 (.11)

EU performance (+1 SD) 7.87 (.18) 7.04 (.09) 6.63 (.13)

EU utilitarianism (–1 SD) 7.58 (.21) 5.40 (.09) 4.30 (.14)

EU utilitarianism (mean) 8.12 (.19) 6.31 (.08) 5.41 (.13)

EU utilitarianism (+1 SD) 8.66 (.20) 7.23 (.09) 6.51 (.14)

EU neg. affection (–1 SD) 8.02 (.19) 6.90 (.09) 6.34 (.12)

EU neg. affection (mean) 7.66 (.17) 6.28 (.08) 5.59 (.11)

EU neg. affection (+1 SD) 7.29 (.19) 5.66 (.09) 4.84 (.12)

EU strengthening (–1 SD) 6.61 (.20) 5.49 (.09) 4.93 (.12)

EU strengthening (mean) 7.13 (.17) 6.39 (.09) 6.01 (.12)

EU strengthening (+1 SD) 7.65 (.17) 7.28 (.10) 7.09 (.14)

EU identity (– 1SD) 7.15 (.20) 5.59 (.09) 4.81 (.12)

EU identity (mean) 7.52 (.17) 6.32 (.08) 5.71 (.11)

EU identity (+ 1SD) 7.90 (.17) 7.04 (.09) 6.61 (.12)

Notes: We report estimated values of the dependent variable (estimated while holding all dichotomous

variables constant at 0 and all other continuous variables constant at their mean) and their standard

errors in parentheses.
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than twice as large (6.63–4.88 ¼ 1.75). All estimates mentioned are beyond each
other’s 95 percent confidence intervals. Thus, although pro-EU and anti-EU
sentiments are present in countries such as Latvia and Lithuania, they had rela-
tively little influence on the 2009 EP election result in these countries. This is partly
because the Latvian and Lithuanian parties have an unclear profile on EU matters.
In countries such as Greece, Denmark and the Netherlands, by contrast, these
sentiments played a prominent role in the elections because voters could choose
a party that offered a platform for expressing them.

Conclusion

In recent decades, the influence of ordinary citizens on the course of the European
project seems to have increased (for example, Gabel, 2003; Hooghe and Marks,
2009). Among these citizens, Euroscepticism is quite common (for example, Gabel
and Scheve, 2007; Hooghe and Marks, 2009; Taggart and Szczerbiak, 2004) and
can be expressed by way of a Eurosceptic vote. However, what do citizens mean
when they cast an ‘anti-EU’ vote? In this article, we have investigated which specific
attitudes and positions are conducive to Eurosceptic voting. In order to do this, we
have examined Eurosceptic voting in the 2009 elections to the European
Parliament. More specifically, we have analysed voters’ perceptions of how
Eurosceptic the party they voted for was (and we have reported results based on
alternative measures of Eurosceptic voting in the notes).

We have replicated the dimensions of EU attitudes found previously by
Boomgaarden et al. (2011). This is the most comprehensive and inclusive set of
items tapping EU attitudes in the literature. We have tested the impact of these EU
attitudes on Eurosceptic voting. Based on a survey of eligible voters from 21 EU
member states, we conclude that all five dimensions have an impact on the vote.
The effects found are that poor evaluations of the EU’s democratic performance
(EU1), bad evaluations of the EU’s utility (EU2), negative affection towards
the EU (EU3), opposition to further EU integration (EU4) and lack of an EU
identity (EU5) enhance anti-EU voting.

In terms of relative importance, dimensions 4 (strengthening integration) and 2
(the EU’s utility) in particular stand out as key predictors of Eurosceptic voting.
These two dimensions of EU attitudes have previously been identified as important
(for example, Gabel, 1998). This implies that extant research has indeed included
some of the most important explanations. However, our results also stress that the
democratic nature of the EU, our first dimension, is a very important predictor
even though this has been less present in the literature (for an exception, see
Rohrschneider and Loveless, 2010) and has mostly been studied separately from
the utilitarian perspective. Importantly, our results also clearly point out that
the affective dimension of EU attitudes (EU3) should not be neglected in under-
standing anti-EU voting. These emotions form an important influence, above and
beyond the other well-established influences.
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The fifth dimension – the less citizens identify with the EU, the more likely they
are to cast a Europhile vote (see also Webels, 2007) – is overshadowed by three out
of the four other dimensions. This said, European identity does matter (see also
McLaren, 2002), especially for explaining, for example, support for Turkish inclu-
sion in the EU (Azrout et al., 2011).

Our study has also shown that the impact of each of the five EU attitude dimen-
sions varies across countries according to the degree of party dispersion with regard
to EU issues. The greater the party dispersion, the stronger the effect of each dimen-
sion. Byway of cross-level interactions in our analyses, we have demonstrated that, in
countries with high polarization between the parties on EU issues, EU attitudes
matter more for the vote than they do in countries where voters hardly have a mean-
ingful choice on EU matters. This result applies to all dimensions of EU attitudes
included in our study. This outcome dovetails with results based on previous EP
elections (for example in 2004), where De Vries and Tillman (2011) demonstrate
that EU attitudes affected vote choice. Our study, however, goes beyond this obser-
vation to specify that EU attitudes matter more in specific contexts for the vote
choice. The findings moreover point to the important role of political elites and
parties in defining the nature of an EP campaign. This observation has also been
made in relation to the media’s attention given to EP elections, which is higher when
party polarization is higher (Schuck et al., 2011).

Putting our results in the context of previous research, we have outlined how
voters can cast an anti-EU vote in national elections (for example, De Vries, 2007,
2009), in referendums (for example, De Vreese and Semetko, 2004; Hobolt, 2009)
and also in EP elections (for example, Van der Brug et al., 2007; Van der Eijk and
Franklin, 1996). Interestingly, much of the work so far on EP elections has been
limited. This is perhaps owing to the absence of political relevance of the European
Parliament, on the one hand, and limited information about EU attitudes to help us
to understand Eurosceptic voting, on the other hand. Our study included an exten-
sive EU attitudes battery. This multifaceted conception of EU attitudes helps us to
understand the importance of the different dimensions of EU attitudes and also
highlights that some attitudes are more important in some contexts than in others.
In essence this suggests that, when contestation over the EU becomes more salient,
the EU itself becomes an important yardstick in the act of voting. It seems that anti-
EU attitudes in particular come to the forefront under such conditions, which plays
into the hands of Eurosceptic parties.

Some caveats are in order here. To begin with, we have examined only elections
to the European Parliament. There are other occasions on which citizens can express
their support for the EU or their opposition to it, such as EU referendums and
national elections. And it may be that concerns about the EU vary between EU
referendums and European elections, as different issues may be emphasized.
Furthermore, they may vary over time. An important issue here may be Turkey’s
possible EU entry, the salience of which has substantially increased since Turkey’s
application in 1987. Many EU citizens are opposed to Turkish entry (De Vreese
et al., 2008; McLaren, 2007; Schoen, 2008). So, the 2009 elections to the EP may
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be different from previous elections, not only given the widespread disapproval of
the Lisbon Treaty and the harsh economic crisis that hit all EUmember states at the
time, but also because of fierce opposition to Turkish EU entry.

Notwithstanding these caveats, we believe our findings are accurate and robust.
Moreover, we have started to go down a new avenue of research, connecting the
dots between studies that unpack ‘the EU issue’ and studies that try to explain the
Eurosceptic vote. In our view, future research should follow similar routes and go
more in-depth when it comes to the question of why EU citizens at times voice anti-
EU sentiments. Clearly, there is still a lot to learn about what Eurosceptic EU
citizens believe is wrong with the EU.
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Notes

1. The study was funded by the Dutch National Science Foundation (VICI grant) and addi-
tional grants from the Danish Science Foundation, the University of Amsterdam and the
Swedish Riksbanken Foundation. For more information and documentation, see De Vreese

et al. (2010). The countries were the UK, France, Italy, Germany, Spain, Sweden, Denmark,
Greece, Hungary, Czech Republic, Poland, Ireland, Austria, Portugal, Belgium (Flanders
and Wallonia), the Netherlands, Finland, Lithuania, Latvia, Slovakia and Bulgaria. The

country selection includes larger and smaller member states, countries from North, South,
East and West, and long-term and new members of the EU. The country selection was
finalized based on feasibility. Fieldwork started on 8 June 2009 in all countries. In Bulgaria
and Slovakia, data collection finished on 11 June 2009, in Italy, Germany, Sweden, Czech

Republic, theNetherlands and Lithuania on 12 June 2009, in the UK and Ireland on 13 June
2009, in France, Poland andAustria on 14 June 2009, in Spain, Denmark, Greece, Hungary,
Portugal, Finland and Latvia on 15 June 2009 and in Belgium on 18 June 2009.

2. We impute linear predictions of left–right self-placement and left–right placement of the
party voted for based on relevant predictors present in our data set for the missing values
on left–right self-placement (6 percent of total N) and left–right placement of the party

voted for (10 percent of total N). We add random perturbations to the missing values so
as not to artificially increase the explained variance. Cases with missing values concerning
EU party placement are deleted. Treating the missing values mentioned in various other
ways does not substantially alter our conclusions. We also check whether or not our

results hold when based on vote intention asked in the first wave of our survey, which was
conducted one month prior to the elections. It turns out that the results are very similar,
which indicates that panel attrition does not contaminate our results. In all cases, the

judgement concerning each hypothesis remained the same as reported in this article.
Results are available upon request from the authors.

3. It is possible that the EU positioning of the party voted for is partly endogenous. Voters

may place a party more in line with their own EU attitudes precisely because they have
voted for it. We have therefore also estimated models based on the parties’ mean position
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instead of the respondents’ positioning of the party. The results – available upon request
– are very similar, confirming all our hypotheses.

4. We realize that this article’s focus on party choice prevents us from examining to what

extent voters express Euroscepticism by not voting in EP elections. We have abstention
records at the individual level. Analysing these data, we find that voters’ EU positions
are slightly more Eurosceptic than those of the party they voted for, and that non-voters

are, in turn, slightly more Eurosceptic than those who report a vote.
5. The use of two alternative measures of party dispersion, used in Schuck et al. (2011),

resulted in very similar results (available upon request).

6. Analyses that include any (combination) of six standard World Bank democratic per-
formance indicators do not yield substantially different conclusions (results available
upon request). Analyses that take into account the duration of the EU member state’s
membership (in years) do not do so either.

7. We chose to present conservative estimates of the five EU attitude dimensions in this
article. One might even wonder whether or not we partly control for consequences,
which would contaminate our results. Results based on models in which other factors

predicting Eurosceptic voting are not controlled for result in very similar findings, how-
ever. Results are available upon request.

8. Because the dependent variable is not truly continuous, we have also tried different

specifications of our models, including (the more traditional way of) classifying parties
into ‘Eurosceptic parties’ and other parties, and explaining the individual-level vote for
Eurosceptic parties as opposed to other parties. Such analyses based on our data set
result in similar results, with the EU dimensions each having the predicted effect on the

vote for Eurosceptic parties, which becomes larger as party dispersion increases. Results
are available upon request. Note that, in some countries, the dependent variable is
censored. This makes it more difficult for our results to reveal themselves, which

leads to a conservative test of H1–H5.
9. The slopes of the variables immigration attitudes and right-wing party voting vary signifi-

cantly aswell. In the absence of random slopes,wehave omitted variable bias.Wemisspecify

ourmodel as a result, andmay therefore misestimate our variables. Letting these slopes vary
does not substantially affect our results, however. Results are available upon request.

10. In addition, we find that the effects of EU1, EU2, EU4 and EU5 are nonlinear. Adding a

quadratic term for each of these four EU attitude dimensions yields a significant but small
negative effect, which suggests that the effects of EU1, EU2, EU4 and EU5 are positive
but slightly decrease as the values of these variables become larger. Speculation about the
reasons underlying this effect is beyond the scope of this article. What matters here is that

this additional finding does not substantially change our conclusions.
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