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The European Union was founded soon after the Second World War, with a mission to end 

the frequent wars between neighbors and put a stop to extreme nationalism within 

European countries. In 1951 and in 1957 three communities were formed, designating the 

main policy areas of the Union. These communities played a crucial role in uniting Europe 

politically and economically. Since the 1950s the European Union grew tremendously from 

six original member states1 to 28 today. Seven major European treaties were signed, three 

communities were formed and abolished again; and many new economic, security and social 

policies were implemented. These developments demonstrate the fast political growth of the 

EU. But EU’s involvement became exceedingly noticeable during the last two decades. In 

those years, policies were created on foreigners and security, and justice (CFSP) and home 

affairs (JHA). This meant that, as an addition to Europe’s predominantly economic focus 

(Anderson & Reichert, 1995; Gabel & Whitten, 1997), the EU got involved with more social 

and cultural-political policies (Dinan, 1999).  

As of the early 1990s, European policies increasingly affected the lives of Europe’s citizens 

in more tangible ways, and the EU steadily became part of national political and public 

agenda. The EU’s new focus did not receive full support from EU citizenry; instead, a 

growing number of people expressed their concerns about further European integration (see 

Hobolt, 2009). This marked the end of an era of permissive consensus among European 

citizens (Hooghe & Marks, 2008; Moravcsik, 1991), a period during which the authority of 

European elites was largely undisputed (Eichenberg & Dalton, 1993). In an attempt to get 

the public more involved and create a more open and accountable decision-making progress, 

a slightly bigger role for the only elected body of the EU was created: the European 

parliament (Luedtke, 2005). But public discontent with Europe’s political developments 

remained pressingly visible (and Figure 1.1 for an overview of people’s attitudes regarding 

the EU). This was clearly visible, for example in 2005, when during the referenda in France 

and the Netherlands the majority of people voted against the treaty establishing a 

constitution for Europe.  

This trend of growing skepticism is important to understand in terms of scope and 

antecedents. Euroscepticism can lead to a standstill or even implosion of European 

integration, as successful European integration largely depends on the support from its 

citizens (Boomgaarden, Schuck, Elenbaas, & De Vreese, 2011). For example, the more 

people oppose to Europe the more difficult it will be to pass referenda that contribute to 

European integration. These notions have sparked a large number of studies on 

Euroscepticism in the past. Today, much is known about the factors that affect 

Euroscepticism. But some fundamental questions remain unanswered. Answering these lies 

at the root of this dissertation. In which I take the approach of focusing on the role of news 

                                                
1 Belgium, France, Germany, Italy, Luxembourg and the Netherlands. 
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media, real-world developments (RWDs), and individual characteristics in relation to 

Euroscepticism. In the 1990s the European Union gained political authority with regard to 

immigration and border control. Within each of these three areas my focus is on this policy 

area, immigration, identity and related social-cultural elements. 

 

The Soft Approach 

Because of EU’s initial mainly economic purpose, much of the early literature discusses the 

influence of economic characteristics on the individual- and county level on EU-related 

attitudes. Although I acknowledge the importance of this literature, the emphasis in this 

dissertation is on the influences of social-cultural, and identity characteristics. This side of 

the story has increasing gained importance during the last decade (see for example Hooghe 

& Marks, 2005; and McLaren, 2002). Although there is already quite some evidence that an 

important role of socio-cultural factors exists (e.g., De Vreese, Boomgaarden, & Semetko, 

2008), there is still much to be explored with concern to these softer factors.  

Extant literature in the field argues that feelings of threat to national identity and cultural 

integrity are augmented by the redistribution of political power from the national to the 

European level (McLaren, 2002; 2007). The weakening of a nation’s political sovereignty 

poses a threat to the European member-states and people’s related values, such as national 

identity, culture and customs. As a consequence people become skeptical towards the actor 

that is taking over the power; in this case the European Union. Non-national developments 

remind people of the transfer of power which can trigger feelings of threat to people’s 

nation-state related identity and Euroscepticism. One of the most tangible non-national 

developments is immigration (De Vreese & Boomgaarden, 2005).  

Although we know that immigration rates and immigration attitudes affect Euroscepticism, 

we know less about the role of media regarding these immigration attitudes. Previous 

studies have found that negative immigration attitudes significantly increase Euroscepticism 

(De Vreese & Boomgaarden, 2005). Therefore, if media coverage of immigration has an 

effect on immigration attitudes, which in turn affect Euroscepticism, trends in media 

coverage have the potential to explain the increase in Euroscepticism across time in an 

indirect manner. It is important to understand what causes people to feel negatively towards 

immigration and immigrant related policies, as these indirect pathways can help to 

understanding the increase in Euroscepticism across time.  
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Euroscepticism 

The term Euroscepticism is often used in academic literature, and beyond, to convey the 

standpoint of political parties (Kopecky & Mudde, 2002; Sitter, 2001) as well as public 

aversion towards European integration (Lubbers & Scheepers, 2005; 2010). It should be 

clear at this point that my interest is to explain public rather than party standpoints; yet, the 

above-mentioned description of Euroscepticism is quite generic. European aversion can be 

utilitarian (i.e., evaluations based on the costs and benefits) or affective (i.e., based on 

emotional responses as a results of ideals related to the notion of European unity) in nature 

(Lindberg & Scheingold, 1970); and diffuse (i.e., general evaluation of the object) or specific 

(i.e., evaluations related to the performance, or a specific policy outcome). Boomgaarden et 

al. (2011) remarked that Euroscepticism is often used for different types of EU attitudes and 

tap into the multi-dimensionality of the concept. They find empirical support for the 

existence of five dimensions: affection, performance, identity, utilitarianism and strengthening. 

Where the first four relate closely to the four types of support mentioned earlier, the latter 

dimension is new and relates to the further development of European integration.  

 

Figure 1.1 Average Percentage of EU Citizens2 who Indicated that their Country has Benefited or 

not Benefited from Being a Member of the European Community (Common Market)  

 

Note: Source Eurobarometer 1983-2011. 

 

This dissertation addresses two of these EU attitudes dimensions, which both relate to 

diffuse and specific support. First, it explores the utilitarian dimension (diffuse support), by 

                                                
2 In the twelve long-term EU member states. Belgium, Denmark, France, Germany, Greece, Ireland, 
Italy, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, Portugal, Spain and the UK.  
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investigating people’s attitudes regarding the benefits of EU membership (see Figure 1.1). 

Second, as emphasis is on the social-cultural developments of the EU, it addresses attitudes 

regarding EU immigration and border control management. This relates to specific support 

and the performance dimension of Boomgaarden et al. (2011). 

Euroscepticism will be studied in three areas. First, there are news media, which are the main 

source of information regarding European matters for European citizens (Eurobarometer 

59, 2003; Vliegenthart et al., 2008). Therefore media are often considered to have an 

important influence on EU attitudes (Vliegenthart et al., 2008). Second, there are real-world 

developments (RWDs), which are continuous changes that occur in the context in which 

people live. People may notice these developments through personal experiences, 

interpersonal communication, or media. Utilitarian (e.g., unemployment rates, GDP) as well 

as social-cultural RWDs (e.g., immigration rates) were found to affect the way people think 

about the European Union (Eichenberg & Dalton 1993; Van Klingeren, Boomgaarden, & De 

Vreese, 2013). This third area are individual characteristics. These are different types of 

objective and subjective individual traits that affect people’s perceptions towards the EU 

(Gabel, 1998a; Goerres, 2008; Nelsen & Guth, 2000; Rhodebeck, 1993; Wilkoszewski, 2009). 

In succinct summary, the role of each of these three areas— over time and across 

countries—will be explored in the four empirical chapters of this dissertation. With one 

main purpose: to explain Euroscepticism. 

 

Maastricht Treaty, Immigration and Border Control 

A number of developments in the European Union during the 1990s legitimize this 

dissertation’s social-cultural focus. The Maastricht treaty (1992) is often referred to as the 

turning point for the EU. Five important goals were specified to further unify Europe: to 

improve the nations’ efficiency; to strengthen the democratic governing of the member 

states; to establish a security policy for the nations involved; to establish economic 

unification; and to establish the “community social dimension” (Europe.eu, 2013). Hence, 

many new competencies were conferred upon the European Community. In the years after 

the treaty was signed, several social policies were implemented, which directly affected 

European citizenry; these related to employment, the environment, culture and education, 

social cohesion and immigration (Van Gerven, 2005). 

Of these policies, immigration comprised one of the greatest challenges for the EU. One of 

the first and most important steps in the process of the creation of a common immigration 

policy was the Schengen agreement. In June 1985 the basic principle of the Schengen 

agreement was signed by five of the then ten original member states. A further convention 

was signed at the Maastricht treaty in 1992, which took effect in March 1995. The Schengen 



CHAPTER	  1	  

      14	  	  |	  	  	  

area represents a territory where the free movement of goods and people is guaranteed 

(Europe.eu, 2009). The agreement meant the opening of Europe’s inner borders. People and 

goods could circulate freely, as controls at internal borders of signatory countries were 

abandoned. However, the implementation of these regulations got of to a rocky start.  

Schengen allowed for an easier trade of goods, which boosted the economy; but the 

abolishment of inner border security also meant free movement of people. From the moment 

the treaty was implemented, the responsibility regarding immigrant inflows rested largely 

on the shoulders of Europe’s outer borders. This was not necessarily to the contentment of 

the border countries. Schengen also facilitated easier cross-European employment, which 

triggered a stream of cheap laborers from poorer EU regions to richer EU countries. Free 

movement of people also made it easier for immigrants, once they had crossed the outer 

European border, to get in and out of other European countries, even without the legitimate 

paperwork.  

Because a new supranational entity took over some of the nation-states responsibilities and 

power, this had serious consequence for European citizens. A greater number and variety of 

people moved and settled throughout Europe; therefore, natives were confronted with 

different cultures, languages and customs. These developments allegedly caused feelings of 

threat and triggered Euroscepticism.  

Today, nearly 70 years since the establishment of the European Commission, and almost 30 

years since the first basic principle of the Schengen agreement was signed, the supranational 

power of the EU is still under scrutiny. There is no consensus amongst European countries 

on how to handle immigrant inflows (Cerami, 2011; Commission of European communities, 

2004), and some of the inner borders have been re-established. Meanwhile, Euroscepticism 

is gradually increasing among EU’s citizens. The European disconnect of EU citizens is 

potentially detrimental to the existence of the EU and European integration, therefore it is 

pivotal to understand what causes it. 

 

Established Theories in Euroscepticism Research 

Euroscepticism is on the rise, and by engaging in the quest to explain this upward trend, 

this dissertation accompanies a great number of scholars aiming understand the causes of 

Euroscepticism. As stated above, early research on Euroscepticism focused on utilitarian 

explanations. These are often based on rational choice theory, stating that people are more 

prone to take risks when they know this can lead to gain while on the other hand, they tend 

to avoid risk when they expect this to lead to losses (Coleman, 1973; Heath, 1976; Scott, 

2000). Hence, scholars have argued that European integration causes people to divide along 

socio-economic lines. Because the EU is more likely to bring opportunities or economic 



GENERAL	  INTRODUCTION	  

	   	  |	  15	  
 

wealth to the higher social layers, while bringing economic threat to those in the lower 

social layers, European integration is economically riskier for those in the latter category. 

Therefore, Euroscepticism is more likely to exist among people with lower incomes. 

Although people’s objective financial situation matters, it matters even more whether people 

perceive themselves as financially fragile (Gabel & Palmer, 1997). Furthermore, not only 

personal wealth, but also the economic situation of the member states reflects upon the 

European Union, as the EU has a major impact on the economy. This is recognized by 

European citizens (Shepherd, 1975; Eichenberg & Dalton, 1993) and therefore mirrors in 

their attitudes. Thus, people in countries that go through economic instability are more 

likely to perceive the EU as a threat to their economy, which triggers Euroscepticism. 

Later research on Euroscepticism (after the Maastricht treaty) focused more on the role of 

social- and identity-based explanations (e.g., McLaren, 2002). At the basis of these softer 

explanatory factors are two theories: the social identity theory (Tajfel & Turner, 1979) and 

the realistic group conflict theory (Austin & Worchel 1979; LeVine & Campbell 1972). The 

former states that attitudes and behavior stem from a desire to belong to a group or 

institution. Belonging to one or more of these groups contributes to a person’s individual 

identity, and has a major influence on people’s attitudes and perceptions towards other 

groups (Ellemers, Spears & Doosje, 2002). Maintaining a positive and significant sense of 

this identity can be obtained by applying positive labeling strategies to one’s in-group and 

negative labels to the out-group (Scheepers, Gijsberts, & Coenders, 2002). Though this 

seems quite harmless, these labeling strategies can initiate real between-group conflicts. 

When two groups compete for the same resources (e.g., possessions, housing, jobs, or even 

values, or political power), this can result in an even more negative outgroup image (see 

immigration attitudes in chapter 4). Euroscepticism research expresses European citizenry 

as a competing social classification that challenges existing class boundaries and national 

identities (McLaren, 2002). Hence, those who feel a strong and exclusive connection to their 

nationality are more prone to perceive European integration as a threat (Hooghe & Marks, 

2005). Previous research found that both economic- and identity-based theoretical notions 

substantially contribute to the explanation of Euroscepticism. 

That only leaves to explain how immigration, immigration attitudes and national identity 

relate to EU attitudes. With regard to immigration attitudes and EU attitudes, De Vreese 

and Boomgaarden (2005) argue that those who are more likely to make ingroup and 

outgroup distinctions with regard to immigrants, are more likely to categorize people in 

general and show hostility towards outgroups. European integration unites people with 

different ethnic backgrounds, customs, norms and religions. Therefore, these are the ideal 

circumstances for Europeans, to categorize people into these readily available groups and 

distinct themselves from these groups (see minimal group experiment by Tajfel, 1981). 
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Thus, those who make the distinction between ingroups and outgroup with regards to 

immigrants hold more negative attitudes towards immigration and are more likely to show 

reluctance towards further European integration (see De Vreese & Boomgaarden, 2005). 

Furthermore, according to McLaren (2002), and as I briefly described above, perceived 

nation-state threat is triggered by non-national developments that confront Europeans with 

globalization, which translates into increased Euroscepticism. The 1990s are known as a 

decade of increased immigration in many European countries (Boswell, 2005); and as more 

immigrants enter a country, feelings of ethnic threat are triggered (Schneider, 2008a). 

Because of the non-national character of this development this is likely to cause negative 

attitudes towards the EU to emerge. 

In this dissertation both the utilitarian and social-cultural theoretical views are investigated, 

but the focal point is on the latter. Building on previous work in the field, I investigate the 

role of national identity (Chapter 2), the impact of and on immigrant attitudes (Chapter 2 

and 4) and immigration inflows (Chapter 2 and 3) on Euroscepticism in general, as well as 

attitudes regarding European immigration and border control policies (Chapter 5). 

 

The Three Areas: Media, RWDs and Individual Characteristics 

Figure 1.2 shows the conceptual model of the relationship between the three central areas. I 

will elaborate on these connections and their relationship with regard to the four empirical 

chapters of this dissertation. A first element is the relationship between media and 

Euroscepticism. Because European citizens receive most EU-related information through 

the media, media are expected to play a vital role in shaping EU attitudes. Therefore, 

scholarly work has focused on elite communication through news media, and their effects on 

EU public opinion (see for example De Vries & Edwards, 2009; Layman & Carsey, 2000; 

Schlesinger, 1985). This line of research often engages in understanding the discrepancy 

between elite and public discourse regarding the EU, and expresses the idea that: “A key to 

understanding why ideas about and trajectories of the future development of the EU differ 

between the elites and the public is the role of the media […] Press, radio, television and the 

Internet serve as a link between ‘cue-givers’ at the macro level and ‘cue-recipients’ at the 

micro-level” (Maier & Rittberger, 2008, p. 262). Therefore, media can bring the EU issue to 

people’s attention and by presenting the issue in different ways (frames); they affect the 

public discourse regarding this issue.  

 

 

 

 



GENERAL	  INTRODUCTION	  

	   	  |	  17	  
 

Figure 1.2 Conceptual Model of the Four Empirical Chapters 

 

 

In chapter 3 and 4 of this dissertation I describe a media landscape in which people are 

provided with and are, to varying extents, made aware of information regarding the EU (see 

also Jerit, Barabas, & Bolsen, 2006). As the salience of an issue or the frames within this 

landscape change, general public perceptions are expected to change as well. Hence, I expect 

that EU-related media coverage matters in the way people perceive the EU. In chapter 3, I 

explore the potential reciprocal relationship between media frames and Euroscepticism (see 

top arrow). In chapter 5, media is no longer observed as a contextual characteristic. In this 

chapter I explore whether small alterations in framing the EU issue can change attitudes 

regarding the EU.  

Real-World Developments are country characteristics that develop over the course of time. 

These can be economic (such as GDP or unemployment rates), social-cultural (such as 

immigration rates), but these can also represent key events that affected the public discourse 

(such as the European elections, 9/11, or the London bombing). By looking at these 

characteristics over the course of time, I test whether variations in these characteristics 

affect people’s attitudes. RWDs are a part of the context in which people receive information 

that contributes to the formation of their attitudes regarding the EU (e.g., the economic 

crisis). In chapter 2, the relative impact of economic and social-cultural RWDs on 

Euroscepticism is compared over time. And in chapter 4 the impact of RWDs is placed 

alongside that of media context, while I investigate their combined influence on immigrant 

attitudes. Chapter 4 also briefly discusses the relationship between RWDs and media, and 

the consequences of the potentially limited relationship between the two areas. Yet, media 

often do pick up on key-events. The relationship between RWDs and media, with concern to 

the main issues in this dissertation, is discussed in more detail in chapter 4 and chapter 6. 

Effects of media and RWDs on immigration attitudes are investigated in chapter 4, in order 

to explore their potential indirect influence on Euroscepticism. Other individual 
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characteristics are social-demographic background characteristics (e.g. gender, age, 

education), or ideological positions (e.g., left-right position), identification (e.g., national 

identity) and attitudes (i.e., immigration attitudes). These either play a vital role in 

explaining Euroscepticism or act as control variables.  

 

A Longitudinal & A Most Similar Systems Design 

A large part of the empirical contribution of this dissertation lies in its longitudinal and 

country comparative approach. Taken together, there are four empirical studies in this 

dissertation that cover a time span of eighteen years (1994 – 2011). Combining media, and 

real-world data with survey-data over such a time span enables me to present a unique 

overview of important influential factors of Euroscepticism across time. These data also 

allow me to test causal claims with more certainty than cross-sectional data did in the past.  

In three of the four empirical studies, the influences of RWDs and media are operationalized 

as contextual variables that have an effect on whether an individual becomes more 

Eurosceptic (i.e., a macro-micro approach; see chapter 2 and 4) or on dynamics in aggregate 

levels of Euroscepticism (i.e., a macro-macro approach; see chapter 3). To ascertain the 

robustness of the proposed causal mechanism—that media affect how people perceive the 

European Union—the final empirical study utilizes a panel-experiment in which people are 

exposed to different media contents and the impact such exposure on their attitudes 

regarding the EU is investigated (i.e., micro-micro approach). The combination of these 

three approaches cross-validates the findings and reduces the chances of drawing inaccurate 

conclusions from correlations that were studied only on the macro level (i.e., ecological 

fallacy). 

Another strength of this thesis is the fact that the majority of the studies are set in four 

similar systems: Denmark, Sweden, Belgium and the Netherlands, or a selection of the four. 

The use of a Most Similar Systems Design (MSSD) is “based on the premise that systems as 

identical as possible with regard to as many constitutive features as possible represent the 

optimal samples for comparative research” (Przeworski & Teune, 1970, p. 32). The idea 

behind this comparative method is that by selecting similar cases, most of the contextual 

characteristics that might be of influence otherwise are held constant. This means that only 

those characteristics on which the selected cases differ may generate an effect. This 

considerably reduces the number of operative variables, which is ideal when one has to deal 

with a “small N”, which is often the case in country comparative research (Lijphart, 1971).  

For this dissertation I considered countries that are similar with regard to the length of 

their EU membership, with regard to their political system (mature democracies, multi-

party systems) and to the media systems, and media news outlets. Each of the selected 
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countries has a public as well as private television broadcasters, they all produce quality and 

tabloid newspapers, which fit the democratic corporatist model (Hallin & Mancini, 2004). 

Additionally, since immigration is a very important component in this study too, the 

countries are compatible with regard to descent, religion and culture of the immigrant 

population. Because of the economy-focused utilitarian literature in the field I selected 

countries that are similar with regard to their economic situation (i.e., welfare status and 

high GDP). 

Despite the clear similarities, there is one imperative difference between these countries. 

This regards their immigration history. Although all countries have dealt with immigration 

for several decades, the immigrant population grew fastest and largest in the Netherlands 

(Berkhout & Sudulich, 2011; Jensen, Nielsen, Brænder, Mouritsen, & Olsen, 2010). The 

implications of these differences are discussed in more detail in chapter 4. 

 

Data collection 

The study was a part of a grant from the NWO Conflict and Security program3 from which 

two datasets were collected. The first is a media content analysis dataset, which contains a 

total of 7,625 (3,528 on the EU and 4,026 on immigration) randomly selected, manually 

coded media newspaper articles from Flanders, Wallonia, the Netherlands, Sweden and 

Denmark, from January 1995 up to December 2010. The dataset consist of newspaper 

articles from eight newspapers: Le Soir for Wallonia, de Standaard for Flanders, De Telegraaf 

and de Volkskrant for the Netherlands, Jyllands Posten and Politiken for Denmark, and 

Aftonbladet and Dagens Nyheter for Sweden. The data from which the coded articles were 

sampled were collected with the use of four search strings that were translated from Dutch 

into French, Danish and Swedish with the help of native speakers (see appendix 1a for the 

search strings of each country). The coding was done by 15 native speakers and bi-lingual 

coders (see codebook in appendix 1b). These data were used in chapter 3 and 4 of this 

dissertation. The second dataset that was used for the final empirical chapter of this 

dissertation (chapter 5) is a panel-survey experiment (see appendix 1c for the questionnaire 

and descriptive statistics). Furthermore, I have used several waves of the Eurobarometer 

survey dataset for chapters 2, 4 and 5. The Eurostat and OECD website provided country-

level data across time.  

 

 

 

                                                
3 Grant Number: 432-08-130. Awarded to Wouter van der Brug.	  
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Dissertation Outline 

This dissertation comprises four empirical studies, presented in the next four chapters. The 

chapters are composed and written as individual articles and can be read as such. Each of 

these chapters addresses a research question that contributes to the explanation of 

increasing Euroscepticism.  

Chapter 2, “Going Soft or Staying Soft” combines the most important predictors in 

Euroscepticism research and compares their impact in the mid-1990s to that of the mid-

2000s. The study answers the question: “Has the strength of soft and hard factors in explaining 

Euroscepticism changed over time?” Arguably, the change of scope of the EU during the 1990s 

slowly changed the perception of people regarding the EU, and created a different mental 

linkage in their minds. Over the course of time this has allegedly caused European citizens 

to judge the EU on the basis of social and identity performances (i.e., soft factors) more so 

than on economic, utilitarian performance (i.e., hard factors). Therefore, I pose the 

expectation that the explanatory power of Euroscepticism has moved from hard to soft 

factors between the two moments of observation. With the use of a multi-level model among 

12 long-term EU members I scrutinize the over time impact of soft as well as hard, country- 

and individual-level characteristics on individual EU attitudes. 

Chapter 3, “Spiral of Negativity” investigates the reciprocal influences between the 

valence of media messages and Euroscepticism. In this study, media are expected to have a 

prominent impact on how the public perceives the EU, as media are the primary source of 

information regarding the European Union. Meanwhile, media are increasingly competing 

for an audience and are therefore likely to select, and frame their content while taking the 

public tendency into consideration. Since media are more likely to report on negative trends 

(e.g., increased Euroscepticism) and people are more responsive to negative information, the 

reciprocal influences between the two domains are expected to form a ‘spiral of negativity’. 

This chapter answers the questions: Does the general valence of EU media coverage affect public 

attitudes towards the EU, while these public attitudes affect the general valence of EU media 

coverage? And does this trigger a spiral of skepticism towards the European Union?  With the use 

of a pooled time-series model this study presents the interdependence between media and 

public discourse regarding the EU issue. 

Chapter 4, “Real World is Not Enough” investigates whether individual attitudes 

regarding immigration are affected by Real-World Developments (such as immigrant 

population and immigration inflows), as well as media cues (such as issue salience and the 

valence of news messages). It is often argued that the size of the immigrant population has a 

direct effect on people’s immigration attitudes. Yet, when people are asked to give an 

estimation of the immigrant population in their country they are rarely correct.  Media are 

the alleged cause of this discrepancy, as media coverage was found to barely represent 
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immigration-related Real-World Developments (RWDs). Hence, I argue that media have an 

important additional influence on immigration attitudes, on top of RWDs. This study 

therefore answers the question “to what extent does a country’s immigrant population, media 

salience, and the tone of news reports about immigration affect immigration attitudes?” Meanwhile 

it discusses why the difference in immigration history and general salience of the issue may 

affect the differences in effects in each of the two countries. The effects are studied 

longitudinally and with the use of media, real-world and survey data in a multi-level model 

this study (re-)establishes the role of RWDs and media factors and their combined influence 

on anti-immigrant perceptions. 

Chapter 5, “Two Voices, One Song” combines Euroscepticism and immigration attitudes 

within a single study, as it investigates perceptions towards EU’s policies on immigration 

and border control management. The two-wave panel-survey experiment was used here to 

answer the question “how do multi-frame messages affect people’s attitudes with regard to EU’s 

policy on immigration and border control management?” Although media often apply more than 

one frame to depict political issues, prior research commonly limits itself to the effects of 

single-frame messages. It is, however, fairly likely that people are exposed to more than one 

frame at the time. Hence, in this study I capture this complexity of framing effects by 

investigating the impact of multi-frame messages (MFMs). The focus in this study is on 

conflict- (when disagreement between individuals, institutions or groups is emphasized) and 

valence- frames (depicting or mentioning the issue in either negative or positive terms) and 

their effects on evaluations of EU’s performance regarding immigration and border control. 

While conflict framing is expected to reinforce attitudes, valence framing is likely to alter 

people’s attitudes. Therefore, I investigate whether the two frames cancel each other out or 

whether they still have these presumed effects when both frames are present in the same 

message. 

Chapter 6, The General Conclusion provides an overview of the findings of the four 

empirical studies related to increasing Euroscepticism and discusses the implications thereof 

for society and future research. 
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“All good people agree, 

And all good people say, 

All nice people, like Us, are We 

And every one else is They: 

But if you cross over the sea, 

Instead of over the way, 

You may end by (think of it!) looking on We 

As only a sort of They!”  

Rudyard Kipling 
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Going	  Soft	  or	  Staying	  Soft:	  Have	  Identity	  Factors	  Become	  More	  Important	  Than	  

Economic	  Rationale	  When	  Explaining	  Euroscepticism?	  	  

  

 

 

 

 

Abstract 

The scholarly debate on explanatory factors of public opinion towards the EU has shifted 

from economic and utilitarian (‘hard’) factors to also encompass identity/ affective (‘soft’) 

factors. This chapter investigates the explanatory strength of these so-called hard and soft 

factors. It does so in the context of twelve long-standing EU member states at two points in 

time (1994 and 2005) and draws on Eurobarometer data. Results from two multi-level 

analyses show that identity-based as well as utilitarian factors play a significant role in 

explaining Euroscepticism in both years. Furthermore, the explanatory power of hard 

factors is very stable over time. I conclude that, against expectations, soft factors did not 

explain more variance in 2005 than in 1994, but already played an important albeit 

neglected role in explaining Euroscepticism.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

A version of this chapter, co-authored by Hajo G. Boomgaarden & Claes H. de Vreese, has been 

published in the Journal of European Integration. 
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Public opinion about the European Union is a widely discussed topic among scholars (e.g., 

Anderson, 1995; Gabel, 1995; 1996; McLaren, 2002; Boomgaarden et al., 2011). The 

academic debate on EU attitudes (in recent years often labeled Euroscepticism; i.e., a 

negative standpoint among the public towards the EU) has experienced a shift. Over time it 

moved beyond a mere utilitarian endeavor to encompass other facets of political and social 

life. The empirical focal point on the factors that explain public Euroscepticism shifted from 

so-called “hard factors”, which are the more utilitarian and economic predictors, to also 

encompass more affective, identity and culturally driven predictors, the so-called “soft 

factors” (McLaren, 2002; De Vreese & Boomgaarden, 2005; De Vreese et al., 2008; Hooghe 

& Marks, 2005).  

During the 1990s the so-called hard-factor approach was most common in the field 

(Eichenberg & Dalton, 1993; Gabel & Palmer, 1995; Gabel & Whitten, 1997). It emphasized 

the importance of for instance, individuals’ work status, income and economic evaluations. 

Since the initial purpose of European integration was predominantly economic, this 

approach was hardly questioned at the time.  (Anderson & Reichert, 1995; Gabel & Whitten, 

1997). With the 1992 Maastricht Treaty, however, intergovernmental policies were created 

concerning foreigners and security (CFSP), justice and home affairs (JHA), which caused the 

focus to shift toward softer aspects  (Dinan, 1999). These new policy areas arguably began 

to show their impact around the late 1990s, early 2000s (De Vreese et al., 2008). 

Extant research suggests that today soft factors have a bigger impact on the public’s 

Euroscepticism than hard factors do (Hooghe & Marks, 2005; De Vreese et al., 2008). It 

implies a shift in the explanatory powers of utilitarian- towards identity-based factors in 

explaining Euroscepticism. To my knowledge, however, no empirical evidence has shown 

that determinants of public EU attitudes in the 2000s in fact differ (in strength) from the 

ones investigated in the 1990s1. Therefore, in this chapter I aim to answer the following 

question: Has the strength of soft and hard factors in explaining Euroscepticism changed 

over time? 

The terms hard and soft in this chapter relate to the predictors of public opinion regarding 

the EU. This chapter takes the approach of grouping independent variables into hard and 

soft. It thereby builds upon research by Marks and Hooghe (2005) and in particular De 

Vreese et al. (2008), who used the same terminology to group predictors of attitudes on 

Turkish membership to the EU. The terms relate to how processes of European integration 

enhance ethnic threat among citizens within member state countries; and the consequential 

realization among citizens of how European integration might affect their financial status 

(hard factors) as well as culture and national identity (soft factors). Since I build my 

                                                
1 My results are based on data from the 1994 and 2005 Eurobarometer. More information on the data 
selection can be found in footnote 3 and in the method section.	  
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hypothesis on the basis of developments in EU policies and European integration, this is a 

useful distinction to make here (for more details regarding the use of these terms in the 

context of Euroscepticism research, see De Vreese et al., 2008).  

This approach complements the prominent strand of literature on party positions vis-à-vis 

European integration. Here, the terms hard and soft are used to distinguish different types 

of Euroscepticism among political parties (see for example Kopecký & Mudde, 2002; 

Szczerbiak & Taggart, 2003). Szczerbiak and Taggart (2003) focus on the dependent 

variable (2008). They distinguish between principal opposition towards the EU (hard 

Euroscepticism) and political parties’ criticism of certain aspects of European integration 

(soft Euroscepticism). However, this should not be confused with the way the terms hard 

and soft are applied here. In this chapter the focus is on the nature of the factors explaining 

Euroscepticism in public opinion, rather than different types of Euroscepticism2.  

Throughout the 1990s a growing number of European citizens expressed reluctance 

towards further European integration, which marked the end of an era of “permissive 

consensus” (Hooghe & Marks, 2008) and the undisputed authority of EU elites (Eichenberg 

& Dalton, 1993; Gabel, 1998b). Citizens increasingly expressed reluctance towards further 

European integration. In response, the EU took measures for a more open and accountable 

progress of decision-making, creating a greater role for the EU parliament (the only elected 

body of the EU) (Luedtke, 2005), but Euroscepticism still rose. As positive attitudes are 

crucial to the success of the EU (Cichowski, 2000), negativism can induce stagnation, 

standstill or, ultimately, implosion of European integration. Hence, it is vital to understand 

the factors that cause changes in public attitudes towards the EU, and to see if those factors 

have changed after a period wherein much has changed for the European Union. 

 

Euroscepticism, A Change in Emphasis 

Extant literature (e.g., Hooghe & Marks 2005: De Vreese et al., 2008) suggests that with 

regard to Euroscepticism, soft factors increased in explanatory strength vis-a-vis hard 

factors between the 1990s and the 2000s. There are two main underlying assumptions: 

First, the focus of the EU has shifted. By implementing new (social) policies during the 

Maastricht treaty (in 1992), the EU took a more social (soft) turn in its approach towards 

European integration without leaving its utilitarian (hard) qualities behind (Hooghe & 

Marks, 2005; De Vreese et al., 2008). The newly implemented policies gradually altered the 

European context. European citizenry competed with national citizenship (Kriesi, Grande, & 

Lachat, 2008), and the fear of losing one’s national identity as a consequence of progressing 
                                                
2 Note, however, that public Euroscepticism is also multidimensional (Boomgaarden et al., 2011; and see 
chapter 1 and 6). In the current chapter I focus on a standard measure of EU support, namely perceived benefits 
of a country’s membership to the EU. 
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European integration was found to directly affect ethnic threat and Euroscepticism (Hooghe 

& Marks, 2005; 2006; Lubbers & Scheepers, 2007). Consequently, in the Netherlands as a 

case in point, ethnic threat became a main predictor of Euroscepticism in 2008, while it was 

not in 1990 (Lubbers and Jaspers 2010). Second, a number of international key-events took 

place in the last decade between the two periods; the 9/11 terrorist attacks in New York (in 

2001) and the terrorist attacks in Madrid (in 2004) and London (in 2005) being specific 

examples. These events altered the discourse within politics (Perrin, 2005; Korteweg, 2005), 

the media (Nacos & Torres-Reyna, 2003; Vliegenthart & Boomgaarden, 2007)3, and the 

public sphere (Davis, 2007). As a consequence of the 9/11 terrorist attacks, national 

identities were re-established and feelings of (cultural and/or national) threat were 

heightened (Huddy, Khatib, & Capelos, 2002).  

Huntington (1993) stated that world politics entered a new phase in the 1990s, when 

economy and ideology made way for culture as the most fundamental political source of 

conflict. Taking literature, recent key-events and the new European social policy impact into 

consideration, I assume that people in the 2000s were more inclined to take soft issues into 

consideration over hard issues when judging an overarching political power such as the EU 

(De Vreese et al., 2008). Hence, the soft factors have become more influential over time.  

H1: The explanatory strength of soft (identity) factors vis-à-vis hard (economic) 

factors has increased between 1990s (specifically 1994) and the 2000s (specifically 

2005)4.  

This first and main hypothesis stems from extensive research on Euroscepticism. Therefore 

the aim is to place this hypothesis in its proper context. In the next section I elaborate on 

the most common assumptions, hypotheses, and measurements within EU-opinion research, 

in order to embed the hypothesis within the field. 

Hard	  Factors	  and	  Euroscepticism	  

Rational choice theory explains human action by calculative rationale. According to this 

theory, people tend to think in terms of costs and benefits when making decisions (Scott, 

2000). They are inclined to do things that yield rewards and avoid them when a penalty 

follows (Coleman, 1973; Heath, 1976). With its roots in economics, this theory applies 

especially when attitudes and behavior relate to financial incentives. Rational choice theory 

has found its way in Euroscepticism research through the use of economic variables. The 

                                                
3 Media influences will be discussed in more detail in the following chapter.	  
4 Data limitation let me to a somewhat more diachronic approach than initially anticipated. 
Unfortunately, leaving out some of the EU countries or excluding some of the less important variables would 
not solve this problem. Hence, these conclusions are based on two time points (1994 and 2005). Allegedly, these 
time points represent a larger period surrounding the period in which they were observed (more on this can be 
found in the theory and method sections), but I cannot and will not claim anything about longitudinal 
developments or any fluctuations that might have occurred on the basis of these data.	  
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operationalization of these variables has developed throughout time. In the early 1990s, for 

instance, national economic conditions were used (i.e., GDP, inflation and unemployment 

rates) (e.g., Eichenberg & Dalton, 1993), followed by the use of individual level indicators 

(i.e., occupation, education and wealth) (e.g., Gabel & Palmer, 1995). In 1997 a subjective 

financial measure was added to the objective indicators used thus far. (e.g., Gabel & Palmer, 

1997). People’s perception of their financial situation were found to play a bigger role than 

objective financial indicators (Gabel & Palmer, 1997). 

To get a thorough overview of the influences of the several economic indicators, most of the 

above-mentioned economic predictors are included in the analysis. I expect to find the 

following outcome: First, economic threat from the EU is felt least by those who foresee a 

positive financial future, as economic prosperity is likely to catalyze a sense of financial 

security as open borders may lead to economic benefit (Anderson & Reichert, 1995). 

Subsequently, people who feel financially insecure feel more vulnerable. The latter are 

therefore most likely to see European integration as a threat: open borders and trade may 

shake up their (already instable) financial situation (Marx & Engels, 1961; Wood, 1994; 

Rodrik, 1997). As I assume that for those who foresee a positive financial future it is rational 

to support the EU, the first ‘economic’ hypothesis reads:  

H2: The more positive someone is about their own financial- or their country’s 

economic situation the less Eurosceptic they are. 

In a similar line of reasoning Gabel (1998a) stated that people’s EU support is consistent to 

their objective economic situation. Open trade of goods between EU countries creates 

significant gains or losses for workers, depending on their occupational status. Elimination 

of country barriers increases labor competition throughout the EU. Those on the lower 

steps of the occupational ladder experience more competition, which makes them more likely 

to be Eurosceptic. Rodrik (1997, p. 26-27) stated that the “weakest” in society (i.e., lower 

occupational workers) are easiest to replace by cheaper immigrants and competition 

increases with the addition of new EU countries. By showing discontent towards further 

integration, lower skilled employees try to stagnate the process of European integration and 

thereby limit the risk of being replaced. Therefore, I expect: 

H3: The lower one’s occupational status the more Eurosceptic one is. 

Eichenberg and Dalton stated “…the EC has a major impact on economic welfare and this 

fact should be recognized by the European public” (1993; p. 512). And early scholars mostly 

stressed Europe’s economic performance on public evaluations (Shepherd, 1975). Hence, if 

economic performances rise, people will become less skeptical towards the EU. 

H4: The greater the rise of a country’s GDP, the less Eurosceptic its citizens are.  
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Soft Factors and Euroscepticism 

McLaren (2002, p. 551) was one of the first in the field to notice the biased focus in EU 

opinion research. She argued that previous research forgot to include fear and hostility 

towards foreign cultures and the power of nationalism. According to Hooghe and Marks 

(2005) especially national attachment generates feelings of mistrust and threat towards the 

EU. They compared the explanatory strength of economic- and the newly introduced 

identity-based factors on public opinion with concern to the EU (Hooghe & Marks, 2004, 

2005). These studies concluded that identity factors had a stronger influence than economic 

factors.  

Social identity theory (Tajfel & Turner, 1979) states that attitudes and behavior stem from 

the desire to belong to one or more social groups or institutions; from this, people subtract 

their individual identity. Group connections have a strong impact on one’s perceptions and 

attitudes (Ellemers et al., 2002). At times, people go through great lengths for their group 

and group identity (Gaertner, Sedikides, & Graetz, 1999), thereby placing the collective 

“self” above the individual “self”. Everyone wants to create and/or maintain a positive and 

significant sense of the social “self”. This can be obtained by applying positive characteristics 

to one’s in-group via a mental labeling process, while applying negative characteristics to 

the out-group in the same way (Scheepers et al., 2002). These seemingly harmless labeling 

strategies can lead to real between-group conflicts. 

Realistic group conflict theory (Austin & Worchel, 1979; LeVine & Campbell, 1972) 

emphasizes the possible consequences of in- and out-group attitudes, especially when they 

compete for the same (scarce) resources. These can be tangible- (e.g., possessions, housing, 

land, jobs and food) or symbolic (e.g., cultural values, identity or political power). Every 

group wants to get hold of these resources, for which they may have to compete with other 

groups. Group competition can exist in various ways. For example, European citizenry can 

be seen as a competing level of citizenship (the out-group) that challenges nationalism (the 

in-group), as it creates new social layers that crosscut existing class divisions on the 

national level (Kriesi et al., 2008). Therefore, people who feel a strong attachment to their 

own nation can feel threatened by the European identity. Hence, the next hypothesis reads:  

H5a: The stronger one’s national pride, the more Eurosceptic one is.   

And in line with this hypothesis: 

H5b: If one identifies exclusively with one’s country, one is more likely to be 

Eurosceptic (H5b).  

The two hypotheses seem similar, but there is a subtle difference. Hooghe and Marks (2005) 

argued that exclusive national identity is of greater importance than national pride when 

explaining EU opinion, because nationality can be multi-dimensional: “Individuals who 
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identify themselves exclusively as Belgian or exclusively as Flemish are more likely to 

oppose multi-level governance than are those who identify themselves as both Belgian and 

Flemish” (Hooghe & Marks, 2005, p. 424). The level of national pride (in hypothesis 5a) does 

not eliminate feelings of pride associated with other social groups that one may identify 

with.  

By opening up the borders between EU countries and enabling easier migration within the 

EU, the absolute influx of migrants to European countries grows each year (OECD 2010). 

With the accession of more member states a greater number and variety of immigrants 

travel freely throughout Europe (Queisser & Whitehouse, 2007). This can create competing 

groups within the natural environment of societies, which provokes feelings of threat among 

the natives, and augments the possibility of intergroup competition for scarce socio-cultural 

and identity resources. Due to the EU’s responsibility with regard to this migration, it is 

likely that some of the aggravation about immigrant groups reflects upon them. I 

hypothesize the following:  

H6: With increasing migration levels within EU member states, people will become 

more Eurosceptic. 

 

Data and Methods 

Data 

The analyses were carried out with the use of survey data from the Eurobarometer eb42 

(1994; n = 7,816) and eb64.2 (2005; n = 8,793). The first wave (1994) lies in the midst of the 

1990s and represents the period right after the implementation of new EU policies. Only 

two years had passed since the Maastricht treaty. Consequently, the social policies were not 

fully employed yet and therefore did not have a notable effect in the public sphere. 

Additionally, most of the important external events (e.g., 9/11, Madrid bombing) had not 

yet taken place. The second wave (2005) took place in the middle of the 2000s and thereby 

represents the zeros. By this time the European policies had the opportunity to develop 

much more; hence their effects were much more notable. Also, some of the external events 

had taken place by this time, allowing them to influence public opinion. The two points in 

time enable me to compare and investigate any systematic differences or similarities 

between them. Note that I do not draw any conclusions about fluctuations or developments 

about the time in between the two points of observation. 

On a pragmatic level, the decision to employ these survey waves was made because of the 

level of compatibility of the questions; a necessity to estimate the exact same models over 

time. Because these are the only two surveys within the time frames of interest (early 1990s 
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and 2000s) that comply with this compatibility demand of the key variables, these are the 

ones I use to test the hypotheses. 

The sample includes twelve countries, namely Belgium, Denmark, France, Germany, 

Greece, Ireland, Italy, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, Portugal, Spain and the UK. All have 

been EU members since 1993 or before. Membership duration will therefore not be a factor 

of influence (Cichowski, 2000). All countries had to be member states, as the dependent 

variable concerns EU membership attitudes. 

Dependent variable 

The Euroscepticism indicator was created out of two questions. The first reads: Generally 

speaking, do you think that (your country’s) membership in the European community 

(Common market) is a good thing (0), neither good nor bad (1), or a bad thing (2)? The 

second question reads: taking everything into consideration, would you say that (our 

country) has on balance benefited (0) or not (2) from being a member of the European 

Union? The dependent variable was created out of the mean of the two answers, only in the 

case that respondent answered both adequately. This means they did not answer “don’t 

know” on one or both of the questions.  “Don’t know”-answers were recoded as missing. 

This decision meant that 18.2 % of the respondents were dropped in 1994 and 10.9 % in 

20055. The scale of the dependent variable runs from 0 to 2 in five steps (see Appendix 2, 

Table A2.1 for descriptive statistics): (0) not at all Eurosceptic, and (2) very Eurosceptic. 

Factor analysis showed one clear single dimension for both variables, with a Cronbach’s 

alpha of .77 in 1994 and .76 in 20056.  

Independent variables 

Hard factors. The first individual hard variable is occupational class. The original survey 

categories were too detailed; therefore they were combined in concordance to the EGP class 

schema (Erikson & Goldthorpe, 1992; see appendix 2, Table A2.2). This categorization was 

tested and found valid in various occasions (Evans, 1992; Evans & Mills, 1998; 2000). It also 

creates a distinction between higher-level occupations and lower level occupations, which is 

important for testing the third hypothesis.  

There are three subjective financial variables of the perceived personal and country’s 

financial situation: (1) “And over the next 12 months”, 1) “…how do you expect the financial 

                                                
5 This decision means a substantial decrease of the sample size; however, the created variable gives a 
more exhaustive idea of real EU-attitudes. Imputing data on the dependent variable can create more severe 
problems. 
6 Scalar invariance tests were performed, and over time the measurement appeared equivalent. Over 
countries there were two outliers: Greece and Ireland that were kept in the analyses. One needs to be aware that 
this may alter the results somewhat. However, since I am interested in over time comparisons, it should not 
jeopardize the interpretation of these results. 
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situation of your household will be?”; 2) “…how do you think the general economic situation 

in (our country) will be?”; and, 3) “…how do you think the employment situation in (our 

country) will be?” Respondents could choose one of the following answers: worsened (0), 

stable (1) or improved (2). I decided to include these questions as separate variables because 

the questions concern financial situations on different conceptual levels (country or 

household) or on different subjects (economics and unemployment). The questions do 

correlate but not very strongly (r < .64), and they show no collinearity; hence, the 

coefficients of each question can yield different results. I use the percentage of increase or 

decrease of the country’s GDP compared to the same period, one year prior to the year of 

interest as the objective country level hard factor7. 

Soft factors. The first variable measures level of national pride: “Would you say you are 

very proud (3), quite proud (2), not very proud (1), not at all proud (0) to be (nationality)”. 

This scale is included in the analyses as such. The second measures exclusive nationality: “In 

the near future do you see yourself as: country nationality only, country nationality and 

European, European and country nationality, or European only?” This was recoded into a 

dichotomous variable: (1) exclusive national identity, (0) no exclusive national identity. The 

country level variable is the percentile of immigration increase relative to the previous year8. 

Control variables. Left-right9 placement is controlled for, however, an effect of extremism 

is expected rather than ideological position (Van der Eijk & Franklin, 2004). Hence, the ten-

point scale is recoded into a variable representing the distance from the country’s average 

value. This ranges from 0 (not extremist) to around 7 (very extremist) (see Appendix 2, 

Table A2.1). Post-materialists are expected to be more likely to approve of a supranational 

entity (e.g., the EU) (Inglehart, 1970; 1990). In the analysis ‘post-materialist’ (1) are 

compared with ‘mixed’ and ‘materialists’ (0). 

Lastly, age10, gender and level of education are controlled for. I chose to do so because 

elderly often have significantly different political views than youngsters (Goerres, 2008; 

Rhodebeck, 1993; Wilkoszewski, 2009), men and women tend to think differently about 

European integration (Nelsen & Guth, 2000), and higher levels of education11 create more 

EU support (Gabel, 1998a). 

                                                
7 For more information on GDP, consult the Eurostat website: 
http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/portal/page/portal/eurostat/home/	  
8 For more information on immigration figures, consult the OECD website: 
http://www.oecd.org/home/ 
9 Due to many missing values on this variable (14 percent in 1994, 16 percent in 2005) I used multiple 
regression imputation (with education level, age and gender as predictors). Most missing values were imputed, 
reducing the total amount of missings to two percent in both years, while maintaining the same effects in the 
analyses as before the imputation. 
10  Age is calculated as age in years minus 16 (the youngest possible age in the survey). 
11  Education is measured in number of years of schooling. This is a rather crude measure, but also the 
most commonly used education level variable in country comparative research (Schneider, 2008b). 
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Analysis. The data are structured on two levels: country and individual level. In order to 

control for this structure an OLS multi-level analysis is performed. The intra-class 

correlation of the empty model is .10 in 1994 and .09 in 2005, which indicates that 10 

percent of the total variance is on the country level. Hence, it is necessary to use a method 

that controls for the variance on the different levels12. In order to observe the isolated 

impact of soft and hard factors, the two different types of variables are added in separate 

models (see Table 2.1a and 2.1b) first13.  

 

Results 

In the result section my aim is to answer the hypotheses step-by-step in the logic of the 

models, although not always in sequential order. Eventually, this leads me to the model’s 

explained variances; whereby the first and main hypothesis is discussed. 

Both Tables (2.2a and 2.2b, respectively 1994 and 2005) present a baseline model with 

control variables only (model 1). This was done so that later on the variances of these 

models can be compared with that of the models that hold either soft or hard variables or 

both. The discussion starts with model 2 of Table 2.1a. The first conclusion that I can draw 

from this model is that hard factors have little significant impact on Euroscepticism. The 

coefficients are often small and insignificant. Occupational class has hardly any significant 

impact, which goes in against hypothesis 3 (people with a lower occupational status are 

more likely to be against the EU). However, financial expectations affect Euroscepticism 

significantly, which supports the second hypothesis. People with more positive views of 

their financial situation are less Eurosceptic. The strongest effect of the three economic 

expectation effects is that of perceived economic position of the country (b = -0.1). Higher 

GDP-rates lead to less Euroscepticism, which supports the fourth hypothesis. 

Continuing to the soft factor in model 3 of Table 2.1a, greater levels of national pride lead to 

less Euroscepticism. The results are fairly small, but significant. Having an exclusive 

national identity has a positive effect on Euroscepticism (b = 0.45). In summary, in 1994 

hypothesis 5a (greater levels of national pride yield more negative opinions of the EU) is not 

supported, but hypothesis 5b (exclusive national identity creates more Euroscepticism) is 

supported. Increasing levels of immigration have a significant negative effect on 

Euroscepticism, which is the opposite of what I expected and therefore refutes hypothesis 6. 

                                                
12  The method used here does not control for the categorical nature of the dependent variable (five 
categories, not normally distributed). The method was chosen because it produces variances on both levels, 
which is important to answer the main hypothesis. For reasons of construct validity, I performed a two-level 
multinomial logistic regression analysis. The direction and interpretations of both methods yield the same 
conclusions (consult authors for exact results). 
13  There were no problematic cases of heteroskedasticity in the model.  
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Both soft and hard factors are included in the last model. This barely alters the coefficients, 

as only minor decreases occur. 

 

Table 2.1a Multilevel Analysis, Explaining Euroscepticism in 1994 

  Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 

1994 b SE b SE b SE b SE 

Controls:                 

Constant 0.65*** 0.07  6.15** 2.58  0.68*** 0.09 5.69***  2.00 

Age 0.00 0.00  0.00 0.00  0.00 0.00  0.00 0.00  

Gender (male = ref) 0.03* 0.02  0.02 0.02  0.01 0.02  0.01 0.02  

Education level -0.02*** 0.00  -0.01*** 0.00  -0.01*** 0.00  -0.01*** 0.00  

Extremism 0.03*** 0.01  0.03*** 0.01  0.03*** 0.01  0.02*** 0.01  

Post-mat. -0.05** 0.02 -0.03 0.02  0.00 0.02 0.01 0.02  

Soft:                 

National pride         -0.04*** 0.01  -0.02* 0.01  

Exclusive national ID        0.45*** 0.02 0.43*** 0.02  

2nd level:                 

Immigration         -0.14*** 0.05 -0.11** 0.05  

Hard:                 

Occupation (upper-service = ref)              

Lower service class -0.07** 0.04      -0.07* 0.04  

Routine non-manual worker 0.02 0.03      0.00 0.03  

Manual worker     0.04 0.03      0.00 0.03  

Non (paid) working   0.02 0.03      -0.02 0.03  

Petty bourgeoisie    0.05 0.04      0.02 0.04  

Household, financial situation  -0.04*** 0.01      -0.04*** 0.01  

Country, economic position -0.10*** 0.01      -0.08*** 0.01  

Country, unemployment    -0.09*** 0.01      -0.08*** 0.01  

2nd level:                 

GDP     -4.96* 2.41      -4.57** 1.88  

 Estimate SE Estimate SE Estimate SE Estimate SE 

2nd Level variance 0.05 0.02 0.04 0.02 0.03 0.01 0.02 0.01 

1st Level variance 0.42 1.22 0.40 1.35 0.38 1.53 0.36 1.03 

-2*loglikelihood 16436.6   16055.5   15677.5   15362.9   

Note: These models show unstandardized coefficients; n 2nd level = 12; n 1st level = 7816; * p < 0.05, ** p < 

0.01, *** p < 0.001; Source: Eurobarometer (eb42) 
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As the results in Table 2.1b (2005) are similar to those in 1994, I will mainly emphasize the 

differences. In the second model, occupation class shows more significant results in 2005 

than in 1994. Manual workers are the most Eurosceptic, quickly followed by non-worker/ 

non-paid workers. Members of the upper-service class are the least Eurosceptic. Most effects 

disappear with the inclusion of soft factors, which means that hypothesis 3 is again not 

confirmed.  

Model 3 shows an unexpected result: GDP is significantly stronger in 2005 than in 1994. 

Another significant difference turns up in the impact of the expected financial situation of 

the household, which is larger in 2005 than in 1994. Similar between-time significance tests 

were performed on other soft and hard variables, but did not show any significant 

differences over time. The results of GDP and financial expectations are in line with 

hypothesis 2 and 4, as they were in 1994. 

The results of the soft indicators (in model 3) are roughly the same as in 1994. National 

pride has a significant negative effect, while exclusive national identity has a positive effect 

on Euroscepticism. Hypothesis 5a is thereby not supported while hypothesis 5b is. The 

effect of immigration increase is insignificant; hence hypothesis 6 is not confirmed. The 

coefficients of the soft factors do not change much in the final model with the inclusion of 

hard factors; neither do the hard effects in this model. This means hard and soft factors do 

not have a mediating effect on one another. 

I now continue to the first and main hypothesis. Both tables show the unexplained variances 

at the bottom of each model. The 1994 baseline model reveals a small estimated unexplained 

variance on the country level (.049), and a relatively large variance on the individual level 

(.418). The first change in estimated variances appears in the second model, when hard 

indicators are added. GDP explains 22 percent (.038) of the country level variance and all 

other hard factors explain 4.7 percent (.40) on the individual level. They explain 

substantially less than the soft factors do in the third model. This is 43.7 percent of the 

variance on the country level and 8.83 percent on the individual level. Most variance is 

explained when both factors are combined. Compared to the first model, the fourth 1994 

model shows a decrease of 53.2 percent (to .023) on the country level and a 13.3 percent (to 

.36) decrease on the individual level.  

In 2005 (Table 2.1b) the variances show a pattern similar to that of 1994, with one 

important difference: the 2005 explanatory strength of the country level variables. The 

variance of GDP in comparison to that of immigration is much bigger; the opposite of what 

the 1994 models show. With the main hypothesis I expressed the expectation that the 

explanatory strength of soft factors vis-à-vis hard factors had increased from 1994 to 2005. 

The results do not support this hypothesis, since both hard and soft factors on the individual 

level show a similar influence in relation to one another in both years with rather similar 
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explained variances. Overall, soft factors already played a substantial explanatory role in 

1994; even more so than hard factors. In chapter 4 and 5, these soft factors will be explored 

even further. 

Table 2.1b Multilevel Analysis, explaining Euroscepticism in 2005 

  Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 

2005 b SE b SE b SE b SE 

Controls:                 

Constant 0.99*** 0.08 7.83*** 2.13 0.81*** 0.19 7.70*** 1.81 

Age 0.001*** 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.001*** 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Gender (male = ref) 0.07*** 0.02 0.06*** 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.04** 0.02 

Education level -0.03*** 0.00 -0.02*** 0.00 -0.02*** 0.00 -0.02*** 0.00 

Extremism 0.02*** 0.01 0.02*** 0.01 0.01** 0.01 0.01** 0.01 

Post-mat. -0.07*** 0.02 -0.07*** 0.01 -0.03 0.02 -0.03 0.02 

Soft:                 

National pride         -0.04*** 0.01 -0.03*** 0.01 

Exclusive national ID        0.49*** 0.02 0.46*** 0.02 

2nd level:               

Immigration         -0.05 0.17 -0.15 0.12 

Hard:                 

Occupation (upper-service = ref)              

Lower service class    0.04 0.04     0.02 0.04 

Routine non-manual worker 0.05 0.03     0.03 0.03 

Manual worker     0.14*** 0.04     0.07** 0.03 

Non(paid) working 0.08*** 0.03     0.02 0.03 

Petty bourgeoisie    0.08* 0.05     0.04 0.05 

Household, financial situation  -0.08*** 0.01     -0.07*** 0.01 

Country, economic position -0.09*** 0.01     -0.08*** 0.01 

Country, unemployment    -0.09*** 0.01     -0.08*** 0.01 

2nd level:             

GDP     -6.42*** 2.01     -6.35*** 1.70 

 Estimate SE Estimate SE Estimate SE Estimate SE 

2nd Level variance 0.06 0.02 0.03 0.01 0.05 0.02 0.02 0.01 

1st Level variance 0.46 2.78 0.44 2.13 0.42 1.97 0.40 2.21 

-2*loglikelihood 19380.8   18997.1   18475.5   18176.6   

Note: These models show unstandardized coefficients; n 2nd level = 12; n 1st level = 8793; * p < 0.05, ** p < 

0.01, *** p < 0.001; Source: Eurobarometer (eb64.2) 
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Last, I briefly discuss the control variables in both years. Age showed insignificant in 1994, 

but significant in 2005 (b = .001). Women appear to be significantly more Eurosceptic than 

men. Education has a strong significant negative impact in 1994 and 2005 (-.02, respectively 

-.03). A more extreme ideological position creates more skepticism and post-materialists are 

less Eurosceptic than materialists. The gender and post-materialist effects disappear in 

either the second or the third model in both survey waves, which means that they are 

mediated by the soft or hard factors. 

 

Discussion 

The aim of this study was to investigate whether the claims within the scholarly debate 

about the shift in explanatory strengths of soft and hard factors for public skepticism 

towards European integration could be empirically supported. I observed the effects and 

explanatory strength of soft and hard factors at one point in time before and one after 

relevant developments in EU policies and important events had taken place. First the results 

showed remarkable similarities in the effects of both types of variables at the two time 

points. The findings showed that in both years hard factors had a somewhat limited 

influence on Euroscepticism in comparison to soft factors (though this was mainly the case 

on the individual level).  

In line with Hooghe and Marks (2004; 2005), I found that soft factors generally had a 

greater effect on EU attitudes in both 1994 and 2005. Even though this result showed in 

both years, soft factors have only recently gained prominence in this field of academic 

research (see for example Hooghe & Marks, 2004; 2005; McLaren, 2002). As there is no 

difference in explanatory strength between the two time points, the results are not in line 

with what I expected from extant literature (e.g., Hooghe & Marks, 2005; De Vreese et al., 

2008). The EU developments with regard to more social policies did not seem to affect the 

leverage of socially and culturally driven factors on which people base their EU attitudes. 

These soft factors may have existed alongside hard factors all along, or gotten leverage from 

earlier EU developments.  

Furthermore, the findings regarding hard factors showed a more significant influence of 

people’s perceived than of objective financial measures. People, who were more positive 

about their personal and country’s financial situation, were significantly less Eurosceptic. 

Meanwhile, the influence of occupational status was small. The results indicated that soft 

factors might even mediate these hard factors. Furthermore, the relative increase of the 

country’s economic situation (GDP) led to less skepticism. These results offer no 

indisputable confirmation, neither definite rejection of the rational choice theory (Coleman, 

1973; Heath, 1976; Scott, 2000): People do not act rational in relation to their objective 
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financial situation, but do so in relation to their perceived personal- and country’s financial 

situation. 

Exclusive national identity positively influences Euroscepticism, while national pride shows 

the opposite effect. In line with Hooghe and Marks (2005), it is the exclusive element that 

creates the opposing attitudes towards “others” (the EU). 

The results of the soft factors showed no full support for the two theories (social identity- 

and realistic group theory). National pride and a possible increase of cultural threat (by 

immigrants) do not always lead to more Euroscepticism. The effect of immigration increase 

was rather ambiguous between both years. This unexpected (negative or none) effect might 

be explained by the intergroup contact theory. This theory states that contact with 

immigrants, under certain conditions, can create mutual understanding and acceptance 

(Allport, 1954). It is, however, difficult to draw this conclusion from the analyses, as I have 

no information about contact of natives with immigrants. Another explanation could be that 

there is a longer time lag between the appearance of a change and the effect on EU citizens 

than I accounted for. It is difficult to make a correct judgment of how long it will take for 

people to detect a contextual change, if they do so at all. To control for this, in subsequent 

research one could take the perceived number of immigrants into account.  

The dissolving immigration effect mirrored in the limited explanatory strength of the 

variable. Though scarce resources may relate to identity and cultural factors, they may also 

relate to economic factors (jobs as a scarce resource). Hence, I expected that the absent effect 

could be due to the fact that economic predictors already explained this variance. This was, 

however, not the case, since the effect was already absent in the third model without GDP. I 

tentatively interpret this finding as a function of the fact that actual immigrant numbers are 

included and not, for reasons of data limitation, attitudes towards immigrants (e.g., De 

Vreese & Boomgaarden, 2005)  

One of the limitations of this study was the restricted number of survey waves. I compared 

two points in time, hence could not observe possible fluctuations over time and between the 

two observations. This could have given more insight into possible period effects. In follow-

up research it would be useful to include more time points. However, due to insufficient data, 

this is likely to create problems to include a sufficient number of countries in the analysis, or 

to get the right variables to answer this question. Also, in this chapter I discussed threat and 

identity. I was, however, unable to control for attitudes towards possible out-groups. 

Therefore, I plead for including this in follow-up research.  

The last point of discussion is on the dimensionality of Euroscepticism. As explained in 

chapter 1, there are several spectra of the EU (Boomgaarden et al., 2011). In this chapter 

two variables are used, which are both part of the so-called utilitarian dimension. A 
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shortcoming with this could have been that utilitarian Euroscepticism corresponds too well 

with the hard factors, and could lead to an overestimation of their explanatory power. Even 

so, the soft factors proved more important. Since the interest in this chapter was to observe 

differences between the two time points, and because the same variables were applied in both 

years, the dimensionality of the dependent variable had no implications for the 

interpretation of the results.  

The findings speak to Easton’s (1965) commonly used distinction between specific and diffuse 

support. Specific support refers to concrete political outcomes and satisfying demands. 

Diffuse support is more general and does not relate to specific rewards or coercion. One 

might expect that these two types of support would call for different types of predictors. In 

this chapter I found that soft factors explain a more diffuse type of support, whereas 

previous research found they also explained a more specific type of support, namely the 

Turkish accession to the European Union (De Vreese et al., 2008). In chapter 5 a specific 

type of support will be explored, namely support for EU immigration and border control 

policies, which relates closely to the soft factors in this chapter.  

The current chapter contributes to the field of Euroscepticism research by looking at the 

effects and the change in explanatory strength of today’s most commonly used indicators 

(hard and soft factors). Surprisingly I found, despite the implicit assumption in this line of 

research, that the explanatory strength of these two issues in relation to Euroscepticism has 

not changed much between 1994 and 2005. I believe that soft factors already played an 

important explanatory role well before they were included in many Euroscepticism models. 

It has become clear from this study that soft factors have rightfully earned their position in 

current EU public opinion research and should not be discarded in future research on the 

basis of their assumed temporary nature. In the next chapter, Euroscepticism will be 

explored further. The focus in this chapter is on the role of news media in interplay with 

their audience. 
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“No news is good news.” 
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Abstract 

Over the course of the last two decades, Europeans have become increasingly skeptical of 

the European Union. The media are said to play an important role in explaining EU 

attitudes, and by focusing on negative incidents, the media have the potential to fuel public 

Euroscepticism. This chapter investigates whether the negativity bias in the media causes 

individuals to become more skeptical and whether this in turn increases the negative bias in 

the news media. Using pooled time-series data, covering a period of twelve years and five 

European regions, I investigate this ‘negativity spiral’. The findings demonstrate that 

negatively valenced media content increases Euroscepticism, but Euroscepticism does not 

affect news media content. The effects of positively valenced news content are much more 

limited. The implications of these findings for research on public opinion about the EU are 

discussed.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

A version of this chapter, co-authored by Rens Vliegenthart, Hajo G. Boomgaarden & Claes H. de 

Vreese, has been submitted for publication. 
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In recent decades, European Union policy has shifted from a primary focus on economic 

matters (Anderson & Reichert, 1995; Gabel & Whitten, 1997) to more social and cultural 

political aspects (Dinan, 1999). This shift became increasingly evident during the 1990s, a 

period considered to mark the end of an era of permissive consensus among Europe’s 

citizens (Hooghe & Marks, 2008). Since then, the public has become increasingly skeptical of 

the role of Europe (e.g., Hobolt, 2009; see chapter 1). As European integration hinges on the 

support of its citizens (Boomgaarden et al., 2011), it is crucial to understand why the public 

has become increasingly skeptical of the European Union. Furthermore, because the media 

are citizens’ most important source of information on EU-related topics (Eurobarometer 59, 

2003; Vliegenthart et al., 2008), the effect of the media on EU-attitudes is often considered 

substantial. This chapter aims to investigate the potentially reciprocal relationship between 

the media and public opinions of the EU. Does the general valence of EU media coverage 

affect public attitudes towards the EU, while these public attitudes affect the general valence 

of EU media coverage? Moreover, does this trigger a spiral of skeptical attitudes towards 

the European Union?  

The relationship between news media content and public opinion has been the focus of 

numerous studies in political communication. Public responses to changes in news coverage 

(e.g., Balmas & Sheafer, 2010; Kim & McCombs, 2007) and the role of the public in shaping 

the news have received attention in the literature (e.g., Behr & Iyengar, 1985; Zhou & Moy, 

2007). However, the combination of the two, that is, the reciprocal relationship between the 

media domain and public opinion, remains relatively underexplored, and to my knowledge, 

no one has explored whether and how such a mechanism may elicit increasing 

Euroscepticism. 

The extant literature on the influence of the media has found that a negatively valenced 

message is perceived as more attractive, more important and more newsworthy than a 

positively valenced message (Galtung & Ruge, 1965; Helson, 1964; Ju, 2008; Lang, Bradley, 

& Cuthbert, 1997; Kahneman & Tsversky, 1979; Sherif & Sherif, 1967; Shoemaker, 1996), 

even when it conveys identical information (i.e., the asymmetry bias, see Soroka, 2006). 

Therefore, a negativity bias regarding EU news messages causes the audience to receive a 

relatively large share of negatively valenced information, which makes them more skeptical 

of the EU and causes the negativity bias in the news media to increase. The result is a 

negative spiral1 that has led to a steady increase in Euroscepticism over time (see Slater, 

2007).  

Public opinion also has the potential to affect media content. Although this is not the only 

piece of the puzzle (see Schuck, Vliegenthart, Boomgaarden et al., 2013), this chapter focuses 

                                                
1 See Slater (2007) for a more elaborate theoretical background of reciprocal, mutually influencing 
processes, a.k.a. spirals. 
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on the link between media and public opinion and whether there is any empirical evidence 

for a spiral of skepticism. To assess the existence of this spiral, I use pooled time-series data 

(24 half-yearly observations in five European regions). This chapter will examine the 

proposed mechanisms over the course of a decade in five European regions (i.e., the 

Netherlands, Denmark, Sweden, Flanders and Wallonia). In the following sections, I will 

discuss my expectations regarding the influence of media content on the dynamics in public 

opinion, the expected influences of the public discourse on media content and the asymmetry 

of positive versus negative connotations regarding the European Union in each of these 

domains.  

 

The News Media Affecting the Public 

The extant research has found that valence in news messages can guide individual 

preferences, especially concerning political matters (Sniderman & Theriault, 2004). This is 

primarily because a vast majority of the public holds ambiguous views regarding political 

issues (Nelson & Kinder, 1996; Zaller, 1992; 1996). Previous studies have found that the 

general valence in media messages can affect attitudes to a large extent. For instance, 

Balmas and Sheafer (2010) found that evaluations of the suitability of a political candidate 

are dependent on the prominent tone in the media. Kim and McCombs (2007) found that 

positive and negative news coverage yielded coherent opinions of the candidate during the 

2002 Texas gubernatorial and U.S. senatorial elections.  

Closely related to the topic of the current chapter, De Vreese and Kandyla (2009) argued 

that ‘risk-‘ and ‘opportunity’-framing of a specific EU policy affects public support for this 

policy. Furthermore, support for EU enlargement can be influenced by valenced 

information, (De Vreese & Boomgaarden, 2003) and valenced information can mobilize 

citizens during a EU referendum (Schuck & De Vreese 2009).   

The above-mentioned studies indicate that valenced information changes public opinion in 

the direction of the primary valence in the news. According to public opinion theorist Zaller 

(1992; 1996), the flow of political information needs to be heavily one-sided (i.e., 

predominantly negative or positive) to change public opinion. He argues that individuals do 

not have a single, fixed attitude; rather, attitudes are shaped by elite communication, 

distributed through the mass media. An individual confronted with both a positive and a 

negative message on the same issue, however, will not be affected by either of the two 

messages, as they cancel each other out.  This is most likely to occur in a media environment 

with an evenly balanced, ‘two-sided information flow’. However, according to Zaller, even in 

the presence of two-sided information flows, political information often leans heavily to one 

side, at least for some period of time.  
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Using his Receive-Accept-Sample model (i.e., RAS), Zaller (1992) describes how a one-sided 

information flow can lead to attitudinal change. First, individuals receive (R) information and 

decide whether they accept (A) this information. When formulating an opinion, they sample 

(S) from the information they have accepted. Because information streams are often 

ambiguous, Zaller argues, individuals create opinions by averaging the considerations at 

hand, at the very moment they are asked to formulate their opinion.  

News media form the basis of the sample of information from which individuals select 

opinions (Zaller, 1992). Changes in this media sample cause alterations in the balance of 

what most individuals consider the most relevant viewpoint, which translates into the public 

adopting a rough replication of the dominant tone in the mass media (e.g., Levin & Gaeth, 

1988; Raghubir & Menon, 2001; Rothman & Salovey, 1997). Therefore, when a two-sided 

information flow is heavily biased, this will drive public opinion in one direction. Media 

coverage on the EU has the potential to make the public increasingly or decreasingly 

Eurosceptical, depending on the dominant valence in the news. 

H1 (Media Effect Hypotheses): a) Negatively valenced news increases 

Euroscepticism, b) while positively valenced news decreases Euroscepticism. 

 

The Public affecting the News Media 

It is commonly acknowledged that the media and the public are interdependent. “Each 

system interacts with the other: media discourse is part of the process by which individuals 

construct meaning, and public opinion is part of the process by which journalists […] 

develop and crystallize meaning in public discourse” (Gamson & Modigliani, 1989, p. 2). 

However, there is little empirical evidence on the extent to which public opinion affects 

news media content (with the exception of Behr & Iyengar, 1985; Huang, 1995; Schuck, 

Vliegenthart, Boomgaarden et al., 2013; Zhou & Moy, 2007).  

Studies that examined public opinion as a predictor of media content obtained rather 

ambiguous results. For instance, Behr and Iyengar (1985) expected, but did not find, that 

public opinion influences media content. Huang (1995) found that media and public opinion 

partially overlap with respect to how they discuss a given issue, but this author made no 

attempt to assess the causality of the relationship. Zhou and Moy (2007) investigated the 

effects of online public opinion on the news media and found a strong interplay between the 

two. Schuck et al. (2013) found that public support for the EU led to a lower degree of 

conflict framing in media coverage. This ambiguity in the research findings may be a result 

of the substantial variety in the contexts that were studied and the different approaches that 

were applied. These rather mixed findings leave room for further investigation. 
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Furthermore, media scholars have focused on internal influences of news content, such as 

organizational structures or journalistic protocols (Shoemaker & Reese, 1996), story-level 

factors, visual features (Galtung & Ruge, 1965), journalistic values and norms (e.g., Gans, 

1979; Johnstone, Slawski, & Bowman, 1972) and other aspects of the gatekeeping process 

(Shoemaker & Vos, 2009; see also Soroka, 2012). Attention has also been devoted to external 

influences such as political elites (Callaghan & Schnell, 2001; Gans, 1979) or social 

movements (Cooper, 2002). However, public opinion was less frequently included as an 

independent variable in this literature. Perhaps this is because while editors have an idea of 

their audience’s expectations, they do not truly know what their audience wants. White 

(1950) repeatedly highlights this in his early work on gatekeeping. 

However, the media landscape has changed, and the public’s role in setting the media agenda 

and constructing media frames has gained societal relevance in recent decades. Europe 

witnessed a rise in commercial broadcasters and newspapers in the 1980s and 1990s, which 

contributed to the rivalry amongst news outlets (Blumler & Kavanagh, 1999). With an 

increasing number of potential choices, the audience became more fragmented. This 

transformed the status quo with respect to media’s role in society, and changed the media 

from a supply- to a demand-oriented market (Brants & Van Praag, 2006). The assumed 

demands and preferences of the public became increasingly important in the selection of 

media content (Van Cuilenburg, 1999).  

To capture the audience’s attention, it became increasingly important for new, as well as 

traditional, news media to carefully heed their audience’s preferences (Entman, 1989; Hallin 

& Mancini, 2004). One example of an attempt to capture the audience’s attention is depicted 

in a study by Gentzkow and Shapiro (2010), who found that many American newspapers 

maximize profits by strongly adjusting their slant to conform to their reader’s political 

preferences. Moreover, in the European context the news media invested in audience 

surveys to determine their audiences’ preferences (Brants, 2007; Mitchell & Blumler, 1994). 

Because individuals tend to avoid information that is not in line with their opinions and 

select information compatible with their opinions (i.e., selective exposure; see Freedman & 

Sears, 1965), it is commercially beneficial for the news media to follow trends in public 

opinion and incorporate this into their news reports. The current study investigates 

whether the news media actually respond to their audience’s preferences by reporting in 

accordance with the general trend in public opinion concerning the European Union: 

H2 (Public Opinion Effect hypotheses): a) The higher the public support for the EU, 

the lower the volume of negatively valenced news messages regarding the EU, b) 

while the higher the degree of Euroscepticism, the higher the volume of negatively 

valenced news messages. 
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Thus far, I have argued that the media may respond to trends in public opinion, while the 

public is guided by the valence in the news media (i.e., a continuous spiral; see Figure 3.1). 

However, to explain increasing Euroscepticism, I need to assess the negativity bias of both 

domains. In the next section, I will develop the argument that both relationships are 

stronger when the information flowing from one domain to the other has a negative 

connotation. 

 

Figure 3.1 Schematic Overview of the Expected Spiral 

 
 

The Supremacy of Negativity: The Influence of the Media 

Research has demonstrated that negative information is more influential than positive 

information, for example with respect to public responsiveness to economic shifts (Soroka, 

2006), voting behavior (Kernell, 1977; Lanoue, 1987; Soroka, 2006), and trust in 

governments (Niven, 2000). Psychologists argue that there are several reasons that negative 

information has a significantly larger impact than positive information (also known as the 

asymmetry bias; see Soroka, 2006).  

First, Human instincts are hard-wired for survival. Primal human instincts operate in such a 

way that they alert individuals of anything potentially harmful or life threatening. 

Therefore, human attention is more likely triggered by negative and potentially risky 

information than by positive information (Ju, 2008; Lang, Bradley, & Cuthbert, 1997; 

Shoemaker, 1996).  

Second, a large number of studies indicated that the impact of positive or negative 

information is based on pre-existing expectations. Depending on the reference point, 

information may have a larger or smaller impact on a person. This reference point differs 

based on a person’s background and experiences. However, because humans are generally 

slightly optimistic, most individuals perceive negative information to be more extreme. On 

average, this causes negative information to have a greater impact on the public than 

positive information (Helson, 1964; Sherif & Sherif, 1967). 
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Third, according to prospect theory, responses to losses are greater than those to gains 

(Kahneman & Tsversky, 1979). This theory was found to apply, for example to curing 

diseases and financial losses. However, prospect theory was also found to hold true with 

respect to political “loss”, i.e., a change in the status quo (Schuck & De Vreese, 2009). Thus, 

individuals are more inclined to act when they receive negatively framed information than 

when they receive positively framed information.  

Therefore, as a consequence of primal human instincts, humans’ (on average) slightly 

optimistic reference point and their disproportionate responses with respect to losses, I 

expect that the influence of negatively valenced information is greater than that of positively 

valenced information.  

H3 (Media Asymmetric Effect Hypothesis): Negatively valenced news has a 

stronger effect on public opinion than positively valenced news. 

 

The Supremacy of Negativity: The Influence of the Public 

Many have noted the general negativity bias in the mass media (e.g., Fogarty, 2005; Goidel 

& Langley, 1995; Soroka, 2006). Negativity is one, and perhaps the most, important criterion 

on the list of factors determining newsworthiness advanced by Galtung and Ruge (1965). 

This list of criteria is a crude predictor of the attention the media devote to a given event.   

According to Soroka (2006), this bias arises because journalists are individuals who create 

stories that appeal to them and their audience. Thus journalists are intrinsically and 

externally driven to report on negative events, as they know that negative events have a 

greater appeal and are regarded as more important. However, this is only one of the reasons 

why the news media has a predominantly negative valence.  

Stories in the news media are created and selected through several journalistic norms and 

gatekeeping processes (Schuck et al., 2013; Soroka, 2012). However, every person involved 

in the process, from journalists to editors, is familiar with the fact that negative news is 

more unexpected, interesting, and appealing. Therefore, the same individual-level processes 

that account for the supremacy of negativity among the public also account for much of the 

negativity bias in the news media (Soroka, 2006).  

Another explanation for the negativity bias in the news media, at the organizational level is 

the watchdog responsibility of the press. The press needs to monitor those in power and 

hold them accountable for their decisions (Soroka, 2006). By monitoring, identifying and 

reporting on potential problems, the media are performing their democratic duty. They hold 

governments accountable for the decisions that are made and any potential error that may 

result from those decisions. Therefore, the media are more likely to report on mistakes, 



CHAPTER	  3	  

      

 

50	  	  |	  	  	  

disadvantages and discontent concerning the EU than on successes, advantages or public 

support. Soroka (2006) argues that this watchdog role and ensuring accountability in 

governance can be connected to “the impression that negative information is a more critical 

indicator of government performance than is positive information. Asymmetry and 

accountability may be fundamentally intertwined.” (p. 374). Thus, asymmetrical responses 

by the news media should not be regarded as something fundamentally negative, but rather 

as a feature of a representative democracy. Nevertheless, in relation to public opinion, I 

argue that asymmetrical media responses have the potential to contribute to a more 

skeptical audience.   

Overall, the asymmetry bias in the media is similar to that among the public. The media are 

more responsive to negative information; hence, they are more likely to devote attention to 

and report on negative cues than positive ones. Thus, the media are more likely to respond 

to increasing Euroscepticism than increasing support for the EU.  

H4 (Public Opinion Asymmetric Effect Hypothesis): Euroscepticism is more likely 

to affect the valence in news reports concerning the EU than public support for the 

EU. 

In brief, I expect that valenced coverage by the news media influences public opinion 

regarding the EU, while public opinion affects the valence in the news media regarding the 

EU (reciprocal influences). Moreover, I expect the influences of negative information and 

negative attitudes towards the EU will be larger than those of positively valenced news and 

EU support (asymmetry bias), which causes the balance in the media domain to gradually 

shift towards more negative news messages, while the public becomes increasingly skeptical 

of the European Union (i.e., the spiral of negativity). The data and methods that are used to 

test these assumptions will be discussed in the following section. 

 

Data and Methods 

Case selection 

In this study, I apply a Most-Similar Systems Design (MSSD). This decision is based on the 

premise that by comparing systems that are very similar with respect to numerous relevant 

constitutive features, only those features in which the systems differ can generate an effect 

(Przeworski & Teune, 1970). This substantively reduces the number of necessary operative 

variables (Lijphart, 1971). The systems were selected on the basis of long-term EU 

members, compatibility with respect to their economic situation, political systems (all multi-

party systems), media systems (a combination of public and private television broadcasters), 

and news media outlets (quality and tabloid newspapers), which conform to the democratic 

corporatist model (Hallin & Mancini, 2004). The selected countries are the Netherlands, 
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Denmark, Sweden and the two Belgian districts: Flanders and Wallonia2. As these are five 

geographical regions in four countries, I will refer to them as regions throughout the 

chapter. 

Media data 

This chapter assesses assumptions related to how news media affect public opinion and vice 

versa. To do so in an appropriate manner, I require longitudinal data. With regard to the 

news media, newspaper data were collected over the period of interest. As I expect that the 

media environment will affect public opinion (see also Jerit et al., 2006), these data were 

collected and aggregated into biannual time-series data over a twelve-year period (1997-

2008). Therefore, the data contain 120 observations (24 time periods * 5 regions).  

Regarding the media data, the aim was to keep every element the same for each region, from 

sampling to selecting and coding. Therefore, one tabloid and one quality newspaper was 

selected whenever possible. A total of eight newspapers were collected for the five regions: 

Le Soir for Wallonia, de Standaard for Flanders, De Telegraaf and de Volkskrant for the 

Netherlands, Jyllands Posten and Politiken3 for Denmark, and Aftonbladet and Dagens Nyheter 

for Sweden.  

The search string4 used to select the relevant articles from the newspapers was created in 

Dutch and translated into French, Swedish and Danish5, with the help of native speakers 

who were familiar with their county’s political situation and vocabulary. Three articles were 

randomly selected for each month and region. Native speakers manually coded each article6. 

This resulted in a total of 3075 coded articles, or 1.02 percent of the total number of articles 

(302,008) concerning the European Union7. The units of analysis were complete newspaper 

articles. 

To extract the valence from the articles, coders were asked to read the full article. 

Thereafter, they were asked to categorize the article by answering the following question 

                                                
2 These differ with respect to language, media and, in some cases, authority and culture.  
3 Due to insufficient availability of tabloid newspapers, two quality newspapers were used in Denmark. 
4 The applied search string reads: (European Unie) OR ALLCAPS(EU) OR (Europese Community) OR 
ALLCAPS(EC) OR (Europees Parliament) OR (Europese Commission) OR ((European Court) w/5 Justice). The 
basic selection criterion was that one of these words should appear in the headline and/or text of the article at 
least twice. 
5 The Dutch newspapers were retrieved from the online archive LexisNexis; the Danish from the online 
database Infomedia; the Swedish from the online newspaper archive Retriever; and the Belgian newspapers were 
collected by hand and digitalized for manual coding. 
6 The data were collected in the same manner for each country whenever possible, with Belgium as the 
main exception. Here, it was only possible to collect front-page news, until the point at which these newspapers 
changed from broadsheet to tabloid format (De Standaard changed on the 8th of March, 2004; Le Soir in 
November 2006). From this point in time, I also collected second and third page news for each newspaper. Data 
were missing for the year 2002, which were imputed using mean scores. 
7 The percentage of data coded in Flanders was: 14.86 % (208 out of 1400 observations), in Wallonia it 
was 1.94 % (233 out of 12014), in the Netherlands: 1.07 % (866 out of 80714), Denmark: 0.46 % (781 out of 
141034), and in Sweden: 1.48 % (987 out of 66846). 
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from the perspective of a Europhile8: ‘How would you say the EU is discussed (i.e., in a 

negative way, a balanced way, a positive way, or a neutral way)’? The inter-coder reliability 

with respect to the tone was satisfactory (Krippendorf’s alpha: 0.61; pairwise percentage 

agreement of 67%)9. 

Public opinion data 

For the longitudinal public opinion variables, I relied on multiple rounds of the 

Eurobarometer (eb47 to eb70) surveys. The following question was used concerning general 

support for the European Union: ‘Generally speaking, do you think that (YOUR COUNTRY’S) 

membership of the European Union is a good thing, bad thing, or neither good nor bad?’  

Main variables 

In the media data, the percentages of positively (M = 25.02; SD = 10.72) and negatively (M 

= 34.05; SD = 11.59)10 valenced articles concerning the European Union were calculated for 

each region over a six-month period. To measure EU support on a biannual basis, I used the 

regional percentage of individuals who indicated that EU membership is a good thing (M = 

59.29; SD = 6.86). The Euroscepticism variable is created from the same question but 

represents the percentage of individuals who responded that membership was a bad thing (M 

= 16.81; SD = 5.20). These are the four main independent variables.  

Finally, a positive-negative ratio of both media and public opinion was created. These will be 

the two dependent variables. The first variable represents the presence of positive news 

relative to that of negative news. An increase in this ratio indicates an increase in positively 

valenced messages relative to negatively valenced messages (M = 0.85; SD = 0.07). The 

second represents the presence of EU support relative to skepticism; a higher score indicates 

a rise in support relative to Euroscepticism (M = 5.34; SD = 0.35)11.  

Control variables 

The data contain a limited number of observations (n = 120), resulting in few degrees of 

freedom. Therefore, it is crucial to estimate a parsimonious model and consider each control 

variable with care. Each independent contextual characteristic should explain some of the 

temporal variation in the dependent variables. Additionally, it is important to exclusively 

consider confounding variables that substantially changed during the observation period 

                                                
8 See the full description in Appendix 3 Table A3.1.	  
9 I recognize that the reliability of the tone variable is sub-optimal; hence, one should be careful when 
interpreting the results. Furthermore, as my interest was only in those articles that showed a particular tone, the 
inter-coder reliability scores were only calculated for those articles that had a particular tone, not for those that 
were coded ‘neutral’.  
10 Notably, although the two variables were created using the same question, this will not cause any 
analytical problems, as the two categories are not interdependent. For example, negativity can increase while 
positivity also increases. The same holds for the aggregated public opinion variables. 

11 Skewed variables (i.e., positive valence, support for the EU, Euroscepticism and immigration rates) 
were normalized, and all non-binary variables were standardized for the analyses.	  
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(1997-2008). I add political, economic (Anderson & Reichert, 1995; Eichenberg & Dalton, 

1993; Gabel & Whitten, 1997; Van Klingeren et al., 2013), and social-cultural control 

variables (Hooghe & Marks 2005; McLaren, 2002).  

The first variable represents important political key events that are relevant to European 

integration: in recent decades, several events have occurred that may have influenced the 

general representation of the EU in the media (Boomgaarden, Vliegenthart, Schuck, & De 

Vreese, 2010; De Vreese & Semetko, 2004) and among the public (Hobolt, 2009). For the 

Netherlands, I selected the following key-event: the referendum regarding the treaty 

establishing a European constitution in June 2005, which a substantial majority voted 

against. For all regions, the rotating presidency of the council of the European Union was 

included (Belgium from July to December 2001 and July to December 2010; The 

Netherlands from January to June 1997 and July to June 2004; Denmark from July to 

December 2002; and Sweden from January to June 2001 and July to December 2009). In 

Belgium and the Netherlands, I selected the adoption of the Euro in January 2002, and in all 

regions the 1999, 2004, and 2009 European parliamentary elections were included. A 

dummy variable for each region represents the period during which these key events 

occurred.  

Furthermore, unemployment rates are included as an important economic factor (Eichenberg 

& Dalton, 1993). This variable represents the number of unemployed individuals of the total 

number of individuals of working age. Third, immigration rates are included as a social-

cultural characteristic (e.g., Hooghe & Marks, 2005; see chapter 2), which represent the total 

percentage of asylum applications relative to the total number of individuals living in a 

region. The data on the latter two variables were obtained from the Eurostat website.  

 

Analyses 

This study uses pooled time-series data, which means it analyzes repeated observations for 

all regions over time. Each observation covers a six-month period. Using these data, I test 

whether, for example, the valence of newspaper articles in the first six months affects public 

opinion in the subsequent six months.  

To test the hypotheses, a method is needed that can cope with the repeated observations in 

several regions; I therefore employ fixed-effects models. These are hierarchical linear models 

on two levels (in this case, periodical observations nested within regions). This method of 

analysis accounts for the repeated observations within the same units of analysis (Greene, 
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1991). That it is a fixed model means that the effects of variables that do not change over 

time are taken out (i.e., regional characteristics).12  

Pooled time-series, tests 

The use of pooled time-series data requires certain standard tests to ensure that the nature 

of the data considered does not distort the effects. If the data exhibit any inconsistencies, 

these will be recognized at this stage and addressed in the most appropriate manner. 

Stationarity. With respect to the two dependent variables, the Fisher test showed no unit 

root13. Therefore, I am confident that it is appropriate to employ these data in a non-

differenced form. 

Panel heteroskedasticity. The Wald test for panel heteroskedasticity indicates that the 

error terms differ for the media ratio variable (i.e., panel heteroskedasticity)14. This is 

controlled for by including cluster-robust standard errors in the fixed-effects models (see 

Beck & Katz, 1995 for additional information).  

Autocorrelation. The residuals are assessed for the presence of autocorrelation – i.e., 

unmodeled information from the series’ past values15 – using one lagged dependent variable. 

The tests revealed that there is no autocorrelation in the public opinion variable, but 

autocorrelation was observed in the media variable. However, according to some of the 

standard tests (e.g., Schwarz's Bayesian information criterion, SBIC; Stock & Watson, 1989), 

using one lagged dependent variable creates the most appropriate and parsimonious model. 

Therefore, one lagged dependent variable is added to the analytical models. 

 

Results 

Before proceeding to the results of the fixed effects models, Figure 3.2 depicts the 

fluctuations and trends in the four main independent variables in the five regions over the 

entire period. The largest fluctuations are observed in negatively valenced news, but there 

are also clear fluctuations in the positively valenced news. Overall, one can observe that 

                                                
12 The decision to apply fixed effects rather than the more parsimonious random-effects models is based 
on the results of the Hausman test (X2 = 28.65; p = 0.00; and X2 = 30.66; p = 0.00), which indicated a 
misspecification of the latter (Greene, 1991). Thus, had I employed random-effects models, it would be unclear 
whether the observed effects are due to the differences between the regions or developments over time. 
13 Media ratio: X2 = 120.5, Prob > X2 = 0.00; Public opinion ratio: X2 = 22.64, Prob > X2 = 0.01. 
14 Media ratio: X2 = 36.75, Prob > X2 = 0.00; Public opinion ratio: X2 = 9.18, Prob > X2 = 0.10. To be 
certain that heteroskedasticity does not affect the results and because the X2 test is so close to significance for the 
public opinion ratio, cluster-robust standard errors were also used for these models.	   	  
15 The Woodridge test (with one lag) yielded the following results for each of the four main variables: 
Euroscepticism F(1, 4) = 1.59 p = 0.28; EU support F(1, 4) = 1.23 p = 0.33; Positively valenced media F(1, 4) = 
4.31 p = 0.11; Negatively valenced media F(1, 4) = 14.50 p = 0.02. With respect to the dependent variables, this 
meant that autocorrelation also appeared in the media ratio variable F(1, 4) = 37.21 p = 0.003, but none was 
observed in the public opinion ratio F(1, 4) = 3.94 p = 0.12. 
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negatively valenced EU messages are only slightly dominant (negativity bias), but 

individuals are considerably more supportive of the EU than they are Eurosceptical. 

 

Figure 3.2  Trends in the Key Variables Across All Five Geographical Regions, 1997-2008 

 

Note: Source of public opinion data: Eurobarometer. 

 

This Figure also reveals that a rise in negatively valenced news often coincides with a drop 

in positively valenced news. To see if this potentially causes a problem with collinearity in 

the analyses I am about to perform, I checked how strong the negative correlation is 

between positive and negative news (r = -0.29; p = 0.00), as well as between positive and 

negative attitudes (r = -0.78; p = 0.00). Since both are significant, they may influence each 

other’s effects in the time-series models. This means the tests are very stringent, which 

should be take into consideration when interpreting the results16.  

Reciprocal influences and asymmetry 

Table 3.1 shows the results of the fixed effects models, the effects on EU attitudes and media 

valence respectively. The results with regard to the media effect hypotheses (H1a and H1b) 

show in the third row of Table 3.1, Model 1 and 2. Model 1 shows the effect of negatively 

valenced news messages, and Model 2 of positively valenced news on the EU attitudes ratio. 

It is apparent from Model 1 that there is no strong evidence that negative news affects the 

EU attitudes ratio (β = -0.06; p = 0.07). Negatively valenced news increases the relative 

presence of Euroscepticism, but the effect only borders on significance. The effect of positive 

news is not significant at all (β = 0.01; p = 0.47). 

                                                
16 More descriptive statistics per region can be found in Table A3.1 of appendix 3.  
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In model 3 one can see that the effect of negatively valenced news is slightly suppressed by 

the presence of positively valenced news, as the former effect becomes significant with the 

inclusion of the second (β = -0.08; p = 0.04).  These results comply with hypothesis 1a, as 

negatively valenced media about the EU has the ability to slightly adapt public opinion 

regarding the EU. There is, however, no empirical support for hypothesis 1b. 

 

Table 3.1  Fixed-Effect Models, Explaining the Positivity/ Negativity Ratio of 

Media and Public Opinion 17 

 Model 1   Model 2   Model 3   

DV: Public opinion β se  β se  β se   

Constant -0.05* 0.02  -0.04* 0.03  -0.05* 0.02  

Lagged dep. 0.47*** 0.10  0.45*** 0.10  0.46*** 0.06  

Negative valence -0.06* 0.03     -0.08** 0.04  

Positive valence    0.01 0.09  -0.04 0.12  

Key events 0.32** 0.11  0.31** 0.11  0.33** 0.12  

Unemployment -0.02 0.10  -0.03 0.08  0.00 0.07  

Immigration 0.16* 0.10  0.16* 0.10  0.15** 0.05  

u0j: Between country variance  0.48   0.50   0.50    

e0j: Within country variance 0.40   0.41   0.41     

 Model 4   Model 5   Model 6   
DV: Media ratio β se   β se  β se  

Constant 0.00 0.04  0.00 0.04  -0.001 0.04  

Lagged dep. -0.14** 0.05  -0.12** 0.04  -0.13** 0.05  
Euroscepticism 0.30* 0.14     0.18 0.13  
Public support EU    -0.37 0.26  -0.29 0.26  
Key events 0.14 0.20  0.08 0.18  0.12 0.20  

Unemployment 0.12 0.09  -0.01 0.12  0.00 0.09  
Immigration 0.12* 0.06  -0.02 0.07  0.05 0.05  
u0j: Between country variance  0.88   0.89   0.97     
e0j: Within country variance 0.85   0.84   0.84     

Note. n = 120 (24 periods * 5 regions); Source Public Opinion Data: Eurobarometer 1997-2008. One-tailed, 

significant at alpha * < 0.10; ** < 0.05; *** < 0.00. The coefficients in this model are standardized. All models 

employ cluster-robust standard errors. 

 

The results with regard to the public opinion effect hypotheses (H2a and H2b) are depicted in 

the second part of Table 3.1. Model 4 shows the results with regard to Euroscepticism, 

                                                
17 The results of the control variables show that key events lead to an increase of positive attitudes, and a 
significant decrease of negative attitudes. Unemployment rates have little effect on media or public opinion. 
Increased immigration rates, which are commonly expected to increase negative attitudes towards the EU (see 
chapter 2), reduce Euroscepticism in the third model. The negative effects on the macro level can be explained by 
Allport’s (1954) intergroup contact theory, which states that under certain conditions contact between groups 
can create mutual appreciation. Furthermore, none of these controls affect the valence of EU messages. 
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while Model 5 shows the effects of public EU support on the valenced news ratio. The effect 

of Euroscepticism yields in the opposite direction of what I expected (β = 0.30; p = 0.05), but 

borders on significance. The effect implies that greater Euroscepticism causes a decrease of 

negatively valenced news messages about the EU. Model 5 shows that EU support reduces 

the relative presence of positive messages, but this effect is insignificant (β = -0.37; p = 

0.11). Both effects are counterintuitive and insignificant when they both are added to the 

same model (see Model 6). Hence, these results do not comply with the public opinion effect 

hypotheses.  

To determine whether negative information has a greater effect than positive information 

(i.e., Euroscepticism and negatively valenced news reports), standardized variables are used 

in all models in Table 3.1. As discussed above, Model 1 reveals a marginally significant 

effect of negatively valenced news on public opinion, which strengthens in Model 3, which 

also considers positively valenced. An increase in positively valenced news does not affect 

the EU attitude ratio. This supports the notion that negatively valenced news is more 

influential, albeit suppressed by positively valenced news. Therefore, this largely supports 

the media asymmetric effect hypothesis (H3). 

The news media ratio is affected more by Euroscepticism than support for the EU, but in the 

opposite direction of what was expected (see Models 4 and 5). However, the effect disappears 

in the final model (Model 6), in which public support is also considered. Because both effects 

are insignificant in the latter model, the findings do not support the public opinion asymmetric 

effect hypothesis (H4). 

 

Discussion 

This study sought to investigate the reciprocal relationship between the media and public 

opinion, which could potentially lead to a spiral of negativity regarding the European 

Union. This could then contribute to the explanation for the increasing trend towards 

Euroscepticism noted by past scholars. The two main research questions were: Does the 

valence of EU media coverage affect public attitudes towards the EU, while these public 

attitudes affect the valence of EU media coverage? Moreover, does this trigger a spiral of 

skepticism towards the European Union? 

Based on the longitudinal analysis, I conclude that the influences are not reciprocal. The 

findings reveal that negative news increases Euroscepticism, but Euroscepticism does not 

substantially affect the degree of negativity in news reports. With respect to positively 

valenced messages concerning the EU, the results revealed no effect on Euroscepticism or of 

public support affecting media coverage. This means that there is support for Zaller’s 

receive-accept-sample model, as the public is sensitive to fluctuations in the media 
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concerning the European Union (see also Sniderman & Theriault, 2004). Yet, in this case 

only concerning negatively toned news. 

The finding that the public discourse did not have an effect on media content is perhaps not 

surprising when viewed in the context of the gatekeeping literature discussed above. News 

norms, organizational factors and the sensational character of news stories are all factors 

that drive journalists and editors to select certain messages over others in addition to the 

audience’s interest (Soroka, 2012). Additionally, as White (1950) argued in the early 

gatekeeping literature, the editors that make the final selection are not always aware of who 

their audience is and what they wish to see or hear. Of course, audience surveys (see Brants, 

2007; Mitchell & Blumler, 1994) could help in this respect, but nevertheless, the topic of the 

EU is one of many political issues on which media can choose a slant to maximize profits 

(see Gentzkow & Shapiro, 2010). Perhaps editors do not regard the EU as the best topic to 

serve this purpose. 

Thus far, I have established that the media affect public opinion to some degree, while the 

public does not affect the news media. This answers the first research question, but it also 

helps to resolve the second research question. There is no support for a continuous spiral of 

negativity (see Slater, 2007); however, there was support for the supremacy of negativity 

thesis. Negatively valenced media increased Euroscepticism, while positively valenced media 

produced no effect. This supports Soroka’s (2006) notion that humans are generally more 

responsive to negative than to positive information (asymmetrical responses). This does not 

create an ongoing spiral of negativity, but the media do have the ability to make the public 

more skeptical of the European Union.  

The results of this study should be interpreted with some caution. Although the use of these 

newspaper data is unique in this type of study, there are some limitations to this approach. 

While the aim was to hold every element constant for each country and at every point in 

time, this appeared infeasible during the data collection process. I was unable to include a 

tabloid newspaper from Denmark during the period of interest. This affects the validity of 

the data, which may have particularly affected the between-country results. Although any 

country-level variation was controlled for, one should realize that the media data might be 

more representative of the media landscape in some countries than in others. 

Furthermore, the period of analysis ended in 2008, just prior to the beginning of the 

economic crisis, which gave rise to severe criticisms regarding the monetary union. It is safe 

to assume that during the crisis, the general tone in the news media and of public opinion 

shifted drastically towards the negative side, thereby reshaping the relationship between the 

media and the public. Although it is beyond the scope of this chapter, future research could 

study the asymmetrical effects after 2008 to determine how increased salience affects the 

otherwise small, but consistent, relationship between the media and the public. However, it 
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is also important to determine how individuals are affected by these messages. Chapter 5 of 

this dissertation will address this topic. 

Furthermore, one issue concerning the time-series analyses in this chapter is the 

predetermined period between the observations; the data were aggregated on a biannual 

basis. For example, some studies reveal that media effects can last from a few weeks up to 

several months (Boomgaarden & Vliegenthart, 2009; Dearing & Rogers 1996; Stone & 

McCombs, 1981), while others show that media effects disappear after a few weeks (Lecheler 

& De Vreese, 2011). Less information is available regard the duration of the reverse effect 

(i.e., that of public opinion on the media). Due to data availability, I selected the briefest 

time-intervals available, which meant there was a period of six months between observations. 

This is a relatively large interval. Moreover, it is likely that the greatest impact appears 

earlier than those six months. Although the test was quite stringent, there was a clear media 

effect.  

However, it is remarkable that an effect was observed at such a high level of aggregation, as 

Zaller wrote in an effort to break with the old ‘minimal effects’ tradition: "Media are able to 

push people around, although the net outcome might be zero" (1996, pp. 37-38). I found that 

the media are able to systematically drive public opinion in one direction, and it is 

interesting to observe how these media messages affect public opinion at large. In the next 

chapter, the influence of media will be explored further, specifically concerning attitudes 

towards immigration. The next chapter evaluates the effects of the news media and 

compares these to the effects of real-world developments. 
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“We asked for workers. We got people instead.” 

Max Frisch 
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Abstract 

Most people are unable to accurately estimate the number of immigrants in their country. However, 

it is argued that the size of the immigrant population affects people’s immigration attitudes. 

Allegedly, the discrepancy between perceived and real immigration figures occurs because people’s 

views are guided by the news media. In this chapter, negative attitudes toward immigration are 

explained by investigating the impact of the salience and the tone of immigration in the news media 

and the impact of immigration statistics. The cases of Denmark and the Netherlands during the 

period from 2003 to 2010 are analyzed using a multi-level design. Overall, real-world immigration 

numbers have little impact. The findings show that increasing immigration often coincides with 

decreasing media attention; therefore, media salience and immigration numbers suppress each other’s 

effects. The tone of news coverage has an effect in the Netherlands only: a positive tone reduces 

negativity toward immigration and a negative tone does not increase negativity. I cautiously 

conclude that the longevity of the issue’s salience has a moderating effect. Whether an issue is 

considered important for a considerable period of time determines whether people are willing to 

become informed and adjust their opinions.  

 

 

 

 

A version of this chapter, co-authored by Hajo Boomgaarden, Rens Vliegenthart & Claes de Vreese has been 

submitted for publication.
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In the 1990s, many European countries experienced a large increase in immigration (Boswell, 2005). 

Immigrants from Western and non-Western countries entered Europe in greater numbers than 

before. Arguably, as much recent scholarship has noted, this increased immigration created tension 

between the native population and the immigrant population and triggered ethnic prejudice, 

xenophobia, hostile attitudes, and discrimination toward immigrants (e.g., Ceobanu & Escandell, 

2010; Schlüter & Davidov, 2013). Previous studies have shown that real-world developments 

(RWDs), such as the size of the immigrant population or GDP, have a direct impact on negative 

attitudes toward immigrants (Scheepers et al., 2002; Semyonov, Raijman, & Gorodzeisky, 2006; 

Quillian, 1995). 

Research also shows that the news media can play an important role in explaining anti-immigration 

attitudes (Esser & Brosius, 1996; Vergeer, Lubbers, & Scheepers, 2000). However, the amount of 

media coverage of immigration does not accurately represent actual immigrant inflows (Vliegenthart 

& Boomgaarden, 2007). Furthermore, Sides and Citrin (2007) found a systematic discrepancy 

between people’s estimates and the real size of the immigrant population; they argue that the 

discrepancy is due to the visibility of minority groups in the media, which differs from reality. 

Changes in the media environment (see also Jerit et al., 2006)— either alterations in the attention 

given to the issue or changes in the general valence of news reports— may have a substantial impact 

on immigration attitudes as well as RWDs. Because it is unclear whether the media magnify, 

mediate, or suppress the effect of RWDs, or vice versa, I propose the following research question: To 

what extent do the size of the immigrant population, the media coverage, and the tone of news reports about 

immigration affect immigration attitudes?  

Scholars have established the effects of the media on immigration attitudes and related behaviors in 

various European countries (Boomgaarden & Vliegenthart, 2007; 2009; Esser & Brosius, 1996; 

Schemer, 2012; Schlüter & Davidov, 2013; Vergeer, Lubbers, & Scheepers, 2000; Walgrave & De 

Swert, 2004). However, most of these studies are based on a single case or cross-sectional data. Only 

occasionally do they include systematically coded data of the content of the news (for example, see 

Schemer, 2012). This study expands on previous studies by investigating the impact of the 

immigrant population and the presence of the immigration issue in the media as well as the tone of 

news reports regarding this issue using manually coded content data. Here, the inclusion of tone is 

an important addition. Often the effects caused by the presence of media coverage (i.e., salience or 

exposure) are attributable to the predominantly negative nature of those news messages (e.g., 

Persson & Musher-Eizenman, 2005; Shrum, 2009). To date, there is limited empirical evidence for 

this assumption.  

Furthermore, I investigate and compare the results from two northern European countries (i.e., the 

Netherlands and Denmark), which were selected based on a most similar system design. 

Comparative research is crucial to understand the generalizability of the effects, and the comparison 

between two countries allows for a more in-depth approach and discussion of the results. Of the four 
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main countries that are discussed in this dissertation, these two countries were chosen for this 

analysis because they are very compatible in many respects (as discussed in chapter 1), but they are 

different with regard to one crucial point: their immigration history. Therefore, the salience of the 

immigration issue also differs, which may play a role in the general influence of the media and 

RWDs. Because I am interested in the effects of contextual developments, this study covers an eight-

year period (from 2003 to 2010) using biannual data.  

The next sections present some of the most prominent theories about the formation of attitudes 

toward immigration. The first three hypotheses largely replicate and refine the results of previous 

studies but now applying a comparative and longitudinal perspective. The final part of the theory 

section proposes a contingency effect of different immigration-related national histories. 

 

Real-World Developments 

Many studies using the ethnic threat perspective have assessed the effect of national and regional 

immigration inflows on immigration attitudes (e.g., Blumer, 1958; LeVine & Campbell, 1972; 

Scheepers et al., 2002). This perception stems from group conflict theory (Austin & Worchel, 1979; 

LeVine & Campbell, 1972) and social identity theory (Tajfel & Turner, 1979). The latter states the 

felt need of people to be part of a larger entity or group. Individuals strongly identify with group 

characteristics, and to maintain a positive perception, they apply positive labels to the ingroup and 

negative labels to the outgroup. This labeling may appear harmless but can result in real intergroup 

conflict. The group conflict theory states that the scarcity of goods adds to intergroup rivalry. This 

competition may revolve around realistic resources (such as jobs and housing) or symbolic resources 

(such as cultural identity, values or political power). Intergroup competition strengthens 

identification with the ingroup (e.g., natives) but creates negative associations with outgroups (e.g., 

ethnic minorities); hence, competition increases the perceived threat from outgroups.  

Goods become scarcer and the perceived threat increases when the competing groups become larger. 

In relation to immigrant groups in particular, an increasing group size increases anti-immigration 

sentiment (Scheepers et al., 2002; Semyonov et al., 2006).  

H1: An increasing immigrant population leads to more negative immigration attitudes. 

 

Media Effects 

Mass media provide central information regarding people’s perceptions of others (Schlüter & 

Davidov, 2013), and therefore, the media are able to shape anti-minority attitudes (Allport, 1954; 

Blumler, 1958) in a way that is similar to their ability to affect EU attitudes, as described in chapter 

3. I assume that the media have an influence that adds to the influence of RWDs; media 

developments show little overlap with RWDs (e.g., for the economic realm, Goidel & Langley, 1995; 
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Smith, 1988) because of the extent of journalistic freedom (Shoemaker & Reese, 1996) and the fact 

that immigration inflows alone are not necessarily newsworthy. However, the media version of 

reality forms the foundation of a nation’s collective knowledge. Even those who are not (frequently) 

exposed to news reports are often made aware of media reality indirectly via interpersonal 

conversations (Boomgaarden & Vliegenthart, 2009; Schmitt-Beck, 2003). This means that most 

people are aware of the media landscape and thus have a media-based impression of immigration, 

which has the potential to alter their attitudes. 

Previous literature has investigated such media influences. Boomgaarden and Vliegenthart (2009), 

for example, investigated the effects of news coverage about immigration on anti-immigration 

attitudes in Germany. Vergeer et al. (2000) established that exposure to certain Dutch newspapers 

(i.e., those characterized by negative reporting on immigrants and crime) significantly increased 

ethnic threat perceptions. Schlüter and Davidov (2013) scrutinized the role of negative immigration-

related news reports on perceived ethnic threat in Spain and found that these news reports affect 

perceived group threat over and above the effect of immigrant group size. Schemer (2012) found that 

exposure to positive news reduces negative outgroup attitudes among those who are less 

knowledgeable about immigrants. 

With regard to media salience, I propose that frequent exposure to outgroups in the media acts as a 

reminder about people’s own identities and their distinct differences from certain outgroups (Tajfel & 

Turner, 1986). This reminder triggers feelings of competition, and in line with conflict theory and 

social identity theory, increased media visibility can initiate the perception of a threat and negative 

outgroup associations (Austin & Worchel, 1979; LeVine & Campbell, 1972; Ward, Bochner, & 

Furnham, 2001).  

H2: Increased visibility of the immigration issue in the news increases negative immigration 

attitudes.  

 

Tone of Media Messages 

Previous studies have often applied “any news is bad news” reasoning (i.e., an increase in media 

salience coincides with an increase in negative messages regarding immigration). Therefore, an 

increase in media salience provides more negative information about minority groups, which readily 

attracts the attention of the majority and increases negative immigration attitudes (e.g., Persson & 

Musher-Eizenman, 2005; Shrum, 2009). This notion is strengthened by Soroka’s (2006) 

asymmetrical influences thesis, discussed in chapter 3, which states that people are generally more 

responsive to negative information than to positive information. Thus, it is likely that negative media 

coverage will have a larger effect than positive news, even when there is no substantial increase in 

negative news coverage. The data show no correlation between media salience and negative 

messages, but there is still a chance that negative information may have a larger impact than positive 
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information. Therefore, I distinguish between positive and negative message tone and investigate 

whether and to what extent negative or positive media coverage affects immigration attitudes (see 

also Boomgaarden & Vliegenthart, 2009). Previous research found that negative media environments 

produce negative immigrant stereotyping (Domke, 2001; Gilliam & Iyengar, 2000; Schemer, 2012), 

negative evaluations of immigrants, negative immigration attitudes and ethnic prejudice 

(Boomgaarden & Vliegenthart 2009; Dixon & Azocar, 2007; Power, Murphy, & Coover, 1996). 

People’s political preferences are often guided by information from the news media (Sniderman & 

Theriault, 2004). Zaller (1992) describes this process as follows: people receive information from the 

news and decide whether to accept this information or not. When formulating an opinion, people 

sample this accepted information. This receive-accept-sample model (RAS) shows how people make 

use of the news. Previous research has shown that this is a dynamic process and that each individual 

collection of accepted information changes over time in line with the developments in the news 

(Schwenk, 1988). I argue that the dominant tone in the news affects the general sample of people’s 

accepted information because recent information is the easiest to access cognitively (Higgins, 1989). 

Hence, in an increasingly negative media environment, the likelihood that people will sample 

negative messages increases; therefore, immigration attitudes become more negative. The same logic 

applies in the opposite direction: an increase in positive news reduces anti-immigration sentiment.  

H3a: Negative news reports increase anti-immigration attitudes, whereas (H3b) positive news 

reports reduce anti-immigration attitudes. 

 

Conditionality of Country Characteristics 

Most Similar Systems Design 

The countries were selected using a most-similar-systems design, which allows me to rule out 

potential country-specific confounding factors related to political, fiscal and media. For this chapter, 

it is crucial to consider countries that are similar in terms of their political system (mature 

democracies, multi-party systems), economic situation (welfare status, in the OECD GDP top 20), 

media systems, and media news outlets (a combination of public and private television broadcasters, 

quality and tabloid newspapers, and a democratic corporatist model (Hallin & Mancini, 2004). 

Additionally, the countries should be compatible with regard to the ethnic, religious and cultural 

background of the immigrant population1 (Berkhout & Sudulich, 2011; Jensen et al., 2010; SCP, 

2009). I decided to compare the Netherlands and Denmark because these countries fulfill these 

requirements.  

                                                
1 The Netherlands: Between 1972 and 2010, non-Western immigration grew from 200,000 to 1.9 million (SCP, 
2012), with the largest proportion descending from Turkey, Morocco, and Suriname (Berkhout & Sudulich, 2011). 
Denmark: a small group of guest workers from Turkey, Pakistan and Yugoslavia entered in the 1960s (Jensen et al., 2010).  
In the 1980s and 1990s, refugees arrived mostly from Sri Lanka, the Middle East, Bosnia, Afghanistan, Somalia and Iraq. In 
2010, the immigrant population was 9.8 %. 
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Despite the clear similarities, there is one imperative difference. Though both countries have dealt 

with immigration since the 1970s and early 1980s, the immigrant population grew faster and is 

larger in the Netherlands (Berkhout & Sudulich, 2011; Jensen et al., 2010). For several decades, 

immigration has played a crucial role in Dutch politics, public debates and the news media, and 

attention increased briefly after the assassinations of right-wing politician Pim Fortuyn (in 2002) 

and filmmaker Theo van Gogh (in 2004) (Vliegenthart & Roggeband, 2007). Immigration has been a 

politicized issue in the Netherlands since the late 1970s (i.e., a multi-cultural society); the issue 

became politicized in Denmark in the late 1990s (i.e., with the founding of the Danish People’s party 

in 1995). Hence, the immigration topic has been prominent for a longer period of time in the Dutch 

context than in the Danish context. Ceteris paribus, I tentatively propose that these country 

differences have led to different effects of the media and RWDs, even in the 2000s. 

Divergent country effects 

Neuman (1990) stated that the public is especially attuned to some issues, while others receive “no 

more than a collective yawn” (p.162). An explanation for the difference in the attention paid to 

difference issues is provided by the classical theory of public response function by Downs (1972), 

which describes a five-stage issue response function (issue-attention-cycle): the pre-problem stage, in 

which a problem exists but has not been given any public attention (yet); the discovery stage, in which 

public attention to the issue is catalyzed after the issue has passed the attention threshold; the plateau 

stage, in which enthusiasm for the issue wanes and public attention stabilizes; the decline stage, an 

inattentive phase in which the public is frustrated by the notion that the problem has no simple 

solution; and the post-problem stage, in which the issue is old and uninteresting and therefore receives 

little attention. 

Arguably, the stage of an issue is crucial to the amount of public attention it receives and the 

willingness of the public to pay attention to the issue, to gain information through mass media or 

otherwise, and to (re)formulate an opinion about an issue (e.g., Behr and Iyengar, 1985; Neuman, 

1990). I argue that this issue stage may moderate the effects of RWDs and the media. Based on 

descriptive data—which are presented in the first part of the results section—and the immigration 

history of both countries described in the previous section (Berkhout & Sudulich, 2011; Jensen et al., 

2010; also see endnote 1), I cautiously propose that the Netherlands entered the plateau stage in the 

early to late 2000s, whereas Denmark entered the discovery stage sometime in the late 1990s or early 

2000s. However, this categorization is disputable. Because public attention is highest in the 

discovery stage and wanes in the stages that follow, I propose the following hypothesis: 

H4: RWDs and the media have a larger influence on anti-immigration sentiment in Denmark 

than in the Netherlands. 
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Data and Method 

The data were collected between 2003 and 2010 in Denmark and between 2003 and 2009 in the 

Netherlands. I draw on three types of longitudinal data: real world data, which were collected from 

the Eurostat website; media data, including a random selection of newspaper articles about 

immigration that were manually coded by a group of trained coders (native speakers)2; and survey 

data, for which several waves of the Eurobarometer were used (i.e., from wave 59.1 to wave 74.2). 

To analyze these longitudinal data, I employ a multi-level model with individuals nested within bi-

yearly time periods (16 in Denmark and 14 in the Netherlands). Because the dependent variable is 

dichotomous, a logistic version of this modeling technique3 is applied. The intra-class correlations 

(ICC)4 (0.12 in the Netherlands and 0.16 in Denmark) indicate that attitudes (level 1) are correlated 

within each six-month period (level 2). This means that country-level characteristics are relevant 

and that a multilevel approach is required. 

Dependent variable 

The dependent variable is assessed using Eurobarometer data, which required the respondent to 

select the problem they find most important from a list of 12 political issues ranging from 

international economic competition, crime, and unemployment to immigration5 (see Appendix 4, 

Table A4.1, for the descriptive statistics for this variable in each country)6. As Boomgaarden and 

Vliegenthart (2009) argue, “The most important problem (MIP) question provides an utilizable 

proxy measure for anti-immigration attitudes. By asking about the most important problem, the 

question prescribes a negative evaluative component. If people consider immigration the prime 

problem the nation is facing, it is reasonable to interpret this immigration problem perception as a 

measure of anti-immigration attitudes.” (p. 522). The authors elaborate on their statement by 

comparing the MIP responses to the responses to more explicit anti-immigration sentiment 

measures. They divided people into two groups—those who did and those who did not indicate 

immigration as the most important problem—and found significant differences after comparing their 

responses to a more explicit immigrant attitude measure. This result indicates that this MIP 

question measures not only salience but also attitudes toward the issue (Wlezien, 2005). 

Media variables 

The current study employs coded newspaper articles to represent the news media. To capture a wide 

news spectrum, newspapers with a wide range of political views were selected: De Telegraaf and De 

                                                
2 The newspaper data were collected through online databases: Lexis Nexis (the Netherlands), and Infomedia 
(Denmark). 
3 For this, I used the xtmelogit command in Stata 12. 
4  The ICC for logistic models is defined as ρ = σ2u/(σ2u + σ2e), where σ2e = π2/3 and σ2u is the variance of the 
random intercept of an unconditional logistic multilevel model logit(pij) = γ00 + u0j where u0j ~N(0, σ2u) (Guo & Zhou, 
2000). 
5 Consult the Eurobarometer website for the full range of topics. The analysis only includes those who were born 
in the Netherlands or Denmark and whose parents were also born in the Netherlands or Denmark. 
6 Though not an ideal measure, it is the only compatible measure available over this time span. 
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Volkskrant in the Netherlands and Jyllands Posten and Politiken in Denmark. De Telegraaf is the only 

tabloid in the Netherlands and one of the oldest and largest Dutch dailies to date. It is known for its 

relatively right-wing perspective. De Volkskrant is a large, central-leftist newspaper; it is also one of 

the largest newspapers in the Netherlands and has been in existence since the early 1900s. Jyllands 

Posten, one of the largest newspapers in Denmark, became internationally infamous for its portrait of 

Mohammed in 2005. It is a liberal, central-right broadsheet newspaper. One of its main competitors 

is Politiken, the leading Danish newspaper, which was originally connected to the Danish Social 

Liberal Party but declared its independence in the 1970s. 

The search terms7 used to collect the data on immigration from these newspapers were created in 

Dutch and translated into Danish. Two to seven articles per month per country8 were randomly 

selected from the collected data and manually coded by nine native speakers. Media salience, as well 

as the tone of the newspaper articles, was aggregated into biannual figures for each country. 

Media salience is defined as the percentage change in the total number of newspaper articles 

compared to the previous observation period for each country (see Figure 4.1 for frequencies and 

Table A4.1 in Appendix 4 for descriptive statistics). The media tone is defined as the percentages of 

negative and positive news messages from all the randomly selected newspaper articles during a six-

month period. To code tone, the coders read the articles and answered the following question from 

the perspective of an immigrant: ‘How would you say the main topic is discussed?’ The responses 

were ‘in a negative way’, ‘in a balanced way’, ‘in a positive way’ or ‘in a neutral way’. The percent 

agreement was 63 % among the five Dutch coders and 65 % among the four Danish coders. These 

reliability scores are reasonable but not ideal; therefore, the results of the tone analysis are 

interpreted with care.  

RWDs 

From Eurostat9, I obtained the immigrant population size and inflow figures; the first includes the 

number of non-Western immigrants in each country per year, and the second captures the long-term 

immigrants who move into each of the two countries each year10. From these data, two variables 

were created: the number of non-Western immigrants relative to the entire population of the 

country (i.e., in line with Schlüter & Davidov, 2013 and Semyonov et al., 2006, non-Western 

                                                
7 The search string for the Netherlands reads: (discrim! or (haat w/5 aanzet) or (scholing! or (cursus! or les! or 
onderwijs or oprot!) w/10 (migrant! or immi! or alloch! or asiel! or buitenl!)) or (cursus w/1 Nederlands) or taalcur! or 
taalles! or taalonderw! or gezinsherenig! or schijnhuw! or nephuw! or uithuw! or immig! or alloch! or vreemdeling! or 
migran! or moslim! or islam! or asiel! or illegalen or uitgezet! or verblijfs! or multicult! or (massa w/1 regularis!) or 
regularis! or importbruid or (bruid! w/5 buitenland) or (inkomenseis w/20 trouw!) or pluriform! or asielzoeker! or 
vluchteling! or (generaal pardon) or hoofddoek! or kopvod!); for Denmark : Diskrim* <or> integr* <or> islam* <or> 
muhamedaner* <or> indvandr* <or> asyl* <or> udlænding* <or> fremmedarbejder* <or> flygtning* <or> Muslim* 
<or> arabisk* <and> Kultur* <or> hovedbeklædning* <or> tørklæde* <or> “burka” <or> sprogkur* <or> 
sprogundervisn* <or> Familiesammenfør* <or> tvangsægteskab* <or> æresdrab* <or> Bekvemmelighedsflygtning* 
<or> starthjælp* <or> “300” <near/5> “timers” <near/5> reg*. 
8 459 articles (of 55,374) in the Netherlands and 835 (of 86,835) in Denmark. 
9 See the Eurostat website for more information (migr_imm3ctb & migr_pop5ctz). 
10 These variables could not be measured in half yearly figures, which means that every year is added twice. To 
avoid type I error, marginally significant results are interpreted with care.  
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countries are defined as those in Africa, Asia, Eastern Europe or Latin America) and the percent 

change compared to the previous year. The two variables enable me to compare my results with 

previous studies that have used similar measures and to find out how the change over time affects 

anti-immigration sentiment. 

Meanwhile, as in chapter 3, in each model I control for potentially influential key events that were 

not only prominent nationally but also spilled over into international broadcasting and public debate. 

These key events were identified from the extant literature (e.g., Sides & Citrin, 2007; Vliegenthart 

& Boomgaarden, 2007) and verified in interviews with country experts. These include the London 

bombing (July 2005) and the Madrid bombing (March 2004), the Van Gogh homicide in the 

Netherlands (November 2004), and the Mohammed cartoon in Denmark (September 2005). Key 

events were considered a country-specific dichotomous variable (key events, 0 = no event; 1 = 

event). 

Control variables 

In the models, I controlled for a variety of individual characteristics: gender, because women are 

generally more tolerant than men (Kuran & McCaffery, 2008); age, because younger people are 

generally more tolerant than the elderly (Firebaugh & Davis, 1988; Quillian, 1995); and education11, 

because more educated people are generally more accepting (Hainmueller & Hiscox, 2007). 

Hainmueller and Hiscox argue that education, not labor market competition, affects xenophobic 

feelings. My exploratory analyses show similar results; therefore, I only include education. Finally, 

left-right identification (1 = left-wing to 10 = right-wing) is included because the immigration issue 

is crudely divided along this dimension (Money, 1999).  

 

Results 

Country differences 

To provide a complete picture of the media landscape and the opinion climate with regard to 

immigration in the two countries, the recent developments are briefly described on the basis of the 

data. Subsequently, I continue by describing the results of the analyses. 

                                                
11 Measured on a 1 to 10 scale (1 = up to age 14, 2 = up to age 15, and so on until 9 = up to age 22, and 10 = still 
studying after the age of 22). 
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Figure 4.1 Salience in News Media in the Two Countries Across Time (Absolute Number of Articles on 

Immigration)  

 

Figure 4.1 shows the absolute number of articles about immigration in the Netherlands and 

Denmark. Note that the size of the newspapers and the number of articles in each newspaper may 

differ. Hence, I can only look at the crude differences in fluctuations across time. In Denmark, media 

salience reaches a high peak but fluctuates substantially over time. The presence of the immigration 

issue is more stable in the Netherlands, with no large peaks or valleys over the entire time period. 

This result supports the idea that the issue has entered the discovery stage in Denmark and is 

beyond this stage in the Netherlands (see Downs, 1972). 

Figure 4.2 shows the percentages of negative and positive immigration news reports. Negative 

reports trump positive reports in the Netherlands, but the tone is more moderate. The percentage of 

negative news reports remains well under 50 percent until the second half of 2009. In the first half of 

2009, there is an obvious peak in positive news coverage.  
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Figure 4.2 Tone in News Media in the Two Countries Across Time12 (In Percentage of Articles out of 

the Total Number of Articles about Immigration in a Six-Month Period)  

 
 

Negative news dominates the Danish media landscape. Positive and negative news fluctuate a great 

deal, with a positive news peak in 2007 (49.1 %) and a negative new peak in 2008 (50 %). The former 

peak might have been a counter-reaction to the period of negative news following the Mohammed 

cartoon in 2005. The latter occurred immediately after the Danish People’s Party had won the 

elections. 

Figure 4.3 presents the percentage of people indicating that immigration is the most important 

problem in their country. The Netherlands shows a peak in the first half of 2004 (15.5 %) and 

another clear peak in the first half of 2008 (16.9 %). Denmark had higher percentages, especially 

between 2003 and 2006, with the highest peak in the second half of 2005 (30.3 %); after 2006, 

negative immigration attitudes steadily declined from 22.7 % in 2007 to 6.5 % in 2010. These 

findings support the idea that Denmark has reached the discovery stage more recently, while the 

Netherlands has moved beyond the discovery stage to the plateau stage (Downs, 1972). 

                                                
12 As Figure 4.2 shows, media data for the Netherlands was available up to 2010. The analyses in the Netherlands 
therefore do not reach beyond that point in time.	  
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Figure 4.3 Percentage of People that Indicates Immigration as the Most Important Problem in Their 

Country, 2003-2010 

Note: These graphs are based on data from the Eurobarometer, 2003-2010 

 

It is likely that media characteristics have an added effect on top and beyond the effect of RWDs on 

anti-immigration sentiment because media do not necessarily follow real-world developments. 

Figure 4.4 shows that this assumption is largely correct. In both countries, there is no strong 

positive correlation between immigrant inflows and media attention toward the issue. 

In the Netherlands, however, there is quite a substantial negative correlation between RWDs and 

media salience13. A decline in one variable coincides with an increase in the other, which may cause 

suppression effects in the overall model. Because the correlation is not very high, I do not foresee 

that this negative correlation will have a large impact, but it is something that needs to be 

investigated in the overall analyses. 

 

Figure 4.4 Correlation Between Immigration Inflows and Media Salience 

 
                                                
13 Further correlations between RWDs and media variables are presented in Table A4.2 of appendix 4. 
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Logistic regressions  

Table 4.1 shows the results (log odds) of the logistic multi-level analyses in each country. The 

limited number of time periods per country calls for parsimonious modeling. Therefore, a stepwise 

approach is applied (see superscript a, b and c in Table 4.1)14.  

The first hypothesis states that increased immigration leads to more negative attitudes toward 

immigration. This hypothesis was tested using two RWD variables: the first is the immigrant 

population relative to the entire population (see Models 1.1 and 2.1), and the second is the 

immigration inflow (see the results in Models 1.2 and 2.2). The results using the first variable were 

insignificant in both countries, which does not support the hypothesis. With regard to the second 

immigration variable, the results show that the odds of developing anti-immigration attitudes 

increase significantly with increased immigration inflows in the Netherlands (logit = 0.02; p = 0.00). 

Thus, when the immigrant inflow increases one percent compared with the previous six-month 

period, the odds of considering immigration a problem increase 2.02 %. The effect in Model 2.3 in 

Denmark shows similar but insignificant results (logit = 0.01; p = 0.27). This means that there is no 

convincing support for the first hypothesis. 

Second, I expected the increased media visibility of immigration to significantly increase anti-

immigration attitudes (H2). This media effect is significant in Denmark (see Model 2.3; logit = 0.011; 

p = 0.02), but the effect is mediated by the immigrant inflow, which makes the overall effect 

insignificant (logit = 0.01; p = 0.07). 

In the Netherlands, the effect in Model 1.3 shows no support for the hypothesis at all; however, when 

controlling for immigrant inflows, the effect of media salience becomes significant (logit = 0.222;  p = 

0.00)15. 

                                                
14 Each model controls for age, education, left-right affiliation and gender. Because my interest is mostly in the 
influence of contextual characteristics, these results are not presented in the model. The results related to these control 
variables are in line with previous studies. Older people, men, people with less education and people with right-wing views 
are more negative. Furthermore, key events significantly increase anti-immigration attitudes only in Denmark. 
15 The model is not represented in the table, but it produced the following results: intercept: logit = -2.80, se = 0.19, 
immigrant inflows: logit = 0.03, se = 0.005, u0j = 0.20, e0j = 0.00 and a -2-loglikelihood of 9043.19. Due to a limitation in the 
degrees of freedom, this model did not control for key events. However, because the results of Model 3 in the Netherlands 
remained the same with or without these key events, and because key events have no significant influence on anti-
immigration attitudes, I believe that key events should not influence the results of this model.  
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Table 4.1 Logistic Multi-Level Models, Real World Factors and Media Influences on Anti-

Immigration Attitudes 

The 

Netherlands 
Baseline Model 1.1 Model 1.2 Model 1.3 Model 1.4 Model 1.5 

Intercept -2.33(0.33)*** -3.81(3.44) -2.33(0.20)*** -2.52(0.21)*** -1.36(0.39)*** -2.97(0.49)*** 

Key events   -0.16(0.28) -0.01(0.21)  -0.20(0.27) -0.50(0.22)*** -0.20(0.27) 

Immigrant population 0.12(0.33)     

Immigrant inflowsa  0.02(0.00)***       

Media salienceb      0.01(0.01)     

Positive newsa        -0.04(0.01)*** 

Negative news          0.01(0.01) 

u0j .44 .41 0.29 .40 .29 .40 

e0j .77 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 

-2*loglikelihood 9188.68 9059.8 9050.9 9059.1 9051.1 9059.0 

 Denmark Baseline Model 2.1 Model 2.2 Model 2.3 Model 2.4 Model 2.5 

Intercept -1.64(0.25)*** -1.15(1.16) -2.41(0.47)*** -2.42(0.47)*** -2.92(0.71)*** -2.43(0.74) *** 

Key events   0.47(0.38) 0.64(0.36)* 0.71(0.34)** 0.75(0.38)** 0.62(0.38)** 

Immigrant population -0.24(0.22)     

Immigrant inflowsa  0.01(0.01)       

Media salience      0.011(0.006)**     

Positive news        0.01(0.02)   

Negative news         0.00(0.01) 

u0j  .61 .52 .54  .48 .52  .54 

e0j  .80 .36 .35  .38 .38  .35 

-2*loglikelihood  14299.2 13950.7 13951.5  13948.1 13950.7  13945.0 

Note: Each model shows the log odds first and the standard error between parentheses; Each model also includes age, 

education, gender and left right position, which showed the expected results; significant one-tailed results * alpha <0.10, ** 

alpha < 0.05, *** alpha < 0.01. The Netherlands: n1: 13,236, n2: 14; Denmark: n1: 15,123, n2: 16. a This result remains 

significant (p < .05) with the inclusion of media salience, and tone variables; b This result becomes significant (p < .05) with 

the inclusion of immigrant inflows. 

 

Thus, because immigrant inflows decrease at the same time that media salience increases (negative 

correlation), the effect of media salience is suppressed by immigrant inflows. Therefore, media 

salience only matters when immigrant inflows are held constant. Media salience does increase anti-

immigration attitudes in the Netherlands, but this effect is invisible because immigration inflows 

reduce anti-immigrant attitudes at the same time. Adding immigrant inflows to the model with 
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media salience significantly improves the model fit16. These findings lend support for the media 

salience hypothesis, but only in the Netherlands. 

Furthermore, I expected negative reports on immigration to increase anti-immigration attitudes 

(H3a) and positive news to decrease them (H3b). The effect of negative news in the Netherlands is 

insignificant and only borders on significance when immigrant inflows are controlled for (logit = 

0.013; p = 0.054). This finding, however, should not be given too much weight. The effect of negative 

news is small, and the reliability scores of the coded tone variables are rather low. Positive news (see 

Models 1.4 and 2.4 in Table 4.1), however, clearly reduces anti-immigration attitudes in the 

Netherlands (logit = -0.04; p = 0.00), but not in Denmark (logit = 0.01; p = 0.13). Thus, H3a is not 

supported by the results, and H3b is only supported by the results in the Netherlands. The fact that 

negative news has no effect whatsoever shows that negative media coverage has no effect with 

regard to immigration attitudes, as suggested by Soroka (2006). 

 

Table 4.2 Pooled Logistic Regression Models of RWDs and Media on Anti-Immigration Attitudes 

 Baseline Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 

Intercept -1.63(0.02)*** -11.55(1.26)*** -3.38(0.00)*** -3.10(0.13)*** -3.18(0.19)*** -0.85(0.19)*** 

 Country(nl = ref) 9.72(1.52)*** 0.84(0.06)*** 0.70(0.04)*** 1.16(0.21)*** 0.63(0.21)*** 

Immigrant population (1) 0.86(0.13)***     

Immigrant inflows (2)  -0.006(0.00)    

Media salience (3)   0.001(0.00)   

Positive news (4)    -0.01(0.005)**  

Negative news (5)     0.00(0.00) 

Country * 1  -0.89(0.17)***     

Country * 2   -0.019(0.00)***    

Country * 3    -0.01(0.00)***   

Country * 4     0.015(0.007)***  

Country * 5      0.00(0.01) 

Pseudo R2 .00 .05 .05 .05 .05 .05 

-2*loglikelihood 23177.3 21983.2 21972.5 22029.4 22038.7 22043.3 

Note: Each model shows the log odds first and the standard error between parentheses; Each model also includes period 

dummies, age, education, gender and left right position and key-events. * Alpha <0.10, ** alpha < 0.05, *** alpha < 0.01. 

The Netherlands: n1: 13,236; Denmark: n1: 15,123.  

 

Thus, it appears that RWDs and media have significantly different impacts depending on the 

country of observation. Based on the issue-attention cycle, I expected to find the biggest influences 

                                                
16 Likelihood ratio of 16.47, df =1. Prob > X2 = 0.00 
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in Denmark (H4), but the opposite effect emerged. The Danish are affected less by these factors than 

the Dutch, although some of the effects in the Netherlands are suppressed by RWDs. 

To determine whether the effects differ significantly between the Netherlands and Denmark, 

interaction models were created in a pooled logistic regression model with country dummies17. The 

results in Table 4.2 show that there are significant differences in the impact of RWDs. Although the 

effects of the immigrant population are insignificant in both countries, a significant difference was 

found in Model 1 because of the negative effect in Denmark and the positive effect in the Netherlands 

(logit = -0.89; p = 0.00). Immigrant inflows (see Model 2) are significant in the Netherlands and 

differ significantly from the effects in Denmark (logit = -0.02; p = 0.00). There is also a significant 

difference in the effect of media salience (logit = -0.01; p = 0.00), which indicates that the effect of 

media salience is slightly but significantly smaller in Denmark than in the Netherlands. The negative 

effect of positive news in the Netherlands differs slightly but significantly from the effect in Denmark 

(logit = 0.02; p = 0.009), but I found no systematic difference with respect to negative news (logit = 

0.00; p = 0.41). Overall, the results do not comply with the fourth hypothesis; the results are 

significantly more pronounced in the Netherlands than in Denmark. 

 

Discussion 

Scholars have frequently demonstrated the influence of context on people’s attitudes toward 

immigrants (e.g., Boomgaarden & Vliegenthart, 2009; Scheepers et al., 2002; Schlüter & Davidov, 

2013; Semyonov et al., 2006). The aim was to replicate some of these findings as well as to 

investigate the influence of media salience and tone. This chapter provided new insights regarding 

the generalizability of the effects, the effects of change rather than the mere presence of an 

immigrant population, and the effects of the media over time using a comparative perspective. The 

main goal of this chapter was to tackle the following research question: To what extent do the size of 

the immigrant population, the media coverage, and the tone of news reports about immigration affect 

immigration attitudes? Below, each element of this question is discussed. 

Based on realistic group conflict theory (Austin & Worchel, 1979; LeVine & Campbell, 1972) and 

social identity theory (Tajfel & Turner, 1979), I hypothesized that increased competition caused by 

immigrant inflows causes feelings of threat and increases anti-immigration attitudes (Scheepers et 

al., 2002; Semyonov et al., 2006). The findings support this assumption for the Netherlands, but only 

with regard to the relative immigrant inflows. In Denmark, no support for this hypothesis was 

found, in contrast to the recent findings of Schlüter and Davidov (2013) but in line with the recent 

study by Manevska and Achterberg (2013), which found a very limited influence of immigration on 

immigration attitudes. 

                                                
17 This was done through 2010 in order to compare the same time periods in both countries. 
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Perhaps these influences occur at a lower contextual level: region, city or neighborhood. Immigrants 

mostly settle in bigger cities and urban areas. Natives who live in these areas will notice change and 

be affected more than those in rural areas. However, in big cities, people are also more likely to come 

into contact with people from different ethnic backgrounds, which can reduce ethnic prejudice 

according to contact theory (Allport, 1954).  

Furthermore, I expected media salience to increase anti-immigration sentiment; this effect yielded in 

the right direction in the Netherlands. I found that immigrant inflows suppress the effect of media 

salience. Both variables produced the same result; however, because a decrease in media salience 

often coincided with an increase in immigrant inflows, the effect of media salience was not visible 

until immigrant inflows were added to the model. This means that the coverage of immigration in 

the media in the Netherlands had an impact. 

In the Netherlands, the results showed support for the idea that a greater assortment of received 

messages with a particular tone, through the acceptance of these toned messages, leads to a change in 

the sample that affects people’s attitudes (see Zaller’s (1992) RAS model). Tone had an effect on the 

public discourse in the Netherlands such that a positive tone in news reports reduced anti-

immigration attitudes (also see Boomgaarden 2007). Surprisingly, the effect of negative news was 

not significant. This—and the fact that negative news did not mediate the effect of media salience— 

counters the “any news is bad news” notion, which is frequently used to explain the effect of news 

salience on anti-immigration attitudes when it is not possible to assess the tone of news. It also 

counters Soroka’s asymmetrical influences thesis that people are generally more responsive to 

negative information than to positive information, which was confirmed in chapter 3. 

The limited influence of media variables in Denmark does not mean that there is no effect of media at 

all. One might find more fluctuations at the individual level that do not appear when averaged at the 

country level (Zaller, 1996). To further explore these individual fluctuations, an experimental design 

or a panel study with individual media-usage variables would be more appropriate. Therefore, in 

chapter 5, individual-level media effects will be explored in more detail. In this chapter, media 

influences are more thoroughly investigated using an experimental study.  

So why did I find differences between the two countries? First of all, my findings are not in line with 

Down’s issue-attention-cycle. Whether this is due to the selection of specific cases, the inaccuracy of 

the theory or inaccurate categorization on my part is not clear. However, I do know that the 

Netherlands has a more rapidly growing immigrant population and a longer political immigration 

history. Thus, Dutch citizens have had the opportunity to become familiar with the issue through 

politics, media and personal experiences. Arguably, the relatively steady presence of this issue in the 

news has paved the way for news content to have an effect (i.e., tone). When the public pays no 

attention to an issue or related developments, contextual characteristics cannot have an effect 

because there is no critical mass that pays attention to the issue (Neuman, 1990).  
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There appears to be is a critical mass in the Netherlands that pays attention to the tone in the news 

and is influenced by it. In Denmark, however, although the media gives plenty of attention to the 

issue, there are no signs of a critical mass that pays attention to news content. The fluctuations in 

media salience over time were large: these patterns appeared to have attracted people’s attention and 

influenced their attitudes rather than the tone of the messages. Although the correlation between 

immigration inflows and media salience was not very large, it was large enough to mediate most of 

the effect of media salience.  

One limitation of this study is that perceived ethnic threat is missing as a mediator. This variable 

was not taken into consideration because the data were insufficient, but it has been found to play a 

crucial role with regard to people’s immigration attitudes (e.g., Manevska & Achterberg, 2013). 

Second, one downside to the otherwise innovative longitudinal design is the limited availability of 

longitudinal dependent variables. The Eurobarometer provided the only immigration attitude 

question that recurred frequently over the time period of interest. Their “most-important problem” 

question is a crude measure that does not differentiate between ethnic groups. It is a tricky question 

to use because the answer depends on the prominence of other issues on the agenda. It is possible 

that the drop in the number of people indicating immigration as a problem from 2008 onwards was 

attributable to the start of the economic crisis. It is very likely that many people identified the 

economy as the most important problem from that moment onwards. The fact that economy became 

a more prominent problem makes the tests of the hypotheses more stringent, because it reduces the 

chances of finding effects of RWDs and the media. Nevertheless, it is by no means ideal.  

It would be inappropriate to draw firm conclusions from just two cases; hence, these conclusions are 

largely speculative and intended as a basis for future research. Even so, this chapter shows quite 

interesting (country-specific) effects. In Denmark, media salience was the only contextual effect that 

approached significance, whereas immigrant inflows and most media characteristics had an influence 

in the Netherlands. The fact that I found such prominent influences in the Netherlands is intriguing. 

In this country, the immigration topic is established; therefore, I expected that people would have 

largely stable opinions (see Saltier & Woelfel, 1975) or perhaps even be bored with the issue (Downs, 

1975), but my findings show evidence to the contrary. From these results, I can crudely deduce that 

it takes time for an issue to become part of a country’s vocabulary before people are willing to invest 

in the topic and before contextual changes can affect individual attitudes. 
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“I've often noticed that we are not able to look at what we have in front of us,  

unless it's inside a frame.” 

Abbas Kiarostami 
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Abstract 

Over the last several decades, European citizens have arguably become more skeptical of the 

EU. The media are thought to play a vital role in increasing Euroscepticism, which 

triggered several studies on the effects of framing on public opinion about the EU. Although 

media content usually contains diverse frames about an issue, prior research is commonly 

limited to the impact of single frame messages. This research occurs despite the high 

likelihood that the audience is confronted with and influenced by several frames at a time. 

To understand the complexity of framing effects on public opinion, I explore the effects of 

multi-frame messages (MFMs; conflict and valence frames) regarding EU immigration and 

border management on public support for the EU’s performance. A two-wave online panel 

survey experiment was conducted with a representative sample of the Dutch population (n = 

521). The results indicate that conflict framing slightly reinforces prior policy attitudes, 

whereas valence framing has the ability to change people’s policy attitudes. Although 

reinforcement and change are contradictory effects, the valence-framing effects persisted 

when people were also subjected to a conflict frame. 
 

 

 

 

 

A version of this chapter, co-authored by Hajo G. Boomgaarden & Claes H. de Vreese, has been 

submitted for publication. 
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The previous two chapters showed that news coverage with a negative valence had an effect on EU 

attitudes and that news coverage with a positive valence had an effect on immigration attitudes. 

Because of the ambiguity of these results, the aim of this chapter is to investigate the effects of multi-

frame messages (i.e., MFMs) on the individual level, paying specific attention to the effects of 

valenced news stories on individual attitudes. Meanwhile, elements of both dependent variables from 

the previous two chapters are combined in this study as I investigate attitudes regarding European 

immigration and border control management. 

As stated in the general introduction, the Maastricht Treaty (February 1992) is often considered the 

turning point for European integration. It is seen as the starting point for the EU’s increased 

political sovereignty, stretching beyond solely economic policies to social policies (Anderson & 

Reichert, 1995; Dinan, 1999; Gabel & Whitten, 1997). With greater involvement of European 

politics in various areas of life, and with the public increasingly voicing their opinions about Europe 

in national elections and referendums (Hooghe & Marks, 2008), public support for the EU became 

more important for the development of Europe as a supranational power.  

Because people consider the media the most important source of information about EU topics 

(Eurobarometer 59, 2003; Vliegenthart et al., 2008), media effects on public opinion are frequently 

studied. However, few studies have considered the role of the media on specific EU policy areas (e.g., 

De Vreese & Boomgaarden, 2003; De Vreese & Kandyla, 2009), and little is known about media 

messages that contain more than a single frame. The current chapter aims to contribute to this gap 

in the literature, and more generally, to provide an assessment of multi-frame political news 

messages. 

The EU went through a variety of processes that led to common rules and regulations regarding 

border security and migration (Huysmans, 2000). This policy area includes many facets, such as 

international stability and security, a border-free area, (labor) migration, the human rights of 

migrants and so on. However, there has never been clear consensus among the European countries 

on how to address immigration and border security (Cerami, 2011; Commission of European 

communities, 2004). This problem appeared, for instance, when Denmark introduced custom 

controls on illegal immigration in 2011 against the 1995 Schengen agreement (BBC, 2011); when 

Italian President Berlusconi operated against EU regulations by handing out temporary Schengen-

visas to immigrants on the island of Lampedusa (Kreikenbaum, 2011); or when Finland and the 

Netherlands vetoed the bid by Romania and Bulgaria to join the border-free Schengen area in 

September 2011 (euobserver.com, 2011). Hence, the topic is perceived as politically ambiguous and is 

depicted as such in the media. Because public support has become imperative for the development of 

the EU, it is crucial to study how such ambiguity in media messages may affect public support for 

Europe.  

The media may have the potential to shape and affect public opinion; however, the complexity of 

multiple frames that commonly appear in news media has not yet been captured in the literature on 
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political attitudes. The news media display a variety of different media frames over and within media 

messages (Sniderman & Theriault, 2004). For example, De Vreese and Boomgaarden (2003) found 

that news stories on EU policies show both advantageous and disadvantageous frames. When given 

a choice between different frames that emphasize different aspects of an issue, the audience will select 

between these frames and thus will become divided. Where single-frame messages are more likely to 

steer an audience in a single direction, MFMs will lead to diverse opinions. Therefore, the overall 

framing effects will decline (Zaller, 1992). The effects of single-frame messages have frequently been 

tested and found (Chong & Druckman, 2007a), but MFMs have received less attention (with the 

notable exceptions of Brewer & Gross, 2005; Chong & Druckman, 2007a; Sniderman & Theriault, 

2004).  By investigating MFMs, I aim to get closer to the complexity of real-life framing effects 

concerning political issues in general and Europe’s immigration and border management policies in 

particular. This chapter thereby adds to our understanding of the interplay between frames in 

political news coverage.  

To understand the interplay between the effects of different frames, a baseline needs to be 

established. To that end, I first consider the effects of one frame while ignoring the other. 

Subsequently, I include the presence of the second frame. This approach enables me to compare the 

results of both analyses and determine whether the use of multiple frames actually reduces overall 

framing effects, strengthens them, or does not affect them at all. Whereas the general effect of 

negative- and positive-valence news messages about the EU on public skepticism was made clear in 

chapter 3, this chapter focuses on individual-level effects. I will investigate valence and conflict frames 

in a panel survey experiment, which will allow me to observe causal mechanisms and individual 

attitudinal changes.  

 

Two Frames 

The literature describes a variety of different types of frames (e.g., Johnson-Cartee, 2005; Gitlin, 

1980; Tuchman, 1978; Kahneman & Tversky, 1981; Kinder & Sanders, 1996). Framing often refers 

to “…subtle alterations in the statement or presentation of judgment and choice problems, and the 

term ‘framing effects’ refers to changes in decision outcomes resulting from these 

alterations”(Iyengar, 1991, p. 11). I define frames as objectively identifiable entities that can be found 

in political and/or media discourse, and I focus on the ability of frames to alter or reinforce political 

attitudes.  

My interest lies in the role of frames in connection to EU politics. For this reason, I combined two 

generic frames (see De Vreese, 2002) that are particularly common in political news about European 

democracy (Bizer, Larsen, & Petty, 2011) and that have been located in EU media messages in the 

past (see De Vreese & Boomgaarden, 2003). The conflict frame emphasizes conflict between 

individuals, institutions or groups, mainly to capture the interest of the audience (Neuman, Just, & 
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Crigler, 1992; Semetko & Valkenburg, 2000). This study is unique because it looks at different 

degrees of conflict. The valence frame relates to a depiction or mention of an object, issue or event in 

negative or positive terms (De Vreese & Boomgaarden, 2003; Levin, Schneider, & Gaeth, 1998). 

Some frames are inherently valenced, while others are more neutral. De Vreese and Boomgaarden 

(2003) present the conflict frame as an example of a naturally non-valenced frame because it presents 

two opposing positions at the very least. Nevertheless, I argue that the arguments in a conflict frame 

may lean more to the positive or the negative side. Specifically, in the current chapter, conflict and 

valence relate to a discussion on the advantageous (positive valence) and disadvantageous (negative 

valence) aspects of immigration and border management policies.  

 

Conflict Frame 

The conflict frame appears fairly often in the news on political elites and topics and is often 

applicable during presidential election campaigns (Patterson, 1993) because it emphasizes 

disagreement between actors such as political candidates (Neuman et al., 1992). Neuman et al. (1992) 

found, for example, that journalistic traditions in the US lead to a relatively high emphasis on 

conflict relative to many issues in the media because it offers an intriguing narrative. Semetko and 

Valkenburg (2000) found that conflict was the second most visible news frame in the Netherlands 

(after the attribution of the responsibility frame) of the five that were investigated in that study. The 

frame was most apparent in combination with serious topics and in more serious Dutch media 

outlets. However, media have been criticized for using this frame because it is thought to make the 

public more cynical about politics (Cappella & Jamieson, 1997). However, little is known about the 

factual effects of the conflict frame on citizen’s’ attitudes toward specific policy areas. 

Although closely related to conflict frames, Chong and Druckman (2007a) investigated whether 

showing the competition between organizations and leaders (i.e., competitive frames) would improve 

the evaluative capacities of the public to choose among alternative arguments. Competitive frames 

present conflicting arguments in a single news story, where one of the arguments is either stronger 

or more prominent than the other. There is a clear conceptual overlap between competitive and 

conflict framing: both show two or more conflicting arguments within a single news item. However, 

there is a difference between the effects expected by Chong and Druckman (2007a) and those 

expected in this chapter: while they are interested in the relative impact of each argument depicted, 

my focus is on the effect of the juxtaposition of the arguments. Nevertheless, I acknowledge that 

their idea of competitive framing is closely related to conflict framing as used in the current chapter. 
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Conflict-Frame Effect 

However, what is the presumed effect of conflict framing? While frames are generally said to have 

the ability to resolve confusion about an issue (Sniderman & Theriault, 2004; Zaller, 1992), this 

function is impossible when a frame shows opposing arguments of equal strength (i.e., conflict 

framing). The farther apart these arguments are, the smaller the guiding function of a frame (Chong 

& Druckman, 2007a) and thus the less likely people are to adopt one of these arguments. In this 

chapter, I investigate the effect of the distance between arguments (i.e., the size of the conflict), and I 

expect that a low-conflict frame will have a different effect than a high-conflict frame.  

Related to this idea, Rucker, Petty, and Briñal (2008) found that two-sided messages (i.e., messages 

that disclose both positive and negative information) tend to leave people better informed and thus 

more certain about their attitudes. Because conflict frames also present two sides of an issue (a more 

positive as well as a more negative side), these frames may elicit similar meta-cognitive processes 

that strengthen people’s attitudes. This occurs because people gain access to arguments to back up 

their own attitudes, but they also become familiar with opposing arguments, which makes them feel 

informed. In a way, they are given artillery to better defend their initial position. Arguably, the fact 

that the two arguments are so far apart makes it less likely that people will be drawn to one of these 

extreme stances. Low-conflict framing, however, may present more persuasive arguments because it 

represents more moderate positions and therefore may still serve a guiding function. Hence, the 

greater the conflict in a message, the more likely it is to induce attitude reinforcement rather than 

attitude change.  

H1: People who are exposed to a strong conflict-frame message will demonstrate stronger 

reinforcement of their attitudes than those exposed to a low-conflict frame. 

 

Valence frame 

Valence framing effects have been widely studied within communication science and beyond. In 

health communication` valence often relates to gains or losses (Rothman & Salovey, 1997). One of 

the most well-known examples is the ‘Asian-disease’ study by Kahneman and Tsversky (1981), who 

found that people who are given information in terms of gains are more risk averse than those given 

the same information in terms of losses. Similar effects were found by Banks, Salovey, Greener et al. 

(1995): when women were confronted with potential losses, they were more likely to get a 

mammography screening. 

Negative information was also found to amplify the feelings of risk felt by black bears—as a threat to 

people, livestock and pets— among those who live within close proximity of these mammals (Gore, 

Siemer, Shanahan, Scheufele, & Decker, 2009). Furthermore, Nelson, Rosalee, Clawson, & Oxley, M. 

(1997) found that framing a Ku Klux Klan rally as ‘disruptive of public order’ (negative valence) 
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rather than in terms of ‘freedom of speech’ (positive valence) significantly altered perceptions toward 

KKK rallies and speeches in line with these frames.  

Similar to the current study, scholars have found that valenced information has the ability to affect 

support for EU enlargement (De Vreese & Boomgaarden, 2003) and to mobilize people during a EU 

referendum (Schuck & De Vreese, 2009). Schuck and De Vreese (2009) confirmed Marcus, Neuman 

and MacKuen (2000) and Martin’s (2004) findings that people are mobilized more easily to avoid risk 

than to achieve possible gains.  Furthermore, De Vreese and Kandyla (2009) argued that ‘risk-‘ and 

‘opportunity’-framing of the Common Foreign and Security Policy of the EU affected public support 

for the policy.  

 

Valence-Frame Effects 

Although valence framing is often perceived as a single and clear concept, there are various types of 

valence frames. One of the most commonly used theories in relation to valence framing is the 

prospect theory (Kahneman & Tsversky, 1979). This theory states that a different decision is made 

when people are confronted with a problem that is framed in either a risky or a risk-free way. Thus, 

valence in this respect relates to risk, but Levin et al. (1998) also distinguish between goal framing 

and attribute framing. Goal framing relates to the negative or positive consequences of a certain 

goal; attribute framing is a fairly simple form of valence framing in which positive or negative 

framing of an object leads to, respectively, positive or negative evaluations of the object.  

These different types of valence frames yield different types of results (e.g., risk perceptions, item 

evaluation, or policy preference; see Haider-Markel & Joslyn, 2001; Nelson et al., 1997; Price, 

Tewksbury, & Powers, 1997). My interest is in attribute framing, where the same issue, or 

information, is discussed in a positive, negative or mixed way. This approach complies with the ways 

in which valence and the tone of the news media are defined in chapters 3 and 4. However, simple 

across-the-board valence-framing effects—where a positive frame leads directly to positive 

evaluations and a negative frame to negative evaluations— can no longer be perceived as apt (see for 

example Barker, 2005; Chong & Druckman, 2007b; Nelson & Oxley, 1999). In the last two decades, 

the literature has described circumstances in which people resisted the effects of valence frames 

(Bizer & Petty, 2005; Nelson & Oxley, 1999) or circumstances in which the effect was even reversed 

(Barker, 2005; Chong & Druckman, 2007b). Hence, to fully grasp valence-framing effects, I must 

investigate changes in people’s attitudes. Therefore, prior attitudes on the EU policy area are taken 

into account. 

An opposing valence in a message can cause a clash between one’s attitudes and the depicted image 

in the media. This conflict causes cognitive dissonance; in other words, a person is confronted with 

two opposing cognitions (i.e., one’s thoughts, beliefs, or, in this case, attitudes) (Festinger, 1957). 

The incongruence between cognitions causes pressure, which acts as a motivator to remove this 
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dissonance. Dissonance can be removed by ignoring or avoiding the opposing message; by waving it 

away and saying it is not truthful, right, or important; or by resigning oneself to the alternative 

cognition. I aim to study whether a greater distance between people’s attitudes and the valence in the 

messages causes people to stick to their initial position or change their position when they are 

confronted with an opposing cognition. Because resigning in the direction of the message is an easy 

and effective way to decrease the dissonance, I assume that: 

H2: Incongruence between one’s prior attitudes and the valence of the message will pull existing 

attitudes in the direction of the message. 

 

Effect of MFMs 

As stated above, I investigate the impact of MFMs (valence and conflict framing) on attitudes 

toward European immigration and border management. Thus far, the potential impact of each 

individual frame has been discussed while the other has been ignored. However, it is very likely that 

the valence-frame effect differs depending on the degree of conflict in a message and vice versa. 

Because I expected an attitude-reinforcing effect of conflict frames (based on Rucker et al., 2008) and 

an attitude-changing effect of valence framing (based on Festinger’s (1957) cognitive dissonance 

theory), it is likely that the two frames in this study will negatively moderate one another.  

For example, a person who generally feels quite positive about the performance of the EU with 

regard to the policy might feel differently after reading an article that contradicts this position (i.e., a 

negative-valence message). However, when this same article also disputes some of these negative 

arguments, because of the counter-arguments that are given in the conflict frame, this person’s initial 

positive attitude may be strengthened. He or she now knows more about the disadvantages of the 

policies but is also more aware of the arguments against this standpoint. This may reduce any 

valence framing effects because the arguments given as part of the conflict frame have the potential 

to reduce some of the cognitive dissonance. 

H3: The change in attitudes caused by the incongruence between one’s prior attitudes and 

the valence of a message is reduced more when the message contains a high conflict frame 

rather than a low conflict frame. 

 

Method, Design and Analysis 

A two-wave online panel-survey experiment was conducted by TNS-NIPO with a representative 

sample of the Dutch population drawn from the research company’s database. This database includes 

over 200,000 people from the Netherlands. Recruitment took place via e-mail. These people 

regularly fill out surveys but are asked to participate no more than three times per month. To avoid 

non-compliance, financial incentives were given.  
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The first wave of the data was collected between the 17th and the 23rd of June 2011; the second wave 

was collected between the 11th and the 19th of July 2011. To test individual changes in attitudes and 

to determine whether people received a congruent or incongruent message, I conducted a pre-

stimulus questionnaire 2.5 weeks prior to manipulation and the second questionnaire. This lapse in 

time was necessary to make sure that the respondents would forget the questions and answers they 

had given during the first round. A total of 700 respondents were invited to participate in the first 

wave; of these, 637 filled out the first pre-manipulation questionnaire and were re-contacted for a 

second questionnaire. The total response rate after the two waves was 74.4 % (n = 521), with a 

gender division of 51 % men and 49 % women and an age range of 18 to 91. Compared with the first 

drawn sample, which was drawn to represent the Dutch population, the final sample remained 

compatible with respect to age, gender, education and social class.  

Design 

The study is a mixed-factorial (between-subjects and within-subject) online experiment. The 

between-subject factors combined two conditions to which each respondent was exposed: the degree 

of conflict (2) and the type of valence (3) within a single manipulated newspaper article. The within-

subject factor is the incongruence between the respondent’s prior attitude on the issue and the valence 

of the condition that was assigned them. The design includes a control condition; the people in this 

group were not exposed to any frame or to a newspaper article in any form. Random assignment to 

the conditions was again successful according to the distributions of age, gender, education and social 

class (see Table A5.1 in appendix 5a for the exact distribution per treatment). 

Stimulus material 

The stimulus was given in the form of a fictitious newspaper article about European immigration and 

border management (see Appendix 5b, Figure A5.1 for an example). A high conflict condition and 

three low conflict conditions were created; the high conflict condition had a mixed valence (condition 

A), whereas the low conflict conditions had either a positive (condition B), mixed (condition C) or 

negative (condition D) valence (see Appendix 5b, Figure A5.2 for schematic overview). These four 

conditions were created as such (the high conflict with a mixed valence only) because a high degree 

of conflict cannot be combined with a dominant negative or positive valence when the object remains 

the same; extreme conflict inherently shows opposing stances. 

Each manipulated article started with the same introduction that included simple facts about current 

European immigration and border management policies. The manipulation showed two (fictitious) 

people who gave their opinions on the current way that the EU is handling immigration. The 

opposition between the opinions (conflict) and the general valence of the message differed. Both 

actors were supposed experts on European politics. Only a surname was given, but no further 

information with regard to age, gender or any other type of background characteristics were 
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provided. The final paragraph of each newspaper article was the same in every condition (see 

Appendix 5b, Figure A5.3 for a translation of the stimulus material). 

Procedure 

In the first part of the questionnaire, the participants were asked to state their opinion about a 

number of political topics including the issue of interest. In wave 2, the participants were randomly 

assigned to a treatment. After reading the article, they were asked to fill out a second questionnaire, 

which contained a condensed version of the first questionnaire, a manipulation check and several 

control questions. The control group received a shorter version of the questionnaire because they did 

not receive a newspaper article to read; for this reason, the questions related to the stimulus material 

were excluded from this version of the questionnaire, including those regarding the stimulus check. 

Manipulation check 

To determine whether the participants perceived conflict and valence in the message they were 

exposed to, they were asked to indicate on an eleven-point scale whether they thought the general 

valence of the message was negative (1) or positive (11), with balanced (6) as the mid-category, or 

completely neutral1. The results show significant differences between the four stimulus groups (F = 

29.32, p < .001). The respondents in conditions A (M = 5.94, SD = 1.51) and B (M = 6.16, SD = 1.12) 

hovered around the mid-category. As intended, the respondents in condition C indicated significantly 

more negative results (M = 5.53, SD = 1.32) than those in condition D (M = 6.88, SD = 1.51). This 

result shows that the valence manipulation was successful. Secondly, the respondents were asked 

whether they noted any disagreement within the article (conflict framing) and if they could indicate 

the scope of the disagreement on a ten-point scale. Most people (66 %) in the high conflict condition 

noticed this conflict (M = 7.22, SD = 1.46), compared with 40.9 % in the low conflict conditions (M = 

5.7, SD = 1.35). The differences between the four groups were significant (F = 47.64, p < 0.01), 

which indicates successful manipulation.  

Dependent variable 

Because immigration policy has been EU-regulated for some time now, my interest is in finding out 

how people perceive the EU’s performance in this policy area. These attitudes were measured with 

the average of the answers to two questions about the EU’s current performance with regard to 

immigration and border security. The first item read as follows: “The European Union has not taken 

enough measures to handle immigration toward Europe”. The second item read, “The European 

Union is adequately dealing with the immigration issue”. The responses were given on a scale 

ranging from 1 (totally disagree) to 10 (totally agree). The variables were recoded in the same 

                                                
1 Unlike the other questions, this scale included a mid-point. For one, because it was possible that the article they 
read was exactly in the mid-region, there needed to be a mid-point so that there was a clear difference between balanced 
(both positive and negative) and neutral (no valence at all). Though there was no ‘neutral’ valence newspaper article, I was 
interested to see if there were people who did not notice any valence. Rather than forcing them into an answer on the scale, 
they could indicate that they did not notice any valence, which 13.8 % of the people did. 
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direction, and individual mean scores were calculated using the two variables indicating positive 

attitudes toward the EU’s current performance on immigration (M = 4.72; SD = 1.62)2. 

Prior attitudes 

Prior attitudes were measured by asking the same attitudinal questions as described in the previous 

section (M = 4.47; SD = 1.59). For analytical purposes and reasons of clarity, the respondents were 

divided into three categories: positive (attitudes ranging from 6.1 through 10; 4.6 % of the sample), 

negative (attitudes ranging from 1 to 4.9; 34.7 % of the sample) and balanced (attitudes between 5 

and 6; 35.5 % of the sample)3. This approach enables the calculation and comparison of the effects 

between three clearly defined groups.  

Incongruence 

Incongruence ranged from 0 (fully congruent) to 8 (fully incongruent). This variable was based on 

the distance between the valence in the newspaper article the people read and their initial attitudes 

on EU immigration. Every step away from complete congruence (i.e., 0) was considered a step 

toward greater incongruence (adding up to 8). This means, for example, that those who were 

exposed to a predominantly negative article and had very negative attitudes were given a zero on the 

incongruence scale, those who were balanced were given a four, and those with very positive 

attitudes were given an eight.  

Analysis 

First, a simple means test was performed to compare the outcomes of the different conditions. 

Second, OLS regression was used to investigate the effects of incongruence. Third, repeated 

measures models were created to investigate the individual changes between the two observation 

times. 

 

                                                
2 Four questions were asked to measure attitudes toward EU immigration and border management policies. The 
two items used in this study loaded high on the same factor (eigenvalue = 1.55) and were significantly correlated (r = 0.36 
p = 0.00); the other two loaded on a second factor (eigenvalue = 1.35). The two items were chosen on the premise that they 
best represented attitudes toward the performance of the EU in this policy area. 
3 The skewness of the attitudinal variable is unfortunate and unexpected. It appears that, even though the issue is 
fairly politicized, the consensus among the population is rather negative. The negative attitudes might reflect the radical 
position of the right-wing parliament (information about the country’s political situation to be formulated here) at the time 
of the survey. 
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Results 

The influence of conflict framing on policy attitudes 

Starting with the first hypothesis, I argue that exposure to a high level of conflict strengthens 

existing attitudes more than exposure to a low level of conflict. To test this hypothesis, I 

investigated the average change in attitudes. Because my interest lies in conflict framing, the four 

experimental conditions are combined into three categories in Table 5.1 (1: control, 2: low conflict 

(condition B, C and D), and 3: high conflict (condition A)). This Table shows the average attitudes of 

people in wave 1 and wave 2 and the average change between the two waves (see µ2- µ1). There is an 

overall tendency to regress to the mean. Even in the control group, the changes are quite large. The 

fact that the change in the control group is sometimes larger than the change in the low and high 

conflict conditions confirms the idea that conflict framing strengthens attitudes rather than changes 

them. A significantly smaller change is observed among those in the high-conflict condition than in 

the low-conflict condition. This pattern appeared among all types of prior attitudes. This result is in 

line with my expectations and supports the first hypothesis. 

 

Table 5.1 Means and Mean Change in Attitudes, by Prior Attitudes and the Level of Conflict 

Prior attitudes  negative (n = 178) balanced (n = 175) positive (n = 23)  

Conditions   µ (s.e.) µ2- µ1 µ (s.e.) µ2- µ1 µ (s.e.) µ2- µ1 n 

Controla t1 2.94 (0.13) 
+0.75 

5.53 (0.12) 
-0.60 

7.25 (0.38) 
-3.12b 79 

t2 3.69 (0.27) 4.93 (0.25) 4.13 (0.80) 

Low conflicta t1 3.02 (1.16) 
+1.10 

5.47 (0.33) 
-0.36 

7.43 (0.75) 
-1.56  227 

t2 4.12 (1.63) 5.11 (1.39) 5.87 (1.71) 

High conflicta t1 3.28 (0.96) 
+0.86 

5.41 (0.33) 
-0.19 

6.75 (0.29) 
-1.25b 70 

t2 4.14 (1.67) 5.22 (1.30) 5.50 (0.82) 

Note: Total n of analysis is 376; Cell entries are mean scores on a 10-point scale (1 = very negative attitudes; 10 = very 

positive attitudes); Standard deviations of the mean values show between parentheses; Superscript a indicates that the 

differences in the average change in the condition is significant across groups at least at p < .05 (one-tailed); Superscript b  

indicates that the outcome was based on ten respondents or less. 

 

Valence-frame effects 

With regard to the effects of valence frames, I hypothesized that incongruence between people’s 

attitudes and the valence of the newspaper article would pull existing attitudes in the direction of the 

valence in the stimulus material. To test this hypothesis, a repeated measures model was created to 
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compare the level of incongruence before and after manipulation. If the hypothesis is right, the level 

of incongruence should decline between the first and second observations as people move closer to 

the dominant valence of the message4. The results show a significant decrease in the average 

incongruence, which means that people tend to adapt to the main valence of the newspaper article. 

This effect is very strong among those with negative attitudes (M = 2.89, SD = 0. 17 to M = 2.41, 

SD = 0.16); the effect is also present among those who were initially positive (M = 2.90, SD = 0.45 

to M = 2.84, SD = 0.43). There is a minor increase in incongruence in the balanced group (M = 2.19, 

SD = 0.17 to M = 2.30, SD = 0.16). The changes are significantly different between the three 

categories (F = 5.65, p < .01). However, to test whether the changes are significant for each type of 

prior attitude, an OLS regression was conducted. 

 

Table 5.2 OLS Regression Showing the Degree of Change Due to Incongruence in the Message, for 

Each Type of Prior Attitude 

 Model 1 Model 2 

 b s.e. p b s.e. p 

Intercept -0.48 0.16 0.00 -0.22 0.19 0.25 

Prior attitude (balanced = ref.)       

Negative 1.31 0.18 0.00 0.73 0.29 0.01 

Positive -1.23 0.37 0.00 -1.68 0.71 0.02 

Incongruence (range 0 to 8) 0.07 0.04 0.10 -0.05 0.06 0.48 

Negative attitude * incongruence  0.23 0.09 0.01 

Positive attitude * incongruence   0.19 0.21 0.39 

Note: n = 297 (nnegative = 143, nbalanced = 135, npositive = 19); adj. R2 model 1 = 0.22 & model 2 = 0.23 

 

The results in Table 5.2 show that the attitudinal changes caused by exposure to an incongruent 

message are not significant across the board (model 1); they occurred only among those who were 

initially negative (model 2). The change among those who were initially positive was not 

significantly affected by incongruence. One should, however, note that the size of the latter group is 

fairly small; thus, the results should be interpreted with care. 

Thus far, I have shown that a message with a positive valence can make negative people more 

positive, but a negative valence does not necessarily make positive people more negative. However, 

                                                
4 The total n for this analysis was 297 (19 in the positive, 135 in the balanced, 143 in the negative category) due to 
the exclusion of the control group. 
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to fully uncover the effect of valence framing and to test the second hypothesis, we need to know 

whether those who are in the middle (balanced) are vulnerable to valence framing effects. Among 

those who had balanced attitudes, the results show that those who read the positive message did 

become more positive (mean change of 0.11). Those who were exposed to a negative message became 

more negative (mean change of -0.87), while those who were exposed to a message with a mixed 

valence also became somewhat more negative toward the issue (-0.22). This latter effect may have 

occurred because the negative arguments were perceived as more convincing than the positive ones 

(see Soroka’s 2006 asymmetrical effects thesis in chapter 3). Of the three conditions, the changes 

were significant among those who had balanced attitudes (F = 3.95; p = 0.01).  

To conclude, higher levels of incongruence led to an attitudinal adaption in the direction of the 

message, mostly among those whose prior attitudes were negative and balanced. Hence, the findings 

tentatively support hypothesis 2. 

Combined framing in single media messages  

While testing the first two hypotheses, it was established that conflict framing reinforces attitudes 

and valence framing (at times) has the ability to alter them. Thus far, the fact that the two frames 

were present in the same message was deliberately ignored to create a baseline. In this section, the 

results of each condition are extracted to determine whether the two frames moderate each other’s 

effects. 

 

Table 5.3 Means and Mean Change in Attitudes, by Experimental Condition and Prior Attitude 

Prior attitudes   Negative  Balanced  Positive  

Conditions   µ (s.e.) µ2- µ1 n µ (s.e.) µ2- µ1 n µ (s.e.) µ2- µ1 n 

Control t1 2.94 (0.19) +0.75 35 5.53 (0.30) -0.60 40 7.25 (0.32) -3.12 4 

t2 3.69 (0.28) 4.93 (0.25)   4.13 (0.79) 

Low conflict/ 

positive valence 

t1 3.00 (0.21) +1.46 28 5.49 (0.33) +0.11 35 7.58 (0.26) -2.00 6 

t2 4.46 (0.31) 5.60 (1.43)   5.58 (0.64) 

Low conflict/ 

negative valence 

t1 3.14 (0.18) +0.69 36 5.46 (0.31) -0.87 39 7.00 (0.26) -1.42 6 

t2 3.83 (0.28) 4.59 (1.11)   5.83 (0.64) 

Low conflict/ 

balanced valence 

t1 2.93 (0.18) +1.20 42 5.45 (0.34) -0.25 32 8.00 (0.37) -1.50a 3 

t2 4.13 (0.25) 5.20 (1.57)   6.50 (0.91) 

High conflict/ 

balanced valence 

t1 3.28 (0.18) +0.86 37 5.41 (0.33) -0.19 29 6.75 (0.32) -1.25 4 

t2 4.14 (0.27) 5.22 (1.30)   5.50 (0.79) 

Note: n = 396; Total n of those with a negative attitude is 178, 175 in the balanced, and 23 with a positive attitude; Cell 

entries are mean scores on a 10-point scale (1 = very negative attitudes; 10 = very positive attitudes).  a  This change 

significantly  differs from the change in the control group (p = 0.08). 
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Attitudinal changes caused by the incongruence between people’s prior attitudes and the valence of 

the message were expected to decline with a higher degree of conflict framing (H3).  The bottom two 

rows in Table 5.3 show the results of low and high conflict framing when the valence is held 

constant (i.e., valence is mixed). Again, regression to the mean needs to be taken into consideration, 

which clearly appears in the control group. This result means it is necessary to compare the results 

of the two conditions to the changes observed in the control group. 

From these results, one can draw the conclusion that neither the low- nor the high-conflict condition 

differed significantly from the control group for almost all prior attitudes. Among the initially 

negative group, there was a consistent shift toward more positive attitudes, with a greater change in 

the low-conflict framing conditions than in the high-conflict framing condition. This result is in line 

with the idea that an incongruent valence frame causes people to adapt in the alternative direction 

but that the change is limited by the conflict in the message. However, this was the only group that 

produced a larger attitudinal shift than the control group, which does not convincingly show that 

greater conflict leads to a larger reduction in valence-framing effects. 

Among those who held initially balanced attitudes, the changes are generally in line with the 

direction of the message, but the shifts were slightly larger in the low-conflict condition than in the 

high-conflict condition. Among those who were positive, all the participants appeared to have shifted 

toward more negative attitudes. The ones exposed to a positively valenced message even shifted 

more than those who received a balanced or negative message. Although it is difficult to draw 

conclusions from such a small number of respondents (23 in this group), the differences between the 

low-conflict and the high-conflict conditions were small and insignificant. Therefore, the results do 

not support the third hypothesis. 

It seems that people generally move in the direction of the message when their attitudes are 

incongruent with the valence in the message. However, the change is slightly smaller when a 

message also has a high-conflict frame because a higher degree of conflict results in attitude 

reinforcement rather than attitude change. Overall, the direction of these results is in line with the 

third hypothesis for those with negative and balanced attitudes; however, because the changes 

between the conditions were insignificant, hypothesis 3 was not confirmed. 

 

Discussion 

A single message can contain different frames (Sniderman & Theriault, 2004). It is pertinent to 

understand how these framed messages reach the audience and what their alleged effects will be on 

political attitudes. Hence, I argued that MFMs merited further investigation. I tested the effects of 

valence and conflict frames on attitudes regarding EU immigration and border management because 

Europe is often under scrutiny and because media frames are an expected source of increased 

skepticism. In this chapter, I aimed to contribute to the understanding of increasing skepticism 
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toward the European Union by studying whether framing effects retained their alleged influence 

with the addition of a second frame. 

This study revealed three important findings: 1) Greater conflict framing in news messages reinforces 

attitudes; 2) Incongruence between the valence frame in the message and an individual’s prior 

opinion causes those who are balanced or negative to adapt their attitudes in the direction of the 

valence; 3) Valence framing effects are present even when there is a conflict in the message; however, 

conflict framing did not significantly reduce valence framing effects.  

The latter finding warrants further explanation. As stated before, frames can guide people’s political 

attitudes, but only when there is a clear valence (Sniderman & Theriault, 2004). Two-sided frames 

tend to leave people more informed but also more certain about their initial attitude (Rucker et al., 

2008). The unique approach in this study (i.e., observing the impact of low- and high-conflict frames) 

enables me to observe a slight but steady difference between the effects of low- and high-conflict 

frames while valence was held constant. Although this result was insignificant, it is possible that the 

effects of valence would have been larger had there been no conflict in the message. It would be 

interesting to determine whether conflict framing reduces valence-framing effects more than this 

chapter found. Therefore, these findings merit further investigation. 

Nevertheless, even with conflict frames, I was able to find systematic valence framing effects, in line 

with the findings of Levin et al. (1998). Thus, framed messages can affect people’s perceptions, even 

with the addition of a second frame and even if this second frame is considered to have opposite 

effects. 

Assume that these effects are generalizable to other political messages; thus, people’s attitudes are 

adaptable to some degree when they are confronted with opposing information. However, when 

people encounter information that argues for as well as against their own attitudes, their attitudes are 

somewhat strengthened and stabilized. Does this mean that the media have the ability to steer the 

opinion of an entire population in one direction? This is very unlikely. First, the audience is not 

passive and will remain critical of the information they receive, so there is a limit to the extent to 

which the media can alter attitudes. Second, it is very unlikely for an audience to receive only one-

sided messages, especially within a democratic country. A third reason is selective exposure 

(Freedman & Sears, 1965): people are more likely to select information that is in line with their 

political attitudes than to seek out information that is not. Hence, exposure to counter-attitudinal 

information is less common, and therefore, it is not likely that people will move from one end of the 

scale to another.    

There are, however, some limitations to this study, starting with the fact that the tests were 

performed on a single issue. The fact that the EU’s immigration and border management issue is 

such an ambiguous topic that concerns many European countries made it a relevant topic to study. 

However, because the pilot study indicated that attitudes in this policy area were equally distributed 
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and because previous research found that attitudes regarding a similar policy area (EU defense 

policies) were equally divided (Carrubba & Singh, 2004), I did not anticipate the fact that most of the 

respondents had negative attitudes toward EU border management and immigration policies. This 

problem limited the analytical leverage with respect to the number of respondents in the positive 

category, which should be taken into consideration in subsequent research.  

To conclude, Chong and Druckman (2007a) argued that single-argument frames have frequently 

produced results, but multi-argument frames have been tested less frequently. This study 

contributes to this gap in the framing literature by focusing on two frames in a single news message. 

The current chapter has shown that conflict framing or valence framing in news stories can lead to 

attitude reinforcement as well as attitude adaptation. The strength of the effect depends on the 

presence of a second frame and the degree of incongruence between the message and people’s initial 

attitudes. It is important to recognize the presence of MFMs, first of all, because news messages 

often show more than one frame, and second, because these frames might moderate one another’s 

effects. However, this work is not all-inclusive. There are a variety of frames that are often used 

together and can still be studied together for a variety of different political and non-political topics. 

This study serves as a starting point but raises new questions regarding the combined framing effect. 

In the next chapter, the main results of the four empirical chapters are recapitulated. The findings 

are related to the general trend of increasing Euroscepticism, and the implications for the field of EU 

research as well as societal implications are discussed in this dissertation’s final chapter. 
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"Everything you read in newspapers is absolutely true, except for that rare story of which you 

happen to have first-hand knowledge."  

Erwin Knoll 
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Europe has dramatically changed over the last decades. A loose cooperation of European countries 

has turned into a union of nation states that obtained decision-making powers in a still increasing 

number of policy areas. Parallel to this increased political sovereignty of the EU, European citizens 

became increasingly skeptic of the process of European integration (Hobolt, 2009). This dissertation 

contributes to an understanding of why Euroscepticism came into being and why it is still on the 

rise. To that end, I have successively focused on the role of soft and hard factors influencing 

Euroscepticism across time, on the interplay between media and public opinion, on the role of media 

and RWDs on anti-immigration sentiment and on the impact of multi-frame messages on specific 

EU attitudes. In this final chapter the main findings of each of the four empirical chapters (chapters 2 

to 5) are recapitulated. Subsequently, I discuss the main conclusions, the theoretical contributions, 

limitations and implications of my thesis. 

 

Main Findings of the Four Empirical Chapters 

Four studies were conducted to examine the potential sources of Euroscepticism. In chapter 2 I 

compared the relative impact of soft (i.e., identity, and cultural) and hard (i.e., utilitarian, economic) 

factors over time, and found that hard factors compared to soft factors have a rather limited influence 

on Euroscepticism. However, against my expectations, the impact of soft factors was consistently 

larger both in the mid-1990s and in the mid-2000s. The results are compelling, as they illustrate 

how soft factors have rightfully earned their position in current EU public opinion research. Hence, 

soft factors should not be discarded as provisional. These findings also justify the scope of chapter 4 

and 5, where soft factors play an even more central role. 

In chapter 3, the focus was on the interplay between the media landscape and the public discourse 

regarding the EU. I aimed to uncover a spiral of negativity between media and the public discourse, 

as I expected negatively valenced media about the EU to amplify Euroscepticism and vice versa. The 

main finding of this chapter is that negatively valenced media coverage increases Euroscepticism; 

however, Euroscepticism does not increase negatively valenced media coverage. Though this means 

there is no reciprocal spiral of negativity, the findings of this study do support Soroka’s (2006) 

asymmetrical influences thesis. That is, the public is more responsive to negatively-valenced than to 

positively-valenced media coverage. This means that in the long run, a negativity bias can lead to 

more Euroscepticism. The fact that the media are not influenced by public opinion indicates that this 

is not a self-amplifying mechanism. 

In chapter 4 I focused on a central soft factor: immigration attitudes. In this chapter I aimed to 

understand the role of media as an additional source of information to real-world developments 

(RWDs), and the effects of media and RWDs on immigration attitudes. With regard to RWDs, I 

found that immigrant inflows increase anti-immigration sentiment, while immigration population had 

a very limited influence. Furthermore with regard to media, I found that media salience increases 
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anti-immigration attitudes, while the tone of the messages showed no definite influences. Positively 

toned messages reduce negative immigration attitudes, while there was no effect of negatively toned 

news. The main conclusion of chapter 4 was that media effects remained with the inclusion of 

RWDs, and vice versa. Hence, media have an additional influence on immigration attitudes on top of 

the more established RWDs. 

In chapter 5 the focus was again on media influences. This time I investigated the effects of multi-

frame messages (MFMs) on attitudes with regard to EU immigration and border control 

management. The two frames in this chapter showed contrasting effects. While conflict framing 

yielded attitude reinforcement, valence framing yielded attitudinal change if the valence was 

incongruent with people’s prior perception of the EU policy area. These valence-framing effects 

remained present even when people were exposed to a high degree of conflict framing within the 

same message. The additional frame caused a slight, albeit insignificant reduction of the valence-

frame effects. This means that MFMs do not necessarily reveal different results compared to single-

frame messages, their effects do not necessarily disappear due to the presence of a second, or perhaps 

even a third, or fourth frame. 

 

Increasing Euroscepticism 

What becomes clear, collectively, from these findings is that the level of Euroscepticism is directly 

and indirectly determined by contextual (i.e., media and RWDs) as well as individual characteristics 

(e.g., financial situation, gender, immigration attitudes). In the following paragraphs I will relate the 

findings of each individual chapter to the main model of this dissertation (see Figure 6.1). Within the 

context of increasing Euroscepticism it is, however, important to distinguish between static and 

variable influential factors. Some of the findings simply relate to why Euroscepticism exists, or why 

people are Eurosceptic (i.e., static factors, such as people’s gender, or average age), while other 

factors have the potential to contribute to the steady increase in Euroscepticism across time (i.e., 

variable factors, such as the valence in news media, or immigrant inflows or the economy). Now that 

I have established the influences of different types of factors I continue by making a clear distinction 

between static and variable factors to understand the upward trend in Euroscepticism. Therefore, the 

main focus in this section is on the variable factors. 

Before continuing, two things that need to be addressed. First, the idea of increasing Euroscepticism 

needs to be put into perspective. After the era of permissive consensus Europeans became more 

reluctant towards further European integration, which shows in increasing Euroscepticism. 

However, simultaneously an increase in EU support appeared (see for example Figure 1.1 in chapter 

1), which is often neglected in EU attitudinal research. Though it is pertinent to understand why 

such a substantial part of European citizenry has become more skeptical, it is important to note that 

the majority of people still perceive the EU as positive. This brings me to the second important 
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point. In the next few paragraphs Euroscepticism may appear to be a clear and single concept, which 

in fact it is not. Therefore, it is important to clarify beforehand that this dissertation covers a 

selection of the types of Euroscepticism that may exist. In the first two chapters of this dissertation I 

investigated EU attitudes that relate to the utilitarian dimension (Boomgaarden et al., 2011) and 

diffuse EU support (Lindberg & Scheingold, 1970). The dependent variable in chapter 5 relates to 

specific EU support, or the performance dimension. The fact that the generic term is used (i.e., 

Euroscepticism) will make this chapter more pleasant to read. However, one should take into 

consideration that the results comply to the above-mentioned dimensions of Euroscepticism only. 

Having covered these two points, it is time to fit together all pieces of the puzzle and relate the 

findings to the trend of increasing Euroscepticism. This will be done with the help of the conceptual 

model below (Figure 6.1; the same as Figure 1.2 in chapter 1). It presents the three main areas 

discussed in the general introduction (media, RWDs and individual characteristics) and relates them 

to the main dependent variable: Euroscepticism. The findings that relate to each arrow will be 

discussed briefly; however, as stated above, the main emphasis in this section is on the findings that 

explain increasing Euroscepticism. Hence, the paragraphs below lead up to the main findings with 

regard to this upwards trend. 

First, arrow a1 represents the expectations related to direct media influences. These were covered in 

chapter 3 and 5. The findings of chapter 5 revealed that conflict framing reinforces, while valence 

framing changes EU attitudes (i.e., micro-micro approach). Hence, when a person is exposed to news 

about the EU that is different from their pre-existing attitudes, they tend to shift slightly towards 

the valence in the message. This happened regardless of whether the news was positive or negative. 

In chapter 3 on the aggregate level, the findings showed that negatively valenced news made the 

public more skeptical, while positively valenced news had no effect whatsoever (i.e., macro-macro 

approach). This inconsistency between individual- and aggregate-level effects will be elaborated on 

in the next section (i.e., theoretical contributions and implications for Euroscepticism research). 

Figure 6.1 Conceptual Model of the Dissertation 

 

                                                
1 The reversed arrow is ignored for now. The results showed there was no effect of EU attitudes on the media 
landscape. Implications of this were discussed in chapter 3. 
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Second, there is the possibility that media have an indirect effect via soft individual level 

characteristics (e.g., attitudes towards immigration; arrow b and d). In chapter 4 I found that 

increased visibility of immigration in news media generates negative immigration attitudes. 

Meanwhile, positively valenced media were found to reduce negative immigration attitudes2. It is 

important to note that negative immigration attitudes (arrow d) were found to increase 

Euroscepticism (see De Vreese & Boomgaarden, 2005). That means that while increased media 

visibility has the potential to give rise to Euroscepticism, positively valenced messages may have the 

indirect ability to reduce Euroscepticism. Because there was a limited correlation between media and 

RWDs (arrow e), RWDs exerted a largely independent impact on immigration attitudes. RWDs (i.e., 

immigrant inflows and immigrant population; see arrow c) were found to have a limited impact on 

immigration attitudes. Only immigrant inflows led to a slight increase in negative immigration 

attitudes; therefore, they have a limited potential to indirectly affect Euroscepticism. Although these 

indirect effects were not tested as such, there is reason to believe that media and RWDs exert this 

indirect effect on Euroscepticism via immigration attitudes (see also general introduction).  

However, an unexpected direct negative effect of immigration rates on Euroscepticism appeared in 

chapter 2 and 3 (see arrow f). This effect is puzzling, as it means that although immigration rates 

have the potential to indirectly increase Euroscepticism (arrow c and d), their direct effect shows to 

reduce Euroscepticism (arrow f3). In the next section, that covers the theoretical contribution, I will 

elaborate on the how these seemingly opposite effects might be explained. Finally, with regard to 

RWDs, chapter 2 also reveals that when a country experiences an increase in GDP, Euroscepticism 

declines severely. This indicates that the economic situation of a country has a large influence on 

how people perceive the European Union. Economic instability or crisis can therefore have 

detrimental consequences for people’s support of the European Union.  

Thus far, some of the factors that affect Euroscepticism have been established. To explain the rise 

since the 1990s, however, these factors or their impact should have changed since then. So have they 

changed in the “right” direction to explain increasing Euroscepticism?  

First of all, I argue that media have an indirect as well as a direct effect on EU attitudes. On the 

aggregate level (i.e., macro-macro approach), negatively valenced news about the EU made the 

public more skeptical. Therefore, if there is a systematic rise in negative messages, this should 

explain the rise in Euroscepticism. Figure 3.2 (chapter 3) shows quite a systematic negativity bias, 

but not a structural rise since the 1990s. However, constant exposure to predominantly negative 

information about the EU does have the potential to give rise to more Euroscepticism. As Zaller 

(1992) argues, if a media environment is predominantly negative, the influences of negative news 

coverage trump those of positive news coverage, which makes the public more negative. 

                                                
2 It is also important to note that these effects were predominantly found in the Netherlands and should are not 
necessarily generalizable to other European countries. 
3 Furthermore, countries with a rising GDP showed less Eurosceptic than those with a declining GDP, and rising 
unemployment generally led to more Euroscepticism, as did important EU related key events. 
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Furthermore, the salience of immigration in news media increased anti-immigration sentiments, 

which in turn was found to increase Euroscepticism. There has been a steady increase in the number 

of messages about immigration in the early 2000s up to 20084(see also Boomgaarden & Vliegenthart, 

2007; 2009; Vliegenthart & Boomgaarden, 2007). Hence, this may have contributed, indirectly, to the 

rise in Euroscepticism. Additionally, I found that positively valenced media about immigration led to 

a decrease of anti-immigration attitudes. However, news media have not become less positive about 

immigration over time (see Figure 4.2 in chapter 4), and so this does not explain why the public has 

become more skeptical since the 1990s. The impact of the rise in immigration (RWDs) since the 

1990s to Europe was discussed above; this has the potential to increase (indirectly) as well as 

decrease (directly) Eurosceptism. Finally, between 1995 and 2010 (the time period of observation) 

the economy in the EU countries mostly flourished5. Up to 2008 GDP-levels grew steadily in most 

EU countries. In 2008 the first signs of the crisis started to show and by 2009, it had reached all EU 

countries. This, however, does not explain why Euroscepticism has steadily increased since the 

1990s, but rather why there was a simultaneous rise in EU support (see Figure 1.1).     

Taken together, the findings described above indicate that a part of the trend of rising 

Euroscepticism can be explained by the composition of the media landscape, and some fluctuations 

that appeared in this landscape over time. But it is also important to note that some trends within the 

media landscape, as well as the real world, at the same time thwart the mechanisms that increase 

Euroscepticism, or give rise to EU support. I believe that a small part of the observed increase in 

Euroscepticism is due to the increased visibility of immigration in the news. But most importantly, 

since the negativity bias in media coverage showed quite consistent, I believe that a much larger part 

of the observed trend in Euroscepticism can be assigned to the constant exposure of the public to 

predominantly negative media coverage regarding the European Union.  

 

Theoretical Contribution and Implications for Euroscepticism Research 

Early scholarship on Euroscepticism mainly focused on utilitarian explanations, and in accordance 

with the early scholars in the field I found that economic well being affects people’s attitudes with 

regard to the EU. In line with the rational choice theory (see Coleman, 1973; Heath, 1976; Scott, 

2000), those who are more likely to experience financial losses, as well as the people who live in a 

country that has experienced financial loss, are more likely to be skeptical towards the EU 

(Eichenberg & Dalton, 1993; Gabel & Palmer, 1997; Shepherd, 1975). The economic aspect of the 

EU is quite large; it is therefore not surprising that those who are, or feel financially fragile perceive 

the EU as a threat to their already delicate situation. My findings in chapter 2 yield that perceived, 

                                                
4 Note that these effects were found in the Netherlands. These results are not necessarily generalizable to other 
European countries. However, the rise in media coverage on immigration does show in Sweden, Denmark, the Netherlands 
and Flanders.  
5 See Eurostat: 
http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/tgm/table.do?tab=table&init=1&plugin=1&language=en&pcode=tec00115 
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but to a lesser degree also people’s actual financial situation, and the economic situation of the 

country influenced Euroscepticism. The strength of the impact of these factors was about the same in 

the 1990s as in the 2000s. This means that over a ten-year period, not much has changed. People’s 

perception was and is highly dependent on economic factors, and it is likely to stay this way. If 

anything, these factors have become more prominent since the start of the economic crisis in 2008 

that greatly reflects upon the EU and the Eurozone today. Therefore, these factors are not only 

important to include as control variables in any study on EU attitudes, but in studies covering the 

period since the economic crisis, their potentially enlarged impact should be monitored. The main 

theoretical contribution of the findings in this dissertation with regard to these economic factors is 

their relatively smaller impact compared to soft factors. 

As stated in chapter 2, research on Euroscepticism has taken a different turn in the early 2000s, 

when scholars argued that not only utilitarian, but also identity-based and social-cultural factors 

impinge on people’s EU attitudes (e.g., McLaren, 2002; Hooghe & Marks, 2005). Though this 

literature is largely driven by the social identity, and realistic group conflict theories (Austin & 

Worchel 1979; LeVine & Campbell 1972; Tajfel, 1981; Tajfel & Turner, 1979) I did not find clear 

support for these theories. Throughout the different chapters it became apparent that, although soft 

factors played an important role, Euroscepticism is not simply triggered by immigrant numbers. It is 

likely that for a non-national development (see McLaren, 2002) to lead to an effect, it needs to be 

visible either through personal experiences or media. Since news media barely reflect real-world 

non-national developments (see chapter 4 and Vliegenthart & Boomgaarden, 2007) it is difficult for 

people to have a realistic image of their surroundings. And because personal experiences are not 

always a good reflection of reality, people’s images are distorted and real non-national developments 

may not yield an effect.  

The opposite direction of the direct and indirect effects of immigration rates, as discussed in the 

previous section (previous page), adds to the complexity regarding the impact of soft factors on 

Euroscepticism. Here I found that immigration rates may increase Euroscepticism through 

immigration attitudes, above and beyond immigration rates which had a direct negative effect on 

Euroscepticism. Allport’s (1954) intergroup contact theory may help to understand these puzzling 

effects. According to this theory, inter-ethnic group contact can, under certain conditions, create 

mutual understanding and reduce negative outgroup attitudes. Increased immigration enlarges the 

odds of being in contact with people from different ethnic backgrounds. This creates the potential for 

more contact and more understanding. Although I have no empirical evidence for this idea myself, 

there is empirical evidence that shows that contact can matter in this regard (Hodson & Hewstone, 

2013). The fact that immigration rates had a limited effect on immigration attitudes supports the 

idea that increasing immigration rates lead to anti-immigration attitudes among a selection of 

people. A growing immigrant population increases intergroup-contact, which can reduce anti-
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immigration attitudes among an increasing number of citizens, which ultimately reduces 

Euroscepticism. 

Overall, the findings with regard to soft factors indicate that feelings of risk and perceptions with 

regard to identity played a bigger role than objectively identifiable contextual characteristics. 

Therefore, I believe that identity-based threat and intergroup conflict do matter with concern to EU 

attitudes, but that the influence is mostly found in people’s perceptions of the world and not their 

‘real’ context. Thus, individual experiences, such as inter-group contact, are likely to play a bigger 

role than is accounted for in many of the studies in the field. 

Because media play an important role in how people perceive the world around them, media 

influences are found to be bigger than those of real world context (see chapter 4). These findings 

with regard to media have some important theoretical implications. Across the board I found that 

negatively valenced media have the biggest, if not the only significant influence on Euroscepticism. 

This concurs with Soroka’s (2006) asymmetry effects thesis, expressed in chapter 3. He states that 

due to a number of psychological factors (see chapter 3) people are more inclined to respond to 

negative information than to positive information. Yet, my findings in chapter 5 indicate that 

individual-level attitudes are influenced by positively- as well as negatively-valenced messages. This 

means there is no asymmetry effect on the individual level with regard to EU related issues. 

However, the across-the-board effect I found in chapter 3 might be due to, what Zaller (1992; 1996) 

calls one-sided information flows. In a society with evenly balanced two-sided information flows the 

effects of positive and negative messages balance each other out. Since the information provided by 

mass media is predominantly negative, the public is more likely to lean towards the negative side, 

eventually making them more skeptical (see also De Vreese & Boomgaarden, 2006).  

But what about the effect of positive news on immigration attitudes in chapter 4? This effect does 

not just imply that negative media coverage is not stronger than positive coverage (i.e., no 

asymmetry effects), but that there is no effect of negative news media at all. Presumably, this is 

because the degree of one-sidedness in news media matters. If the information in media regarding an 

issue is extremely biased, it reaches a point where people have gotten so accustomed to this one-

sided information that a different tone stands out. Hence, positive information reduces anti-

immigration sentiment, because they have become somewhat numb to negative information, but are 

not used to reading positively valenced information (Boomgaarden, 2007). Hence, one should be 

careful with regard to making general claims with respect to general valence-frame effect, as these 

depend on the characteristics of the topic under investigation. 
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Limitations and Suggestions for Future Research 

No academic work is without limitations. Although most limitations are discussed in each individual 

chapter, the most prominent ones are discusses again here. This section also includes the limitations 

related to the dissertation at large.  

First, the dependent Euroscepticism variables that were used were used were most often part of the 

so-called utilitarian dimension (Boomgaarden et al., 2011). Although this was not problematic for the 

purpose of these particular studies, future research could benefit from a comparison between hard 

and soft factors in relation to different dimensions of Euroscepticism. 

Additionally, the use of large-scale newspaper data in chapter 3 and 4 is unique, but there are some 

limitations to this. First, it was difficult to keep every element of the data collection similar and 

comparable for each country. This may have had a slight effect on some of the between country 

result. Second, the fact that the data were gathered over such a long time-period meant that only a 

limited number of newspaper articles could be coded per year. This meant that half-yearly averages 

were the lowest aggregation level possible. Although some argue that media effects can take place 

over a period of a few weeks up to several months (Boomgaarden & Vliegenthart, 2009; Dearing & 

Rogers, 1996; Stone & McCombs, 1981), I believe some of my findings were limited by this long 

timeframe between the observations. Subsequent research could benefit from shorter intervals 

between observations. 

Furthermore, a main contribution of this dissertation is its bird-eye view: the generalizability of 

previously established, or assumed mechanisms over various European countries across time. 

Although this is a legitimate and useful approach to explain increasing Euroscepticism, I think the 

field would benefit from better measurements, especially with respect to soft factors on the 

individual-level. As for this dissertation, like many previous studies on EU attitudes, I have used a 

number of proxies. For example, national attachment, immigration attitudes as well as exclusive 

national identity are proxies for the willingness to divide oneself and others into ingroups and 

outgroups and perceived threat to one’s national identity. Hence, in order to fully comprehend how 

these factors affect Euroscepticism, we need to get in closer proximity of measuring perceived 

context, perceived identity-threat, or people’s willingness to categorize others into outgroups. In 

other words, more exact measurements of the soft factors that are assumed to affect Euroscepticism.  

There are many different directions future research on Euroscepticism could take. The most-similar 

systems design, used in this dissertation was very useful to compare countries and investigate the 

generalizability of the media-, RWD- and individual-level findings. But it also limited the scope of 

this dissertation. Because the selected countries were all northern European countries, with 

relatively stable economies, there is more at stake for the people in these countries than for those in 

many southern- or eastern- European countries. Hence, subsequent research can invest in exploring 



CHAPTER	  6	  

      110	  	  |	  	  	  

whether similar mechanisms are at play with regard to EU attitudes in less economically stable 

countries.   

In this dissertation I have discussed the role of media, RWDs and individual characteristics in 

relation to Euroscepticism, but there are two relevant areas that were left out. First, the role of 

national politics and political elites, who are partially responsible for media content, but also act as 

opinion leaders through traditional news media, new and social media. Therefore, they are likely to 

play an important role with regard to EU public opinion (see for example De Vries & Edwards, 

2009). A second area that was proven to be important but was not discussed in this dissertation is 

interpersonal communication. The importance of interpersonal communication was mentioned 

briefly in chapter 4 in relation to people’s awareness of the media environment. But I believe that it 

also plays an important role in information processing and interpretation; and therefore also in 

people’s political attitudes (see for example Desmet, 2013). Hence, these areas warrant further 

investigation in subsequent research.  

Finally, the economic crisis most likely led to increased skepticism among many European citizens. 

It is likely that with the crisis, the tone in news media and public opinion shifted, which reshaped the 

relationship between media and the public. Future research should invest in studying the 

relationship between media and EU attitudes during the economic crisis.  

 

Societal Implications 

Thus far I have explained the findings, related them to the main theories in the field and discussed 

the main limitations. In this final section I will discuss the implications of my findings for society at 

large and reflect upon the findings in relation to Europe’s current situation regarding border control 

and the economic crisis. 

One important finding was that although EU attitudes are volatile (see chapter 5), attitudinal shifts 

are small and people rarely move from one extreme to another. Hence, people may be continuously 

influenced by the changing media landscape, but in small steps at the time and in opposite directions. 

Therefore I believe that in the short term, media tendencies have minor implications for people’s 

attitudes. When averaged, these shifts are of no great impact on the public at large. However, in the 

long term I expect the consequences to be larger. The negativity bias of EU news increases the odds 

of being confronted with a negatively valenced message. Repeated exposure to failure, errors and 

disadvantages of a political system, politicians and/or its policies can make the public more 

Eurosceptic. 

For example, in 2008 the EU entered a major economic crisis. Ever since, media have reported on 

bailout after bailout (Economist.com, 2012; Fleming, 2013) of European countries that otherwise 

would have gone bankrupt, rising unemployment rates (CBC news, 2013; Harress, 2013) and 

devaluation of the Euro (Cox, 2012). The consequences of the crisis are visible in all Eurozone 
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countries and became even more tangible through growing unemployment rates among the youth 

(Burgen, 2013), decreasing purchasing power (Alberici, 2013; Europa.eu, 2012) and plummeting real 

estate prices (Nieuws.nl, 2011). The tone of news media regarding Europe’s economic situation has 

been largely negative for years in a row. The balance of a two-sided media flow (Zaller, 1992) was 

distorted for a long time and the constant predominantly negative media coverage is likely to have 

caused the public to steadily become more negative. As stated in the discussion of chapter 3, it is 

likely to have led to severe criticism regarding the monetary union and increased skepticism among 

many European citizens. Today, the economy is slowly improving and the tone in news media is 

becoming more optimistic, but because media coverage has been one-sided for such a long period of 

time, it will presumably take a long time to restore people’s trust in the economy and the monetary 

union. 

The finding that people’s attitudes change by the valence in news media means that media carry part 

of the responsibility with regard to public opinion formation about the EU. But media are not only 

negative; their coverage of EU issues is framed in many different ways, and each of these frames may 

yield a different effect (for an example, see conflict frame effects in chapter 5). Some leading to more 

skepticism, while others lead to more support. So, should media reduce the negativity bias? This 

would not necessarily be a good development. For the reason that there are multiple frames, but also 

because of what is called the watchdog function of mass media (Soroka, 2006; see chapter 3). One of 

the media’s main purposes in democratic societies is to be critical and alert people of any potentially 

negative consequences of decisions made by higher political powers. It served the function to keep 

European citizens alert and the power holders on guard. Soroka (2006) argues that the negativity 

bias is associated with the idea that negative information is a more critical indicator of the 

performance of government than positive information is. Therefore this asymmetry it is a sign of a 

well-functioning democracy. Thus, if there is a reason to discuss the EU in a negative way and 

thereby be critical, media should continue to do so.  

For example, today, the state of affairs on the Italian island Lampedusa in the Mediterranean Sea has 

placed the European border control policies under great scrutiny. Hundreds of migrants arrive at the 

island each day seeking refuge in Europe, having fled the wars in the Middle East and North Africa. 

Since this has been happening for several years now, the refugee facilities are over their capacity and 

the situation on the island has been referred to as extreme by international media. In October 2013, a 

tragedy occurred. A boat with refugees caught fire near the coast of Lampedusa, less than half of the 

passengers survived (see Davies, 2013; Kreikenbaum, 2013; Pop, 2013). The predominantly critical 

media coverage that followed—portraying Europe as a “bystander”6 (Traynor & Kington, 2013)— 

caused all heads to turn towards the EU and its role in this situation. If the tragedy alone did not put 

enough pressure on the EU already to revamp its border control and immigration policies, the media 

attention after the event surely did.  

                                                
6 Mentioned in an open appeal by Giusi Nicolini, the mayor of Lampedusa	  
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Although the situation in Lampedusa had been critical for months before the tragedy, the particular 

event triggered a great number of responses from the media. Within days the world was made aware 

of what had happened and what is happening on the island each day. Via news media people were 

made aware of how the responsible authorities neglected to prevent such an event from happening. 

Because the media coverage following the disaster near Lampedusa was predominantly negative, and 

given the presented findings in this dissertation and Zaller’s (1992) views on the impact of one-sided 

information flows, the public opinion is likely to steadily become more negative towards Europe’s 

border control policies. Additionally, the increased media coverage of this immigration topic is 

bound to trigger anti-immigration sentiment (as seen in chapter 4), which could lead to increased 

Euroscepticism. Since all eyes are currently directed at the situation in Italy and the role of the 

European Union in making sure the borders are secured, the steps that will be taken from this point 

on will be crucial for what will happen to the public opinion. So far, the EU has rejected any easing of 

its asylum policy, but Frontex’s border control program has been intensified (wsws.org, 2013). The 

critical watchdog position the media has taken in this situation is slowly widening the gap between 

people’s perceptions of what needs to be done by the EU and what is actually done to improve the 

situation with regard to immigration and border control.  

These two recent developments show that negative developments and one-sided information streams 

can make a public increasingly skeptical towards the European Union, to the point where the system 

can start to show cracks. I argued in the introduction that public support is eminent to the future of 

the EU and that Euroscepticism has the potential to stagnate further European integration. Rising 

skepticism causes resistance among public and national governments, which inevitably makes it 

harder to successfully implement new EU policies, or make other changes. This already showed in 

the past; as the sovereignty of the European Union was placed under scrutiny by national 

governments several times with regard to Schengen and the border control area (see situation 

described in Denmark and Italy in chapter 5). And is still showing today, as attempting to protect 

their sovereign authority with regard to immigration issues, the interior ministers of the 28 member 

states showed little willingness to hand over more responsibility to Brussels after the tragedy in 

Lampedusa (Traynor & Kington, 2013). There is tension between Europe and its nation states, 

which descents from increasing negative evaluations from the member state citizens and their fear to 

lose more national sovereignty. These recent examples show that the political power of the EU is 

not guaranteed and that support from Europe’s citizens and Europe’s member states is crucial for 

European integration. Decreasing support from its citizens and cooperation between the member 

states and the European Union lead to system instabilities and regression rather than integration. 

This dissertation established that a large part of the public skepticism descents from economic-, but 

mostly identity-related threat, that news media affect Euroscepticism and that predominantly 

negative media coverage can explain some of the observed rise. Finally these findings were used to 

investigate their impact in relation to Europe’s immigration and border control policies; a policy area 
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that at this very moment receives great criticism. In the end we got one step closer to understanding 

what is causing the increase in Euroscepticism. 
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Appendices	  

Appendix	  1a	  –	  The	  Search	  Strings	  used	  in	  this	  Dissertation	  

 

The Netherlands: 

 

Immigrants : 

(discrim! or (haat w/5 aanzet) or (scholing! or (cursus! or les! or onderwijs or oprot!) w/10 (migrant! 

or immi! or alloch! or asiel! or buitenl!)) or (cursus w/1 Nederlands) or taalcur! or taalles! or 

taalonderw! or gezinsherenig! or schijnhuw! or nephuw! or uithuw! or immig! or alloch! or 

vreemdeling! or migran! or moslim! or islam! or asiel! or illegalen or uitgezet! or verblijfs! or 

multicult! or (massa w/1 regularis!) or regularis! or importbruid or (bruid! w/5 buitenland) or 

(inkomenseis w/20 trouw!) or pluriform! or asielzoeker! or vluchteling! or (generaal pardon) or 

hoofddoek! or kopvod!) 

 

EU: 

(Europese Unie) OR ALLCAPS(EU) OR (Europese Gemeenschap) OR ALLCAPS(EG) OR (Europees 

Parlement) OR (Europese Commissie) OR ((Europees Hof) w/5 Justitie)  

 

Flanders:  

 

Immigration LexisNexis: 

(discrim! or (haat w/5 aanzet) or (scholing! or (cursus! or les! or onderwijs or oprot!) w/10 (migrant! 

or immi! or alloch! or asiel! or buitenl!)) or (cursus w/1 Nederlands) or taalcur! or taalles! or 

taalonderw! or gezinsherenig! or schijnhuw! or nephuw! or uithuw! or immig! or alloch! or 

vreemdeling! or migran! or moslim! or islam! or asiel! or illegalen or uitgezet! or verblijfs! or 

multicult! or (massa w/1 regularis!) or regularis! or importbruid or (bruid! w/5 buitenland) or 

(inkomenseis w/20 trouw!) or pluriform! or asielzoeker! or vluchteling! or (generaal pardon) or 

hoofddoek!) 

 

Immigration in Lucene: 

discrim* OR migrant* OR immi* OR alloch* OR asiel* OR buitenl* OR taalcur* OR taalles* OR 

taalonderw* OR gezinsherenig* OR schijnhuw* OR nephuw* OR uithuw* OR immig* OR alloch* 

OR vreemdeling* OR migran* OR moslim* OR islam* OR asiel* OR illegalen OR uitgezet* OR 

verblijfs* OR multicult* OR regularis* OR importbruid OR pluriform* OR asielzoeker* OR 

vluchteling* OR hoofddoek* OR “cursus Nederlands” OR “generaal pardon” OR “massa regularis*” 

OR “aanzet tot haat” OR “inkomenseis trouw*~20” “buitenland bruid*~5” 

 

EU in Lucene: 

"Europese Unie~1" OR ALLCAPS(EU) OR "Europese Gemeenschap~1" OR ALLCAPS(EG) OR 

"Europees Parlement~1" OR "Europese Commissie~1" OR "Europees Hof  Justitie~5" 
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Wallonia: 

 

Immigration in LexisNexis: 

discrimination! or discrimine! or (incitation w/5 haine) or étrange! or immigr! or migran! or alloch! or 

réfugié! or d’asile! or islam! or musulm! or (cours! w/2 français!) or (cours! w/2 langue!) or (réunifi! de 

famili!) or (marriage w/3 complais! or forcé!) or (marier sans w/3 consentem!) or (épous! w/2 import!) 

or multicultur! or (permi! w/2 séjour) or (exigence! w/3 revenus!) or pluriform! or (pardon général!) 

or (voile! w/5 tête)  or bourka! or burka! 

 

EU in Lucene: 

(Union européenne) OR ALLCAPS(UE) OR (Communauté européenne) OR (Parlement européenne) 

OR (Commission européenne) OR ((cour de justice) w/5 (l’union européenne)) 

 

Denmark: 

 

Immigration in LexisNexis: 

(diskrim! or integr! or islam! or muhamedaner! or indvandr! or asyl! or udlænding! or 

fremmedarbejder! or flygtning! or Muslim! or (arabisk! and Kultur!) or hovedbeklædning! or tørklæde! 

or burka or sprogkur! or sprogundervisn! or Familiesammenfør! or tvangsægteskab! or æresdrab! or 

Bekvemmelighedsflygtning! or starthjælp! or (300 and timers and reg!)) 

 

Immigration in Infomedia: 

Diskrim* <or> integr* <or> islam* <or> muhamedaner* <or> indvandr* <or> asyl* <or> 

udlænding* <or> fremmedarbejder* <or> flygtning* <or> Muslim* <or> arabisk* <and> Kultur* 

<or> hovedbeklædning* <or> tørklæde* <or> “burka” <or> sprogkur* <or> sprogundervisn* 

<or> Familiesammenfør* <or> tvangsægteskab* <or> æresdrab* <or> 

Bekvemmelighedsflygtning* <or> starthjælp* <or> “300” <near/5> “timers” <near/5> reg* 

 

 

EU in LexisNexis: 

(Europæisk Union) or ALLCAPS(EU) or (Europæiske Fællesskab) or ALLCAPPS(EF) or (Europa-

Parlamentet) or (Europa w/1 Kommissionen) or (Europæiske råd) or (Rådet for Den Europæiske 

Union) or ((Europees Hof) w/5 Justitie) 

 

EU in Infomedia: 

europæisk union <or> europæiske fællesskab <or> europa-parlamentet <or> europa kommissionen 

<or> europæiske råd <or> <case> EU <or> <case> EF 

 

Sweden: 

 

Immigration in LexisNexis: 

(diskrim! or (svenska för invandrare) or språkkurs! or språkundervisn! or anhöriginvandring! or 
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skenäktenskap! or utlänn! or flykting! or gästarbetare! or asylsök! or invandr! or (illegala flyktingar) 

or utvis! or Uppehållstillstånd! or Mångkult! or  tvångsgiftermål! or tvångsäktenskap! or (brud! w/5 

utland) or (försörjningskrav w/20 äktenskap!) or asyl! or Flyktingamnesti! or Huvudduk! or slöja! or 

burka!) 

 

Immigration in Retriever: 

diskrim* OR “svenska för invandrare” OR språkkurs* OR språkundervisn* OR anhöriginvandr* OR 

skenäktenskap* OR utlänn* OR flykting* OR gästarbetar* OR asylsök* OR invandr* OR utvis* OR 

uppehållstillstånd* OR mångkult* OR  tvångsgiftermål* OR tvångsäktenskap* OR försörjningskrav 

NEAR/20 äktenskap* OR asyl* OR flyktingamnesti* OR huvudduk* OR slöja* OR burka* OR 

illegal* NEAR/1 flykting* 

 

EU in LexisNexis: 

(Europeiska unionen) or allcaps(EU) or (Europeiska gemenskap!) or allcaps(EG) 

(Europaparlamentet) or (EU-partlamentet) or (Europeiska kommissionen) or (EU-kommissionen) or 

((Europeiska unionens) w/5 domstol) 

 

EU in Retriever: 

“Europeiska Unionen” OR ALLUPPER: EU OR Europeiska NEAR/1 gemenskap* OR 

ALLUPPER:EG OR Europaparlament* OR EU-parlament* OR Europeiska NEAR/1 kommissionen 

OR “EU-kommission*” OR “Europeiska unionens” NEAR/6 domstol* 
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Appendix	  1b	  –	  Codebook	  of	  Media	  Data	  

 

Codebook NWO conflict project: Political conflicts in five systems, the role of citizens, 

media and parties in the politicization of immigration and European integration by Claes de 

Vreese, Catherine de Vries, Daphne van der Pas, Hajo Boomgaarden, Marijn van Klingeren, 

Rens Vliegenthart, Sarah de Lange and Wouter van der Brug. 

  

Content analysis 

The content analysis of media coverage and parliamentary documents is conducted in five 

political systems, namely Denmark, Flanders, Sweden, the Netherlands and Wallonia. From 

each of these countries we selected a number of newspapers that are available through 

digital databases. Furthermore, contributions to the parliamentary debate, parliamentary 

motions and parliamentary questions were selected from each of these countries from 

different digital archives. These country specific peculiarities are taken into consideration 

for the collection and analysis of the material.  

 

Definition of the material to be coded 

Media 

1) News stories  

Definition of a news story, pictures are not included, etc. 

The unit of coding is an article in a newspaper as being extracted from the various digital 

archives we use. Letters to the editor are excluded. 

 

Politics  

1) Contribution to a parliamentary debate 

A contribution to a parliamentary debate is the verbatim text spoken by a member of 

parliament in a parliamentary debate. A parliamentary debate can be subdivided into 

multiple contributions of members of parliament. A contribution of a member of parliament 

to a parliamentary debate is coded taking into account the contributions that directly 

preceded and followed that contribution that is to be coded. We only code the first terms of 

each party in the debate. 

2) Parliamentary motions 

A parliamentary motion is a formal proposal submitted by one or more parliamentarians to 

parliament. Of the parliamentary motions only the substantive content is coded and 

reoccurring procedural elements such as “en gaat over tot de orde van de dag” are left aside. 

3) Parliamentary questions 

A parliamentary question is a written question submitted to one or more ministers or junior 

ministers by a parliamentarian or group of parliamentarians. A set of written questions 
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submitted to one minister or junior minister by the same parliamentarian or group of 

parliamentarians is coded as one question.  

Selection criteria for material to be coded 

 

Media 

1) Selection of newspapers 

Newspapers are selected on the basis of their availability in digital archives likes LexisNexis, 

Infomedia and the M2P archive at the University of Antwerp.  

- Aftonbladet Stockholm (SW) 

- Berlingske Tidende (DK) 

- Dagens Nyheter Stockholm (SW) 

- De Standaard (FL) 

- Jyllands-Posten (DK) 

- Le Soir (WA) 

- NRC (NL) 

- Politiken (DK) 

- Svenska Dagbladet Stockholm (SW) 

- Telegraaf (NL) 

- Volkskrant (NL) 

2) Selection of editions of newspapers 

For reasons of comparability, we exclude Sunday newspapers 

3) Selection of information in newspapers (news stories) 

 

A random sample of all articles from all sections is coded (note that for the Belgian 

newspapers, we only have the front page (broadsheets) or the first three pages to our 

disposal). Articles are selected based on a search string. To ensure that European 

integration or immigration is the main topic of the article and not only mentioned in 

bypassing, only articles that contain the search words multiple times and at least once in 

headline or lead are selected.  

 

Politics 

1) Selection of type of parliamentary documents 

In each country a random sample of a variety of parliamentary documents is selected.  

- contributions to parliamentary debates 

- motions 

- written questions 

2) Selection of contributions to parliamentary debates, motions, and questions 
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3) Selection of information to be coded in contributions to parliamentary debates, motions, 

and questions 

For parliamentary debates only the first term of each party is coded. For questions, both 

question and answer are coded. 

 

Code sheet 

Coders note: begin by reading the entire article, contribution to parliamentary debate, 

motion, or written question. 

 

A Starting questions  

 

A1 Coder ID 

A2 Document number in national filing system 

A3 Filter question: Is the material about one of the following themes? 

 

Note: The theme is the main topic of the material if key words included in the search string 

is mentioned at least twice. 

– EU/EC/ European integration [if text was retrieved with EU searchstring] 

– Immigration, integration of immigrant or ethnic minorities [if text was retrieved 

with immigration/integration searchstring] 

– No [Coding of the article stops] 

 

A4 Filter question: Are the country of origin and/or the country of arrival/residence 

mentioned in the material? 

– Yes 

– No 

A5 What are the geographical regions of the country of origin and the country of 

arrival/residence? 

Country of origin: 

-  Belgium, Denmark, Netherlands, Sweden [coding of the material stops] 

-  Other European country 

-  Non-European country 

-  Not mentioned 

Country of arrival/residence: 

-  Belgium, Denmark, Netherlands, Sweden 

-  Other European country 

-  Non-European country [coding of the material stops] 

-  Not mentioned 
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B  Material identification: 

 

B1 Country material comes from 

– Denmark 

– Flanders 

– Netherlands 

– Sweden 

– Wallonia 

B2 Type of material 

– Media  

– News 

– Opinion 

– Politics  

– Contribution to parliamentary debate 

– Motion 

– Written question 

B3 Total number of interruptions [only if B4 = contribution to parliamentary 

 debate] Note the number of interruptions the debate of which the contribution is part 

comprises 

B4a  Name speaker/submitter Note the name of the parliamentarian that is speaking or 

submitted the motion or question 

B4b Party speaker/submitter Note the party of the parliamentarian that is speaking or 

submitted the motion or question 

B5a  Name co-submitter [only if B4 = motion or question] Note the names of the 

parliamentarians who co-submitted the motion or question 

B5b  Party co-submitter [only if B4 = motion or question] Note the parties of the 

parliamentarians that co-submitted the motion or question 

B6  Addressee of question [only if B4= question] Note the minister or junior minister to 

whom the question is addressed 

B7 References in question 

Does the parliamentary document refer to a publication (e.g. newspaper story, official 

report)? 

- Yes, to media, namely …. 

- Yes, to other publication, namely…. 

- No 

B8a  Motion supported by parties [only if B4 = motion] 

Which parties have supported the motion? 
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B8b  Motion not supported by parties [only if B4 = motion] 

Which parties have not supported the motion? 

 

C Topic coding 

 

C1 What is/are the main subtopic(s) discussed in the material? Note: Code three subtopics, 

unless fewer subtopics are mentioned 

[Appendix A: List of EU/EC/ European integration subtopic] [if C1 = EU] 

[Appendix B: List of immigration/integration subtopics] [if C1 =  immigration] 

C2 How would you say the main topic is discussed? Note: When coding the tone it is 

important to note that one aims to capture the way in which the topics European integration/EU or 

immigration/integration are being discussed. The tone is coded from the perspective of someone with 

a positive attitude towards European integration (a Europhile) or a positive attitude towards 

immigration (a multiculturalist). In other words, if the tone of the article is positive about a deepening 

or widening of the European Union, positive about the functioning of European institutions, positive 

about the influx of asylum seekers and immigrants, positive about diversity and multiculturalism, or is 

suggesting that immigrants can keep their own customs/practices/symbols/traditions/values the tone 

of the article is coded as positive. To determine the tone of the article pay close attention to the use of 

adjectives and verbs in the article, since adjectives and verbs often have positive or negative 

connotations and therefore will convey the tone of the article.   

For example, when the article or statement conveys the message that Turkish accession to the EU 

helps member states to deal with the problem of an ageing working population, the tone of the article 

or statement is positive (note that ‘help’ usually has a positive connotation). To take another example, 

when the article or statement highlights that an imam does not want to shake the hand of a female 

minister and thus does not comply with social norms the tone of the article or statement is negative 

about the integration of immigrants. When the article or statement has both negative and positive 

aspects, we look at the balance between the two. If the number of negative mentions outnumbers the 

positive ones the tone is negative and vice versa. When the positive and negative statements more or 

less balance each other out the tone is balanced. When the article fails to provide any clear positive or 

negative statements and is largely factual in nature the tone is coded as neutral. 

– In a negative way: negative statements about the topic outweigh positive statements 

– In a balanced way:  there is an equal number of positive and statements 

– In a positive way: positive statements about the topic outweigh negative statements 

– In a neutral way: no positive or negative statements are made 

Note: Only choose balanced if the division is 50 percent positive and 50 percent negative, only choose 

neutral if the material does not contain a clear tone (no positive or negative statements).  
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D Frames:  

 

Generic frames: [For all items: Yes/no] Note: When coding the generic framing of an article 

one codes the angle with which a journalist or party aims to present the topics of European 

integration/EU or immigration/integration. For the description of each generic frame, see the 

detailed outlines provided with D1-D6. Note that these frames are not mutually exclusive, that is to 

say an article or statement can have none, one or more generic frames. When the article includes more 

than one generic frames, code all frames that are present in the article. 

D1 Does the material contain an economic frame? 

This is the case whenever it discusses an event, issue, or problem in economic or financial 

terms and/or mentions economic or financial consequences for individuals, groups, 

organizations, or countries. This means the issue is presented in light of concerns dealing 

with budgets, deficits, euro, financial losses or gains, job/labor (-market), stock-market or 

unemployment, whenever discussed in relation to finances or economic consequences. 

D2 Does the material contain a social frame? 

This is the case whenever it discusses an event, issue, or problem in social terms and/or 

mentions social consequences for individuals, groups, organizations, or countries. This 

means the issue is presented in light of concerns dealing with the welfare state, social 

housing, health care, elderly care, or education.  

D3 Does the material contain a cultural frame? 

This is the case whenever it discusses an event, issue or problem in cultural terms and/or 

mentions cultural consequences for individual, groups, organizations, or countries. This 

means the issue is presented in light of concerns dealing with uni/ multi-culturalism, 

integration or assimilation; creating, maintaining or defending of own or other’s identity; 

creating, maintaining or defending one’s own or other’s nationality; use of religious 

symbols/ signs/ celebrations/ holidays or organizations. 

D4 Does the material contain a judicial/legal frame? 

This is the case whenever it discusses an event, issue, or problem in legal terms (or with 

references towards laws or regulations) and/or mentions legal consequences for individuals, 

groups, organizations, or countries. This means the issue is presented in light of concerns 

dealing with jurisdiction, (criminal) law, justice, discrimination or human rights.  

Note that issues that are presented in the light of concerns dealing with constitutional issues 

(including European treaties) fall under D6. 

D5  Does the material contain an international security frame? 

This is the case whenever it discusses an event, issue, or problem in the light of arguments 

dealing with security at an international level. This means the issue is presented in light of 

concerns dealing with the international balance of power between states, peace and war, 

security, defense, or geopolitics. 
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D6 Does the material contain a political frame? 

This is the case whenever it discusses an event, issue, or problem in the light of arguments 

dealing with political institutions, democratic politics or other political-institutional issues. 

This means the issue is presented in light of concerns dealing with either the idea/notion of 

democracy, constitutional affairs, the institutional framework, political institutions or 

political actors (such as political elites, political parties or bureaucrats). 

D7 Conflict framing 

Note: When coding the conflict framing of an article one codes whether the journalist or party presents 

the topics of European integration/EU or immigration/integration by means of mentioning conflict 

or disagreement between actors (note that the journalist or party can also be part of the conflict or 

disagreement). When the article mentions conflict of disagreement over the topic of European 

integration/EU or immigration/integration but provides no further details about the conflict or 

disagreement one only codes D7A. 

D7a Does the material show disagreement between countries / groups / individuals / 

parties? 

D7b If so, who are involved in the conflict? Code up to three actors [only if D7a=yes] 

Country [see list appendix D] 

Media [see list appendix D] 

Politics/State: 

EU in general   

Institution at international level (EU) [see list appendix D] 

Institution at international level (non-EU) [see list appendix D] 

Institution at national level 

Institution at subnational level (province or municipality) 

Politician or political party at EU level [see list appendix D] 

Politician or political party at national level [see list appendix D] 

Politician or political party at national level from other country 

Politician or political party at subnational level (province or municipality) 

Other, namely 

Society [see list appendix D] 

Juridical [see list appendix D] 

D7c Does one country / group / individual / party reproach another? 

Note: A country / group / individual / party reproaches another when it uses harsh language and/or 

severe criticism 

D7d Does the material give insight into two or more sides of the issue? 
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APPENDIX A 

 

Subtopic list for EC / EU / 
European integration 
EU general 
1. European Union 
2. European 
integration 
EU institutions 
3. European 
Commission 
4. European Council 
5. European Parliament 
6. European Committee 
of Regions 
7. European Central 
Bank 
8. European Court of 
Justice 
Accession EU 
9. Accession of country 
[see list appendix C] 
EU Policy-making 
10. EU policies 
11. Directives 
12. Open method of 
coordination 
13. Structural funds 
EU Treaties 
14. Specific mention of 
EU Treaty 
15. Specific mention of 
referendum for EU treaty 
ratification 
16. Euro referendum 
EU Presidency 

17. Presidency of 
European Council 
EU summits 
18. Specific mention of 
summit of national 
government leaders or EU 
leaders 
EU Democratic deficit 
19. EU democratic 
deficit 
EU citizenship/identity 
20. Specific mention of 
EU or national citizenship or 
identity 
Euroskepticism 
21. Mention of 
Euroskepticism among public 
22. Mention of 
Euroskepticism among elites 
European elections 
23. Campaigns 
24. European elections 
general 
25. Results 
26. Voter turnout 
27. Voting preferences 
Economy 
28. Budgetary politics, 
fiscal policy, fiscal stability 
29. European Monetary 
Union 
30. Euro crisis / 
financial aid to member states 
Foreign policy and security 

31. Foreign policy, 
diplomacy, aid 
32. Defense, geopolitics 
33. Human rights 
Social policy 
34. Unemployment 
35. Social welfare 
36. Urban or rural 
planning 
Crime 
37. Crime 
Environment 
38. Environment 
Agriculture 
39. Agriculture and CAP 
Immigration 
40. Asylum, border 
protection, immigration policy 
Democracy 
41. Democracy 
42. Local government 
Education 
43. Education 
44. (Information) 
technology and science 
Arts 
45. Arts, culture and 
media 
Moral issues 
46. Abortion, euthanasia, 
other moral issues 
Transfer of power 
47. Transfer of national 
powers to EU level 
48. Other, n 

 
APPENDIX B 
 
Subtopic list for immigration/integration 
 
Immigration 
1. Dual citizenship 
1. Number of immigrants  
2. Border control 
3. Immigration and naturalization process 
4. Immigration policy  
5. Illegal immigration/ human trafficking 
6. Asylum seekers/ Refugees 
7. Second/third generation immigrants 
8. Immigrant birth rates 
9. Repatriation of immigrants 
10. Family reunification 
11. Deportation 
12. Other immigration 
Housing/ education/ health 
13. Council/ social housing 
14. Immigrant neighbourhoods/ segregation 
15. Immigrants cause of housing shortage 
16. Immigrants overcrowd schools/ ‘black 
schools’ 
17. Education performance of immigrant 
children 
18. Overseas students 
19. Strain on hospital and health service 
provision 
20. Psychological problems of immigrants 

 
21. Other housing/ education/ health 
Economy, labour market, welfare system in general 
22. Immigrants employment/ unemployment  
23. Immigrants qualification 
24. Immigrant poverty 
25. Immigrants and welfare system 
dependency (social benefits) 
26. Immigration and economic 
benefits/shortage of workforce 
27. Ethnic entrepreneurship 
28. Other economy 
Discrimination 
29. Negative discrimination against 
immigrants 
30. Positive discrimination against 
immigrants 
31. Discrimination by immigrants 
32. Violence towards immigrants 
33. Crime towards immigrants 
34. Verbal hostility towards immigrants 
35. Protest/demonstration against 
immigrants 
36. Acts of solidarity/ Assistance for 
immigrants 
37. Extreme right parties 
38. Racism 
39. Other discrimination 
Integration 
40. Assimilation (vs. emancipation) 
41. Adapt to norms and values of host society 
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42. Learning language and culture 
(“inburgeringscursus”) 
43. Criticism on multicultural society 
44. Description of eating habits, religion, 
dress, etc./ ethnic clothing 
45. Language differences 
46. Special cultural provision for immigrants 
47. Immigrant religion (radicalisering) 
48. Other integration 
Crime by immigrants 
49. Involvement in terrorism/ immigrant 
terror suspect 

50. Vandalism and trouble (in Dutch = 
overlast) 
51. Violence against a person/ robbery 
52. Terror prevention 
53. Organized crime 
54. Expulsion due to criminal behaviour 
55. Other immigrant crime 
Other immigration-related issue 
56. Etnicity and nationalism 
57. Supression 
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APPENDIX C 

 

List of accession countries:  
Albania 
Andorra 
Armenia 
Austria 
Azerbaijan 
Belarus 
Belgium 
Bosnia & Herzegovina 
Bulgaria 
Croatia 
Cyprus 
Czech Republic 
Denmark 
Estonia 
Finland 
France 
Georgia 
Germany 
Greece 
Hungary 
Iceland 
Ireland 
Italy 
Kosovo 
Latvia 
Liechtenstein 
Lithuania 
Luxembourg 
Macedonia 
Malta 
Moldova 
Monaco 
Montenegro 
The Netherlands 
Norway 
Poland 
Portugal 
Romania 
Russia 
San Marino 
Serbia 
Slovakia 
Slovenia 
Spain 
Sweden 
Switzerland 
Turkey 
Ukraine 
United Kingdom 
Vatican City 
 
APPENDIX D  
 
Lists of actors 
Country list 
Afghanistan 
Aland Islands 
Albania 
Algeria 
American Samoa 
Andorra 
Angola 
Anguilla 
Antarctica 
Antigua And Barbuda 

Argentina 
Armenia 
Aruba 
Australia 
Austria 
Azerbaijan 
Bahamas 
Bahrain 
Bangladesh 
Barbados 
Belarus 
Belgium 
Belize 
Benin 
Bermuda 
Bhutan 
Bolivia 
Bosnia And Herzegovina 
Botswana 
Bouvet Island 
Brazil 
British Indian Ocean Territory 
Brunei Darussalam 
Bulgaria 
Burkina Faso 
Burundi 
Cambodia 
Cameroon 
Canada 
Cape Verde 
Cayman Islands 
Central African Republic 
Chad 
Chile 
China 
Christmas Island 
Cocos (Keeling) Islands 
Colombia 
Comoros 
Congo 
Congo, The Democratic 
Republic Of The 
Cook Islands 
Costa Rica 
Cote D'Ivoire 
Croatia 
Cuba 
Cyprus 
Czech Republic 
Denmark 
Djibouti 
Dominica 
Dominican Republic 
Ecuador 
Egypt 
El Salvador 
Equatorial Guinea 
Eritrea 
Estonia 
Ethiopia 
Falkland Islands (Malvinas) 
Faroe Islands 
Fiji 
Finland 
France 

French Guiana 
French Polynesia 
French Southern Territories 
Gabon 
Gambia 
Georgia 
Germany 
Ghana 
Gibraltar 
Greece 
Greenland 
Grenada 
Guadeloupe 
Guam 
Guatemala 
Guernsey 
Guinea 
Guinea-Bissau 
Guyana 
Haiti 
Heard Island And Mcdonald 
Islands 
Holy See (Vatican City State) 
Honduras 
Hong Kong 
Hungary 
Iceland 
India 
Indonesia 
Iran, Islamic Republic Of 
Iraq 
Ireland 
Isle Of Man 
Israel 
Italy 
Jamaica 
Japan 
Jersey 
Jordan 
Kazakhstan 
Kenya 
Kiribati 
Korea, Democratic People's 
Republic of 
Korea, Republic of 
Kuwait 
Kyrgyzstan 
Lao People's Democratic 
Republic 
Latvia 
Lebanon 
Lesotho 
Liberia 
Libyan Arab Jamahiriya 
Liechtenstein 
Lithuania 
Luxembourg 
Macao 
Macedonia, The Former 
Yugoslav Republic of 
Madagascar 
Malawi 
Malaysia 
Maldives 
Mali 
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Malta 
Marshall Islands 
Martinique 
Mauritania 
Mauritius 
Mayotte 
Mexico 
Micronesia, Federated States 
of 
Moldova, Republic of 
Monaco 
Mongolia 
Montserrat 
Morocco 
Mozambique 
Myanmar 
Namibia 
Nauru 
Nepal 
Netherlands 
Netherlands Antilles 
New Caledonia 
New Zealand 
Nicaragua 
Niger 
Nigeria 
Niue 
Norfolk Island 
Northern Mariana Islands 
Norway 
Oman 
Pakistan 
Palau 
Palestinian Territory, 
Occupied 
Panama 
Papua New Guinea 
Paraguay 

Peru 
Philippines 
Pitcairn 
Poland 
Portugal 
Puerto Rico 
Qatar 
Reunion 
Romania 
Russian Federation 
Rwanda 
Saint Helena 
Saint Kitts And Nevis 
Saint Lucia 
Saint Pierre And Miquelon 
Saint Vincent And The 
Grenadines 
Samoa 
San Marino 
Sao Tome And Principe 
Saudi Arabia 
Senegal 
Serbia And Montenegro 
Seychelles 
Sierra Leone 
Singapore 
Slovakia 
Slovenia 
Solomon Islands 
Somalia 
South Africa 
South Georgia And The South 
Sandwich Islands 
Spain 
Sri Lanka 
Sudan 
Suriname 
Svalbard And Jan Mayen 

Swaziland 
Sweden 
Switzerland 
Syrian Arab Republic 
Taiwan, Province of China 
Tajikistan 
Tanzania, United Republic of 
Thailand 
Timor-Leste 
Togo 
Tokelau 
Tonga 
Trinidad And Tobago 
Tunisia 
Turkey 
Turkmenistan 
Turks And Caicos Islands 
Tuvalu 
Uganda 
Ukraine 
United Arab Emirates  
United Kingdom 
United States 
United States Minor Outlying 
Islands 
Uruguay 
Uzbekistan 
Vanuatu 
Venezuela 
Viet Nam 
Virgin Islands, British 
Virgin Islands, U.S. 
Wallis And Futuna 
Western Sahara 
Yemen 
Zambia 
Zimbabwe 

 
Media:  
Newspaper  
Radio  
TV  
Web  
 
Juridical  
National court 
Public prosecutor 
Lawyer 
Judge 
The European Court of Justice  
 
 
European Court of human 
rights 
International Court of justice 
in The Hague  
 
Institution at international level 
(EU)  
The European Parliament 
(EP) 
The Council of the European 
Union 
The European Commission 
 
 

The European Court of 
Auditors (ECA) 
The European Economic and 
Social Committee 
(EESC/EcoSoc) 
The Committee of the Regions 
(CoR) 
The European Investment 
Bank (EIB) 
The European Central Bank 
(ECB) 
The European Ombudsman 
The European Data Protection 
Supervisor (EDPS) 
The Office for Official 
Publications of the European 
Communities (OOPEC) 
The European Personnel 
Selection Office (EPSO) 
The European Administrative 
School (EAS) 
The European Police Office 
(EUROPOL) 
The European Free Trade 
Association (EFTA) 
The European Investment 
Bank (EIB)  
Institution at international level 
(non-EU)  

United Nations (UN) 
The World Bank 
World Trade Organization 
(WTO) 
Organisation for Economic 
Cooperation and Development 
(OECD) 
North Atlantic Treaty 
Organisation (NATO) 
International Centre for 
Migration Policy Development 
(ICMPD) 
International Monetary Fund 
(IMF) 
International Organization for 
Migration (IOM) 
World Food Programme 
(WFP) 
The Council of Europe 
Development Bank (CEB)  
Politicians or political party at 
EU level President European 
commission 
Vice-president 
EU commissioners 
EU parliamentarians  
 

 
Political parties at national level  

Denmark: Centrum-Demokraterne 
  Dansk Folkeparti 
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  Det Konservative Folkeparti  
  Det Radikale Venstre 
  Enhedslisten 
  Fólkaflokkurin (Faroe Islands) 
  Fremskridtspartiet 
  Inuit Ataqatigiit (Greenland) 
  Kristeligt Folkeparti 
  Kristendemokraterne 
  Liberal Alliance / Ny Alliance 
  Sambandsflokkurin (Faroe 
Islands) 
  Siumut (Greenland) 
  Socialdemokraterne 
  Socialistisk Folkeparti 
  Tjóðveldisflokkurin (Faroe 
Islands) 
  Venstre 
Sweden: Centerpartiet 
  Folkpartiet 
  Folkpartiet 
  Kristdemokraterna 
  Miljöpartiet 
  Moderata samlingspartiet 
  Ny demokrati 
  Socialdemokraternas 
  Vänsterpartiet 
The Netherlands: AOV 

CD 
  CDA 
  ChristenUnie 
  D66 
  GPV 
  GroenLinks 
  Leefbaar Nederland 
  LPF 
  PvdA 
  PvdD 
  PVV 
  RPF 
  SGP 
  SP 
   

TON 
Unie 55+ 

  VVD 
Belgium: AGALEV/GROEN! 
  CD&V/CVP 
  ECOLO 
  FDF 
  FN 
  ID21 
  LDD 
  MCC 
  MR/PRL 
  N-VA 
  PS 
  PSC/CDH 
  Rossem 
  SP/SPA 
  SPIRIT/SPL  
  VB 
  VLD 
  VU 
 
Society  
Citizen(s)  
Minority group(s)  
NGO(s)  
Trade Union  

Business  
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Appendix	  1c	  –	  Questionnaire	  of	  Valence	  and	  Conflict	  Frame	  Experiment	  

 

A two-wave panel-design (June-July, 2011)1 

 

Background characteristics of sample: 

 

Sex (1 = man, 2 = woman) 

 Frequency Percentage 

Man 265 50.9 

Woman 256 49.1 

Total 521 100.0 

 

LFT (Age) 

 N Minimum Maximum Mean SD 

Age 521 18 91 49.06 17.64 

 

LFTK (Age in categories)   

 Frequency Percentage 

18-34 130 25.0 

35-54 193 37.0 

55+ 198 38.0 

Total 521 100.0 

 

POL2006 - Which party did you vote for on the 22 of November 2006?  

Answer categories: CDA, PvdA, SP, VVD, PVV, Groenlinks, ChristenUnie, D66, PvdD, 

SGP, Did not vote/ Blank/ Invalid, Not allowed to vote, Don’t know 

 

POL2010 - Which party did you vote for on the 9th of June 2010? 

Answer categories: CDA, PvdA, SP, VVD, PVV, GroenLinks, ChristenUnie, D66, Partij 

voor de Dieren (PvdD), SGP, Trots op Nederland, Partij voor Mens and Spirit, 

Evangelische Partij van Nederland, Blank or invalid vote, Did not vote, Not allowed to vote 

 

                                                
1 The original questionnaire was in Dutch, the Dutch and English codebooks are available upon request. 
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Groep (Experimental conditions) 

 Frequency Percentage 

Control group 109 20.9 

A: Extreme conflict 97 18.6 

B: Mild conflict, mild positive and mild negative 105 20.2 

C: Mild conflict, mild negative and strong negative 109 20.9 

D: Mild conflict, mild positive and strong positive 101 19.4 

Total 521 100.0 

 

 

 

Questionnaire of the first wave (T1) 

 

 

T1_V20 - Political interest: Could you give an indication of how interested you are in 

politics? On a scale of 1 to 10; 1 = Not interested at all, 10 = very interested 

 

Could you indicate the extent to which you agree with the following propositions? [On a scale of 1 to 

10; 1 = Totally disagree, 10 = Totally agree; 99 = Don’t know/ no opinion; Random order] 

 

T1_v30_1 - The European parliament takes sufficient account of the interests of European 

citizens 

T1_v30_2 - Students who take longer than the set amount to time to finish their education 

should pay more tuition 

T1_v30_3 - All in all I think Dutch membership to be EU is a good thing 

T1_v30_4 - It is very important to me which political party has won the most seats in the 

European Parliament elections 

T1_v30_5 - I trust the institutions of the European Union 

T1_v30_6 - I like watching discussion programs on television 

T1_v30_7 - I do not express my disagreement with others quickly 

T1_v30_8 - Any European country should be free to choose whether an anti-smoking 

legislation is introduced or not 

T1_v30_9 - I avoid media in which discussion and conflict are central  

T1_v30_10 - I generally avoid discussions 

 

Could you indicate whether you think that the next propositions are correct or incorrect? 

[Asked in a random order]. 
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T1_v40_1 - There is European legislation allows migrants to obtain a permanent residence 

permit automatically if they have legally lived in the EU for five years or more in the EU 

[answer: correct] 

T1_v40_2 - People from EU candidate-member states do not need a visa to get into a EU 

country [Answer: Correct] 

T1_v40_3 - The EU is making rules for marriage migration less strict [Answer: Incorrect] 

T1_v40_4 - It is easier for high-educated migrants from outside of Europe and come to the 

EU to work to get a residence permit than for lower-educated migrants [Answer: Correct] 

T1_v40_5 (“The blue card” is created by the EU as an easy way to give cheap laborers from 

abroad a legal status in the EU countries where they already illegally work [Answer: 

Incorrect])  

 

How much attention should the EU give to the following policy areas [On a scale of 1 to 10;  1 = No 

attention whatsoever, 10 = much attention; random order] & Could you indicate how strong you feel 

about this opinion? [On a scale of 1 to 10; 1 = Very weak, 10 = Very strong]  

 

T1_IMP_ECON - Importance of economics, finances and taxes  

T1_ATT_STR_ECON - How strongly do you feel about this? 

T1_IMP_EDUC - Importance of education 

T1_ATT_STR_EDUC - How strongly do you feel about this? 

T1_IMP_HEALTH - Importance of health care 

T1_ATT_STR_HEALTH - How strongly do you feel about this? 

T1_IMP_TERROR - Importance of terrorism 

T1_ATT_STR_TERROR - How strongly do you feel about this? 

T1_IMP_IMMI - Importance of immigration 

T1_ATT_STR_IMMI - How strongly do you feel about this? 

 

Could you indicate to what extent you agree or disagree with the following propositions: 

[On a scale of 1 to 10; 1 = Totally disagree, 10 = Totally agree; 89 = Don’t know, 99 = no 

opinion] & Could you indicate how strong you feel about this? [On a scale of 1 to 10; 1 = Very weak, 

10 = Very strong] 
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T1_v80_1 - The European Union has not taken enough measures with regard to migration 

from outside toward the European Union 

T1_v90_1 - Strength of opinion 

T1_v80_2 - Large immigration flows to EU member states should always be regarded as 

the European Union’s responsibility 

T1_v90_2 - Strength of opinion 

T1_v80_3 - The EU is adequately dealing with the immigration issue 

T1_v90_3 - Strength of opinion 

T1_v80_4 - The European Union should be held accountable for the number of immigrants 

that enter the Netherlands 

T1_v90_4 - Strength of opinion 

 

Questionnaire of the second wave (T2) 

Could you indicate to what extent you agree or disagree with the following propositions:[On a scale of 

1 to 10; 1 = Totally disagree, 10 = Totally agree; 89 = Don’t know, 99 = no opinion] & Could you 

indicate how strong you feel about this? [On a scale of 1 to 10; 1 = Very weak, 10 = Very strong] 

 

T2_v80_1 - The European Union has not taken enough measures with regard to migration 

from outside toward the European Union 

T2_v90_1 - Strength of opinion 

T2_v80_2 - Large immigration flows to EU member states should always be regarded as 

the European Union’s responsibility 

T2_v90_2 - Strength of opinion 

T2_v80_3 - The EU is adequately dealing with the immigration issue 

T2_v90_3 - Strength of opinion 

T2_v80_4 - The European Union should be held accountable for the number of immigrants 

that enter the Netherlands 

T2_v90_4 Strength of opinion 

 

How much attention should the EU give to the following policy areas [On a scale of 1 to 10; 1 = No 

attention whatsoever, 10 = much attention; random order] & Could you indicate how strong you feel 

about this opinion? [On a scale of 1 to 10; 1 = Very weak, 10 = Very strong]  
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T2_IMP_ECON - Importance of economy, finances and taxes 

T2_ATT_STR_ECON - How strong is your opinion about this? 

T2_IMP_EDUC - Importance of education 

T2_ATT_STR_EDUC - How strong is your opinion about this? 

T2_IMP_HEALTH - Importance of health care 

T2_ATT_STR_HEALTH - How strong is your opinion about this? 

T2_IMP_TERROR - Importance of terrorism 

T2_ATT_STR_TERROR - How strong is your opinion about this? 

T2_IMP_IMMI - Importance of Immigration 

T2_ATT_STR_IMMI - How strong is your opinion about this? 

 

Please think about the article that you have just read. This article contained information about 

certain policy measures that the EU has taken. 

 

T2_Risk_EU - To what extent do you think that these measures have had negative 

consequences for Europe 

T2_Risk_NL - To what extent do you think that these measures have had negative 

consequences for the Netherlands 

T2_Check_toon - Did you get the idea that the tone in which the EU was discussed in the 

article was predominantly positive, negative, both positive and negative or neutral? 

T2_Check_Ztoon - Did the tone in the message concur with your opinion about the EU? 

 

You indicate that your opinion about the EU [1,2,3 doe not/4, 5,6 doe not completely/ 7,8 to a 

certain extent  /9, 10 Totally] concurs with the tone of the article. Can you indicate to what extent 

the following propositions apply to you?  [On a scale of 1 to 10; 1= Does not apply to me at all, 

10=Totally applies to me; random order] 

 

T2_cogn_choice - I now wonder whether I have made the right choice 

T2_cogn_annoy - I don’t like that my opinion did /did not concur with what is written in a 

newspaper 

T2_cogn_truth - After reading the newspaper article, I wondered whether what they wrote 

was factually correct 

T2_check_conf1 - Did you have the idea that the article showed conflicting opinions 

T2_check_conf2 (asked to those who replied ‘yes’ to previous question) - Did you feel like 

these conflicting opinions were very strongly present, a little present or barely present? 
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Appendix	  2	  –	  Descriptive	  Tables	  Chapter	  2	  

 

Table A2.1 Descriptive Statistics of Variables in the Multi-level Model 

1994 n Minimum Maximum M SD 

Dependent variable:           

Euroscepticism 7816 0.00 2.00 1.46 0.73 

Hard factors:           

Household finances 7816 0.00 2.00 1.05 0.68 

Country, economy 7816 0.00 2.00 1.11 0.81 

Country unemployment 7816 0.00 2.00 0.97 0.81 

GDP 12 1.04 1.13 1.07 0.02 

Soft factors:           

National pride 7816 0.00 3.00 2.15 0.83 

Exclusive national ID 7816 0.00 1.00 0.36 0.48 

Immigration increase 12 0.29 4.00 1.14 0.98 

Controls:           

Age 7816 16.00 90.00 45.39 16.08 

Gender 7816 0.00 1.00 0.47 0.50 

Education duration 7816 6.00 39.00 17.46 4.36 

Extreme ideology 7816 0.00 7.09 1.52 1.23 

Post-materialism 7816 0.00 1.00 0.13 0.34 

2005 n Minimum Maximum M SD 

Dependent variable:           

Euroscepticism 9603 0.00 2.00 1.37 0.77 

Hard factors:           

Household finances 9603 0.00 2.00 1.01 0.66 

Country, economy 9603 0.00 2.00 0.74 0.75 

Country, unemployment 9603 0.00 2.00 0.74 0.77 

GDP 12 1.01 1.10 1.05 0.02 

Soft factors:           

National pride 9603 0.00 3.00 2.36 0.72 

Exclusive national ID 9603 0.00 1.00 0.42 0.49 

Immigration increase 12 0.51 2.02 1.01 0.36 

Controls:           

Age 9603 16.00 98.00 49.63 16.48 

Gender 9603 0.00 1.00 0.53 0.50 

Education duration 9603 0.00 50.00 18.00 5.18 

Extreme ideology 9603 0.00 6.72 1.48 1.26 

Post-materialism 9603 0.00 1.00 0.11 0.32 
Note: Source: Eurobarometer (eb42 and eb64.2) 
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Table A2.2 Frequencies of Occupation Status (EGP) 

  1994 2005 

  n Percentage n Percentage 

Upper service class 607 7.77 689 7.17 

Lower service class 704 9.01 856 8.91 

Routine non-manual worker 1363 17.44 2007 20.90 

Manual worker 1368 17.50 1394 14.52 

Non (paid) worker 3309 42.34 4324 45.03 

Petty bourgeoisie 465 5.95 333 3.47 

Total 7816 100.00 9603 100.00 

Note: Source: Eurobarometer (eb42 and eb64.2)  
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Appendix	  3	  –	  Descriptive	  Tables	  Chapter	  3	  

 

Table A3.1 Regional Descriptive Statistics of All Relevant Variables, Unstandardized, 1997-

2008 

   Minimum Maximum M SD 
% Support for EU          
Flanders  45.11 77.99 63.30 10.00 
Wallonia  49.20 69.53 59.66 6.26 
The Netherlands  63.80 81.65 74.92 4.48 
Denmark  47.72 69.29 59.35 5.70 
Sweden  28.51 58.99 42.24 7.84 
% Euroscepticism          
Flanders  3.40 20.60 11.25 4.92 
Wallonia  6.50 30.00 13.34 6.74 
The Netherlands  4.70 16.00 9.03 3.44 
Denmark  11.40 28.70 19.51 3.98 
Sweden  19.80 46.50 30.92 6.91 
% Positive valence          
Flanders  0.00 70.00 40.63 15.34 
Wallonia  0.00 60.00 22.90 14.71 
The Netherlands  15.38 58.33 29.86 10.10 
Denmark  3.57 29.17 17.10 7.30 
Sweden  0.00 23.53 14.60 6.16 
% Negative valence         
Flanders  0.00 66.70 40.66 16.22 
Wallonia  0.00 52.20 18.59 14.86 
The Netherlands  19.40 52.90 33.70 7.44 
Denmark  21.40 57.10 36.95 9.51 
Sweden  22.90 64.70 40.33 9.90 
Unemployment rates         
Flanders  6.40 9.40 7.99 0.90 
Wallonia  6.40 9.40 7.99 0.90 
The Netherlands  2.55 5.70 3.96 0.96 
Denmark  3.25 5.55 4.63 0.68 
Sweden  5.30 10.30 6.92 1.22 
Immigration rates           
Flanders  0.04 0.27 0.10 0.06 
Wallonia  0.04 0.27 0.10 0.06 
The Netherlands  0.02 0.14 0.07 0.04 
Denmark  0.02 0.12 0.05 0.03 
Sweden  0.05 0.21 0.12 0.05 
Key-events          
Flanders  0.00 1.00 0.21 0.41 
Wallonia  0.00 1.00 0.21 0.41 
The Netherlands  0.00 1.00 0.29 0.46 
Denmark  0.00 1.00 0.17 0.38 
Sweden  0.00 1.00 0.17 0.38 
Note: Source of public opinion data: Eurobarometer. n per region = 24. 
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Appendix	  4	  –	  Additional	  Tables	  Chapter	  4	  

 

Table A4.1 Descriptive Statistics of all Variables per Country 

 The Netherlands 

 

Denmark 

  Min Max M SD Min Max M SD 

Individual variables                 

Immigration: most important 

problema 0 1 0.11 0.32 0 1 0.19 0.40 

Agea 15 97 48.55 16.88 15 98 49.22 18.07 

Gender (1 = women)a 0 1 0.50 0.50 0 1 0.48 0.50 

Educationa 1 10 6.22 2.85 1 10 7.57 2.53 

Left (1)-right (10) positiona 1 10 5.14 1.91 1 10 5.50 2.09 

                  

Contextual variables                 

% Of positively toned newsc 20 59.1 31.31 9.41 15 49.1 25.70 8.16 

% Of negatively toned newsc 18.2 53.3 37.60 9.50 17.5 53.3 39.71 9.89 

% Change in media attentionc -17.67 19.02 0.42 11.19 -40.34 59.58 -1.09 22.68 

% Immigrants populationb 9.77 10.76 10.33 0.38 4.65 6.55 5.09 0.71 

% Immigrant inflowsb -30.98 95.79 3.42 39.70 -22.00 24.38 0.89 14.35 

n1 13,236       15,123       

n2 14 (period 2003.01 to 2009.02)  16 (period 2003.01 to 2010.02)  

Note: Source: a Eurobarometer 59.1 to 74.2, b Eurostat, c NWO-conflict newspaper data 

 

 

Table A4.2 Correlations between RWDs and Media trends in The Netherlands and Denmark 

  The Netherlands 

 

Denmark 

  r p r p 

Immigration inflowsa*media salienceb -0.36 0.00 0.21 0.00 

Immigration inflowsa*negative mediab -0.05 0.00 -0.28 0.00 

Immigration inflowsa*positive mediab -0.17 0.00 0.11 0.00 

Immigrant populationa*mediab salience -0.22 0.00 -0.33 0.00 

Immigrant populationa*negativeb media -0.11 0.00 -0.13 0.00 

Immigrant populationa*positiveb media 0.52 0.00 -0.20 0.00 

Note: Source: a Eurostat, b NWO-conflict newspaper data 
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Appendix	  5a	  –	  Additional	  Table	  Chapter	  5	  

	  

Table A5.1 Background Characteristics According to Treatment Group 

 Gender (1 = men) Age  Education (1 to 8) Social class (1 to 5; 1 = high) n 

Control 1.53 51.93 5.04 2.54 101 

A 1.44 48.98 5.15 2.52 88 

B 1.48 49.06 5.16 2.53 100 

C 1.51 48.05 5.24 2.47 101 

D 1.55 46.89 5.24 2.56 91 

Total 1.51 49.02 5.16 2.52 481 
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Appendix	  5b	  –	  Stimulus	  Material	  

 

Figure A5.1 Example of a Condition in Original Language (Manipulated Areas are Marked). 

 
Figure A5.2 The Different Arguments and Levels of Conflict in the Four Conditions 
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Figure A5.3  Stimulus Material, English Translation of the Newspaper Articles used for the Experiment. 

Note that this is a Literal Translation; The Text is Written in a more Journalistic Style in its Original 

Language 

Results European migration policies made public next Saturday 
XXX – The European Commission will publish the long awaited results of the European migration 
policy research next Saturday. Specifically mentioned herein are the results of EU action on 
immigration enforcement. 
During the last years the EU has taken a new direction with regard to the legislation on immigration to 
Europe. They did so by implementing new European policies and move the border controls within Europe to 
the European borders. Abandoning systematic controls between European countries. Measures were 
implemented to prosecute traffickers more intensively. Agreements were made with neighboring countries in 
order to get more control over migratory flows towards the EU. 
[Manipulations:] 
P1 (Very negative; part of condition A and C):  P. Reijnders, professor at the political science department in at 
XXX completely disagrees with Dr. Lering ‘The EU measures are utterly counterproductive, a hard line 
approach will press illegal migration further underground and this creates a lot of new problems. Moreover, 
unlike Dr. Lering I do not believe that the EU is currently engaged in problem solving, but in problem 
displacement. By getting neighboring countries involved the EU pushes its responsibility to countries outside 
the EU and that is unacceptable.’ 
‘Besides,’ Reijnders says, ‘the EU has offered no solution to tackle illegal immigration in Europe. By not 
monitoring the country borders within Europe and neglecting to perform systematic checks the pressure on 
the European borders are rising.’ 
P2 (Mildly negative; part of condition B and C):  ‘The EU still has a long way to go,’ says Dr. F. Lering, former 
MEP. ‘The measures at European borders and a tougher approach to human trafficking will not change the 
situation. As long as there is money to be made, smugglers will continue their course.’ Lering also indicates 
that it is OK to cooperate with neighboring countries, provided that clear agreements are made. ‘The EU 
should not forget that neighboring countries do not feel the same responsibility towards Europe as the 
European countries do.’ 
P3 (Mildly positive; part of condition B and D):  P. Reijnders, professor at the political science department in at 
XXX tends to disagrees with Dr. Lering ‘The EU has taken on well the difficult task of creating an 
overarching European migration policy. Unlike Dr. Lering I think that the measure to tackle traffickers 
harder is very necessary and useful. This can prevent much suffering.’ The cooperation with neighboring 
countries in Europe Reijnders is also a smart move. ‘Together we are stronger. However, Europe still faces 
many issues regarding illegal immigration, and the EU should not lose sight of this.’ 
P4 (very positive; part of condition A and D):  ‘The EU has started some very good things in the field of 
immigration’ Dr. F. Lering says, former MEP. ‘The European measures are fitting if you ask me. By dealing 
with the problem at the European border, we face a lot less worries within Europe and therefore fewer 
problems in the later stages of the immigration process. By cooperating with neighboring countries, the 
European border is guarded from both sides. This gives traffickers an even smaller chance to succeed.’  
Nowadays a country like XXX barely has any borders to guard anymore. Only at the airport and in the 
harbors of XXX and XXX people enter the country from outside of Europe, so these are the only places 
where old-fashioned border controls still take place. The EU now compensates for the lack of border control 
in countries like XXX. 
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English Summary 

Since the establishment of the European Union, Europe has gone through a number of transitions. 

Several Treaties were signed and the EU expanded from six original member states to 28 to date. 

Additionally, new economic-, security- and social policies were implemented. Since the fifties the 

political sovereignty gradually shifted from the national to supranational level (EU). But the nineties 

are known as a turning point with regard to the policy areas of the EU. Where the EU’s initial goals 

were largely economic, the focus shifted to also encompass social and cultural policy areas.  

In the years after the signing of the Maastricht Treaty (1992), several social policies were 

implemented, which directly affected European citizenry. Ever since, Europe's role in national 

politics and the impact on the public has become increasingly prominent. Furthermore, the political 

position of the EU is still changing today. 

Extant literature argues that the shift in sovereignty has made people more critical towards the EU. 

A large part of the European population did see EU membership as beneficial, but a growing number 

of people became skeptical towards the EU and its policies. Negative consequences of European 

policies reflected upon the European Union and ostensibly increased Euroscepticism. For Europe, 

the support of its citizens is crucial, as successful European integration largely depends on the 

support from its citizens. 

This dissertation systematically observes the effects of the above-mentioned developments on 

attitudes towards the European Union. It covers the period between the mid 1990s up to the late 

2000s.  

The emphasis is on social and cultural policies, as these have become increasingly prominent since 

the 1990s. In four empirical chapters I aim to explain existing Euroscepticism, but also the observed 

trend. In other words I aim to answer the question: Why is Europe becoming more Eurosceptic? 

The first chapter (chapter 2) combines the most important predictors in Euroscepticism research and 

compares their impact in the mid-1990s to that of the mid-2000s. The study answers the question: 

“Has the strength of soft and hard factors in explaining Euroscepticism changed over time?” 

Arguably, the change of scope of the EU during the 1990s slowly changed the perception of people 

regarding the EU, and created a different mental linkage in their minds. Over the course of time this 

has allegedly caused European citizens to judge the EU on the basis of social and identity 

performances (i.e., soft factors) more so than on economic, utilitarian performance (i.e., hard factors). 

Therefore, I pose the expectation that the explanatory power of Euroscepticism has moved from 

hard to soft factors between the two moments of observation. My findings reveal that there is no 

substantial difference in the effects in the 1990s and 2000s, and that identity has always played an 

important role with regard to Euroscepticism. Against expectation, the impact of soft factors has not 

increased between the two time points due to the increased involvement of the EU regarding socio-

cultural policies.  
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Chapter 3 investigates the reciprocal influences between the valence of media messages and 

Euroscepticism. In this study, media are expected to have a prominent impact on how the public 

perceives the EU, as media are the primary source of information regarding the European Union. 

Meanwhile, media are increasingly competing for an audience and are therefore likely to select, and 

frame their content while taking the public tendency into consideration. Since media are more likely 

to report on negative trends (e.g., increased Euroscepticism) and people are more responsive to 

negative information, the reciprocal influences between the two domains are expected to form a 

‘spiral of negativity’. Causing people and media to become increasingly negative towards the EU. 

The results show, however, that the public is influenced mostly by negative and not by positive 

messages, but that this effect is not reciprocal. In other words, the media are not influenced by public 

opinion. This means that news media do make the public more skeptical, but this does not lead to a 

self-reinforcing spiral. 

In chapter 4 I investigate whether individual attitudes regarding immigration are affected by Real-

World Developments (such as immigrant population and immigration inflows), as well as media cues 

(such as issue salience and the valence of news messages). It is often argued that the size of the 

immigrant population has a direct effect on people’s immigration attitudes. Yet, when people are 

asked to give an estimation of the immigrant population in their country they are rarely correct.  

Media are the alleged cause of this discrepancy, as media coverage was found to barely represent 

immigration-related Real-World Developments (RWDs). Hence, I argue that media have an 

important additional influence on immigration attitudes, on top of RWDs. The results indicate that 

immigrant inflows significantly increase negative immigration attitudes. Media attention also 

increases negative attitudes, while positive media coverage reduces them. The results indicate that 

media affect immigration attitudes above and beyond RWDs. 

In the final empirical chapter (chapter 5) I combine Euroscepticism and immigration attitudes within 

a single study, as I investigate perceptions towards EU’s policies on immigration and border control 

management. Although media often apply more than one frame to depict political issues, prior 

research commonly limits itself to the effects of single-frame messages. It is, however, fairly likely 

that people are exposed to more than one frame at the time. Hence, in this study I capture this 

complexity of framing effects by investigating the impact of multi-frame messages (MFMs) in a two-

wave experiment. The focus in this study is on conflict- (when disagreement between individuals, 

institutions or groups is emphasized) and valence- frames (depicting or mentioning the issue in 

either negative or positive terms) and their effects on evaluations of EU’s performance regarding 

immigration and border control. While conflict framing is expected to reinforce attitudes, valence 

framing is likely to alter people’s attitudes. Therefore, I investigate whether the two frames cancel 

each other out or whether they still have these presumed effects when both frames are present in the 

same message. The results show that a stronger conflict frame causes people’s attitudes to become 
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more stable, while valence framing changes them. The latter effect weakened only slightly, but 

remained significant with the presence of the conflict frame.  

But how do the findings of these four chapters relate to the trend of increasing Euroscepticism? In 

the chapters I find that individual factors, such as socioeconomic status, gender, and an extreme left-

right position affect how one thinks about the European Union. In addition, the economic situation 

in the EU countries also plays a role. But these factors do not change structurally between the late 

1990s and two 2000s, which means they can not explain the gradual rise in Euroscepticism. To 

understand the rise, we need to investigate the factors that did change over this period.  

One of the main findings was that negative news exerted a stronger effect on EU attitudes than 

positive news. A systematic increase in the amount of negative news about the EU could therefore 

provide an explanation for the trend. Although no growth can be observed in the amount of negative 

news over this time period, there is a constant dominance of negative news, which can eventually 

also lead to more skepticism. In addition, the number of messages on immigration gradually 

increased during the same period. My findings indicated that the number of reports about 

immigrants lead to negative attitudes towards immigration, while negative attitudes towards 

immigration were found to be positively correlated with negative attitudes towards Europe. 

That is why news media do not only have the potential to have a direct, but also an indirect effect on 

Euroscepticism. But the relationship is slightly ambiguous. The effect of positive reports on attitudes 

towards immigration has the ability to reduce Euroscepticism, if there was a structural decline of 

positive immigration messages. But since our data do not show such a trend, this does not contribute 

to the explanation of growing Euroscepticism. Furthermore, the presence of immigrant groups 

appeared to have no effect on attitudes towards immigration, while the influx of immigrants exerted 

a small but significant effect. However, since immigration inflows were especially large in the early 

1990s, this effect does not explain why there has been a gradual increase in Euroscepticism up to the 

late 2000s. 

Overall, one can conclude from this that an increased visibility of the immigration issue in the media 

contributes to the explanation of growing Euroscepticism. But an even more important finding is 

that negative news has an effect on increasing Euroscepticism. A constant presence of predominantly 

negative media coverage can indeed lead to growing Euroscepticism within Europe.
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Nederlandse Samenvatting 

“Welkom” in Europa: Hoe media en immigratie een invloed hebben op toenemende euroscepsis 

 

Sinds de oprichting van de Europese Unie heeft Europa al vele transities doorgemaakt. Er zijn 

verscheidene verdragen getekend en de EU breidde zich tot op heden uit van 6 naar 28 landen. 

Bovendien werd er door de jaren heen nieuw Europees economisch, veiligheids- en sociaal beleid 

gevormd. Dit betekent ook dat er sinds de jaren vijftig langzaamaan steeds meer politieke macht van 

een nationaal naar supranationaal niveau (de EU) is verschoven. De jaren negentig staan daarbij 

bekend als een keerpunt. Waar de EU in eerste instantie nog voornamelijk economische doelen 

stelde, worden de pijlen nu ook op sociaal-cultureel beleid gericht. Dit gebeurde nadat het verdrag 

van Maastricht, in 1992 werd getekend. Het beleid dat op dit moment ingevoerd werd en vanaf het 

midden van de jaren negentig in Europese lidstaten van kracht was, beïnvloedde meer dan ooit het 

dagelijks leven van de Europeanen. De rol van Europa in de nationale politiek en de invloed op het 

publiek werd sindsdien dan ook steeds prominenter. Bovendien verandert de politieke positie van de 

Europese Unie nog altijd.      

In de literatuur wordt beargumenteerd dat de machtsverschuiving ervoor zorgde dat mensen 

kritischer werden ten opzichte van de Europese Unie. Een groot deel van de Europeanen zag de 

voordelen van het EU lidmaatschap wel in, maar een steeds grotere groep werd sceptisch ten 

opzichte van de EU en haar beleid. Negatieve gevolgen van Europees beleid reflecteerden op de 

Europese Unie en zorgden ogenschijnlijk voor een groeiend aantal eurosceptici. Maar aangezien de 

informatievoorziening over de EU voor het grootste deel wordt verzorgd door de nieuwsmedia, 

worden ook deze media regelmatig aangewezen als zijnde van invloed op de stijgende euroscepsis. 

Voor Europa is de steun van haar inwoners van cruciaal belang. Zij zorgen ervoor dat beleid wordt 

toegepast, dat afspraken worden nageleefd en dat Europa een eenheid kan vormen (Europese 

integratie).  

Dit proefschrift bekijkt op systematische wijze de invloeden van de bovengenoemde factoren op de 

houding van Europeanen ten aanzien van de Europese Unie. Het beslaat de periode van het midden 

van de jaren negentig tot het einde van de jaren tweeduizend.  De nadruk ligt hierbij op sociaal-

cultureel beleid, aangezien dit sinds de jaren negentig steeds prominenter is geworden. In vier 

empirische hoofdstukken wordt getracht bestaande euroscepsis te verklaren, maar de focus ligt met 

name op het verklaren van de trend. Oftewel de vraag: Waarom wordt men steeds eurosceptischer? 

In het eerste empirische hoofdstuk (hoofdstuk 2) wordt de verwachting getoetst dat sociaal-culturele 

factoren (ook wel zachte factoren genoemd) over de jaren heen een steeds belangrijkere rol zijn gaan 

spelen vis-à-vis economische factoren (ook wel harde factoren genoemd) bij het verklaren van 

euroscepsis. Door het verschuiven van het zwaartepunt van economisch naar meer sociaal beleid 

vanuit de EU, wordt veelal aangenomen dat Europeanen steeds meer zachte factoren mee zijn gaan 
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nemen in hun mening over de EU. Om erachter te komen of dit daadwerkelijk zo is, vergelijk ik in 

dit hoofdstuk de invloed van harde en zachte indicatoren in het midden van de jaren negentig met die 

in het midden van de jaren tweeduizend. Hieruit blijkt dat zachte indicatoren over het algemeen een 

groter aandeel van de aanwezige euroscepsis verklaren dan harde factoren. Er is echter geen verschil 

tussen de jaren negentig en tweeduizend. Dat betekent dat identiteit- en culturele factoren altijd al 

een belangrijke rol hebben gespeeld. De rol van zachte factoren is, tegen de genoemde verwachting 

in, niet toegenomen door een toename in de betrokkenheid van de EU bij sociaal-cultureel beleid.   

In hoofdstuk 3 kijk ik naar de relatie tussen nieuwsmedia en publieke opinie. Hier schets ik de 

verwachting dat de media een belangrijke rol spelen in de manier waarop het publiek denkt over 

Europa. Maar gezien de toenemende concurrentie binnen het medialandschap, is het ook voor de 

diverse media van cruciaal belang te luisteren naar de mening van het publiek en hierin mee te gaan 

om zo inkomsten te maximaliseren. Doordat de media geneigd zijn om voornamelijk negatief nieuws 

te rapporteren, wat het publiek negatiever maakt, waar vervolgens door de media weer op 

gereageerd wordt met opnieuw negatieve berichtgeving, ontstaat er een negatieve spiraal. Je kunt 

dus veronderstellen dat hierdoor de nieuwsmedia steeds negatiever worden over de Europese Unie 

en de euroscepsis zou stijgen. De resultaten van deze studie geven echter aan dat het publiek met 

name beïnvloed wordt door negatieve berichtgeving in de nieuwsmedia en niet door positieve 

berichtgeving, maar dat dit effect niet wederzijds is. Met andere woorden de media worden niet 

beïnvloedt door de publieke opinie. Dit betekent dat de nieuwsmedia het publiek sceptischer kunnen 

maken, maar dat dit niet leidt tot een zichzelf versterkende negatieve spiraal. 

In hoofdstuk 4 richt ik me op de invloed van de media en omgevingsfactoren (ofwel ‘werkelijke’ 

factoren) op de houding ten aanzien van immigratie. Zo kijk ik, zoals eerder onderzoek al uitwees, of 

het aantal immigranten dat een land binnenkomt een negatieve invloed heeft op de houding van 

mensen ten opzichte van immigratie. Over de rol van de media hieromtrent is echter minder bekend. 

Daarom onderzoek ik of de aanwezigheid van berichtgeving over immigranten in de nieuwsmedia en 

de toon in deze mediaberichtgeving van invloed zijn op de mening van mensen. Aangezien er weinig 

overlap is tussen werkelijke en media-factoren, verwacht ik dat het beeld dat mensen hebben 

grotendeels gebaseerd is op wat ze om zich heen zien en hoe dit geportretteerd wordt in de media. 

Kortom, ik verwacht van beide een grotendeels onafhankelijk effect op houdingen ten aanzien van 

immigratie. De resultaten geven aan dat inkomende immigrantengroepen ervoor zorgen dat mensen 

significant negatiever worden ten aanzien van immigratie, terwijl het relatieve aantal aanwezige 

immigranten er niet toe doet. Media-aandacht versterkt ook negatieve houdingen, terwijl negatieve 

berichtgeving over immigratie geen effect uitoefent. Positieve berichtgeving reduceert daarentegen 

negatieve houdingen ten aanzien van immigratie. De resultaten wijzen uit dat de media invloed 

uitoefenen op immigratieattituden bovenop en tegelijkertijd met werkelijke factoren.  

In het laatste empirische hoofdstuk (hoofdstuk 5) bekijk ik hoe men denkt over het immigratie en 

grensbeleid van de Europese Unie. De nadruk ligt hierbij op de manier waarop de media dit 
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onderwerp bespreken en in hoeverre de argumenten in deze berichten afwijken van het standpunt 

van mensen over het onderwerp. Dit doe ik met behulp van een experiment, waarbij mensen 

voorafgaand en na afloop van het lezen van een artikel gevraagd wordt naar hun mening over dit 

onderwerp. Er waren verschillende artikelen waarin zowel een bepaalde toon werd aangeslagen 

(positief, negatief of beide; dit is een zogeheten "toon-frame") als wel een zekere mate van conflict 

werd weergegeven (matig of sterk; dit is een "conflict-frame") over het onderwerp. Ik verwachtte dat 

het toon-frame ervoor zou zorgen dat mensen positiever of negatiever werden (meegingen met de 

dominante toon in het bericht), terwijl het conflict-frame er juist voor zou zorgen dat mensen 

zekerder werden over hun eerder genoemde houding en daardoor minder snel geneigd waren hun 

mening aan te passen. Door mensen bloot te stellen aan beide frames, met ogenschijnlijk 

tegengestelde effecten, kon ik zien of de verwachte effecten nog wel overeind zouden blijven, 

ondanks de aanwezigheid van het andere frame. De resultaten lieten zien dat een sterker conflict-

frame zorgt voor stabiliteit in de houdingen van mensen ten aanzien van het Europese beleid, terwijl 

toon-frame er juist voor zorgt dat mensen hun mening veranderden. Ook al verzwakte het effect van 

toon iets, het bleef overeind ondanks de aanwezigheid van het conflict frame in het artikel over het 

immigratie en grensbeleid van de EU. 

Maar hoe zijn de bevindingen van deze vier hoofdstukken nu gelieerd aan de toenemende trend 

aangaande euroscepsis? Door de hoofdstukken heen vind ik dat individuele factoren, zoals sociaal-

economische status, geslacht en een extreme links-rechts positie invloed hebben op hoe men denkt 

over de Europese Unie. Daarnaast speelt ook de economische situatie in de EU landen een rol. Maar 

deze factoren zijn niet dusdanig structureel veranderd tussen de jaren negentig en eind jaren 

tweeduizend, dat deze de geleidelijke toename van euroscepsis in deze periode zouden kunnen 

verklaren. Hiervoor moeten we kijken naar de factoren die wel zijn veranderd.  

Eén van de belangrijkste bevindingen was dat negatief nieuws een sterker effect uitoefende op EU 

attituden dan positief nieuws. Een systematische groei in de hoeveelheid negatief nieuws over de EU 

zou dus een gedeeltelijke verklaring kunnen bieden voor de stijgende euroscepsis. Ondanks dat er 

geen groei waar te nemen is in negatieve berichtgeving, is er wel een constante dominantie van 

negatief nieuws, wat op den duur ook kan leiden tot meer scepsis. Daarnaast is het aantal 

berichtgevingen over immigratie in dezelfde periode geleidelijk gestegen. Mijn bevindingen gaven 

aan dat het aantal berichtgevingen over immigranten leidt tot negatievere houdingen ten aanzien 

van immigratie, en dit laatste leidt weer tot meer negatieve houdingen ten aanzien van Europa. 

Daarom hebben nieuwsmedia niet alleen de potentie om een direct, maar ook een indirect effect uit te 

oefenen op euroscepsis. Maar totaal eenduidig is het effect van de media niet. Het effect van positieve 

berichtgeving op houdingen ten aanzien van immigratie heeft de potentie om euroscepsis te 

reduceren wanneer hier een structurele daling van zou zijn. Maar aangezien er geen structurele 

trend is in meer of minder positief immigratienieuws, draagt dit niet bij aan de verklaring voor 

toenemende euroscepsis. De aanwezigheid van immigrantengroepen bleek geen effect te hebben op 
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houdingen ten aanzien van immigratie, terwijl de toestroom van immigranten een klein significant 

effect uitoefende. Aangezien vooral het begin van de jaren negentig een grote toestroom aan 

migranten kent, biedt dit geen verklaring voor de geleidelijke toename van euroscepsis. 

Al met al kan hieruit geconcludeerd worden dat een toenemende zichtbaarheid van het 

immigratieonderwerp in de media een bijdrage levert aan de verklaring van toenemende euroscepsis. 

Maar belangrijker nog is de bevinding dat negatief nieuws een effect heeft op toenemende 

euroscepsis. En dat een constante aanwezigheid van voornamelijk negatieve berichtgeving wel 

degelijk kan leiden tot een groeiend aantal eurosceptici binnen Europa. 
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en was trots op mij, zelfs op momenten dat ik het zelf allemaal niet meer zo zag zitten. Je 

hielp me niet alleen mentaal, maar ook met de vormgeving van mijn studies en de voorkant 

van mijn proefschrift. We hebben samen al vele ups en downs meegemaakt in de afgelopen 8 

jaar en vooral vorig jaar ging dan misschien niet over rozen, maar we worden alleen maar 

sterker. Ik hou van jou. 
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