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right politics in an unequivocal way. Across Western
Europe, Euroscepticism is found among both
radical left and radical right parties and voters
– a pattern commonly illustrated by the image
of a horseshoe, emphasising the similarities
between the extremes. But to what extent do
attitudes towards ‘Europe’ actually provide
common ground for the political left and
right?
This dissertation studies the applicability
of

the

‘horseshoe

model’

to

public

opinion in Western Europe. Its theoretical
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multidimensional attitude, the nature and
origins of which are actually dependent
on – rather than unrelated to – left-right
ideology. In four empirical studies, based
on survey data covering ﬁfteen Western
EU member states and four decades, it
shows that the horseshoe only applies to
Euroscepticism in its most general sense.
However, systematic differences between
more speciﬁc EU attitudes. Left-wing and rightwing citizens are found to differ not only in their

reasons for being Eurosceptic, but also in the type
of EU opposition they hold. Thus, this dissertation
concludes that rather than being unrelated, ideology
is actually a crucial factor in structuring citizens’
Euroscepticism. This reﬁnes the common horseshoe
understanding of Euroscepticism and the political space.
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CHAPTER 1

Introduction
‘The Dutch are supposed to associate “Europe” with all kinds of noble, pink things: international
cooperation, solidarity, and peace. In Romania they only think: how much more money can we
take from them before those stupid Dutchmen wake up’.
Dutch Freedom Party (pvv), party manifesto 20121
‘We want a different, a better eu. The European Union should become a truly democratic, social,
ecological and peaceful Union.’
German Die Linke, party manifesto 20112

Euroscepticism and left-right ideology: the ‘horseshoe model’
The increased salience of European integration for electoral politics in Western Europe has
seen the occurrence of unexpected alliances. In the Netherlands, the 2016 referendum on
the Ukraine-European Union Association Agreement found the radical left Socialist Party
in the same camp as the radical right Freedom Party – not for the first time, as these parties
had already sided against the Treaty establishing a Constitution for Europe in the referendum
of 2005. France held a similar referendum in 2005, where the Front National campaigned
alongside various far left actors (trade unions, Greens, Communists and a Socialist faction)
for a vote against the eu constitution (Hobolt and Brouard, 2011). As yet another example,
the Maastricht Referendum in Denmark (1992) found the radical right Progress Party
and the radical left Socialist People’s Party campaigning against adoption of the Treaty

Original quote in Dutch: ‘Nederlanders worden geacht bij ‘Europa’ te denken aan allerlei hoogstaande, roze dingen:
internationale samenwerking, solidariteit en vrede. In Roemenië denken ze alleen maar: hoeveel geld kunnen we ze
nog afpakken voordat die domme Hollanders wakker worden’. Freedom Party (PVV) Party Manifesto 2012, http://www.
pvv.nl/images/stories/verkiezingen2012/VerkiezingsProgramma-PVV-2012-final-web.pdf, accessed on June 13, 2016.

1

Original quote in German: ‘Wir wollen eine andere, eine bessere EU. Die Europäische Union muss zu einer tatsächlich
demokratischen, sozialen, ökologischen und friedlichen Union werden’. Die Linke Party Manifesto 2011, https://www.
die-linke.de/partei/dokumente/programm-der-partei-die-linke/iv5-wie-wollen-wir-die-europaeische-union-grundlegendumgestalten-demokratie-sozialstaatlichkeit-oekologie-und-frieden/, accessed on June 13, 2016.
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(Siune, 1993). That such common ground can have concrete political consequences in
times of heightened politicisation of Europe is demonstrated by the recent Greek case,
where Tsipras’ radical left-wing Syriza formed a coalition government with the right-wing
nationalist Independent Greeks on the sole basis of their shared European discontent. These
illustrations suggest that the issue of European integration cross-cuts existing ideological
constellations and thereby has the potential to forge alliances between former opponents.
Similarities between parties at the extremes of the left-right spectrum appear not only
in eu referenda, but have been established consistently in general analyses of party positions
in Western Europe. On the basis of manifesto data (Halikiopoulou et al., 2012) and expert
placements (Hooghe et al., 2002; Aspinwall, 2002), several studies have found that partylevel Euroscepticism is closely related to radical positioning on the left-right dimension,
to such an extent that eu opposition has become a central distinguishing feature in radical
parties’ programs (Mudde, 2007) and leads ‘radical forces from the left and right [to]
team up against the mainstream’ (Helbling et al., 2012: 224). The image of a horseshoe
or ‘inverted U’ (in eu support) has been evoked to illustrate this (Hooghe et al., 2002).
Figure 1.1 displays party positions on Euroscepticism alongside left-right ideology. Indeed,
virtually all parties at the far left and far right are Eurosceptic, whereas in the political
centre we find a rather undifferentiated pro-eu mainstream.
Figure 1.1 Euroscepticism by left-right positions across Western European political parties

Note: Euroscepticism is measured by country experts’ estimation of the ‘overall orientation of the party
leadership towards European integration’, from 0 (strongly in favour) to 6 (strongly opposed). Left-right
ideology is measured as the ‘position of the party in 2014 in terms of its overall ideological stance’.
Source: Chapel Hill Expert Survey 2014, Bakker et al. (2015).
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The fact that the pro/anti-eu dimension is not subsumed into the left-right dimension has
led some authors to call the eu issue a ‘“sleeping giant” that has the potential, if awakened,
to impel voters to political behaviour that [because of its degree of orthogonality with left/
right orientations] undercuts the bases for contemporary party mobilisation in many, if
not most, European polities’ (Van der Eijk and Franklin, 2004: 33). Others, in a similar
vein, have argued that European integration stands at the core of a new political cleavage
dividing ‘winners’ and ‘losers’ of globalisation that is transforming the political space (Kriesi
et al., 2008; 2012). But to what extent does the ‘horseshoe’ found at the party level reflect
a potential for genuine voter realignment – in the sense that there is a restructuring of
citizens’ attitudes and their electoral preferences in ways unrelated to their alignment along
the left-right dimension, thus creating a new line of conflict? And to what extent does this
mean that former opponents may become allies on this new dimension, and vice versa? To
answer these questions, this dissertation puts the relationship between Euroscepticism and
left-right ideology among Western European citizens under closer scrutiny.
There are two major reasons why this question needs further investigation. First, both
Euroscepticism and the left-right dimension have multiple meanings, and this raises the
question to what extent the Euroscepticism found at the political left and right is actually
a similar attitude. In fact, studies at the party level have uncovered important differences
between left-wing and right-wing party families in the ideological motivations that underpin
their eu positions (Hooghe et al., 2002; Marks et al., 2006). Moreover, recent studies have
shown that these different motivations also lead to different types of eu opposition (Conti
and Memoli, 2012; Hoeglinger, 2016; Maag, 2015). Going beyond a simple opposition
between proponents and opponents of the eu, these studies operationalise ‘Europe’ as
a multidimensional issue, and show that parties can oppose some aspects of European
integration while at the same time supporting other dimensions of the integration process.
Similar evidence for the existence of multiple eu attitude dimensions has been found at the
level of citizens (Boomgaarden et al., 2011). Second, political realignment presupposes a
restructuring not only of party positions but also of citizens’ attitudes. However, at the level
of public opinion detailed studies are lacking. Extant research has remained at the surface,
analysing correlations between general, unidimensional measures of Euroscepticism and
left-right ideology, resulting in seemingly contradictory results, as some find more eu
opposition at the left, others at the right, while others find no relationship at all (e.g.
Deflem and Pampel, 1996; McLaren, 2007; Van der Eijk and Franklin, 2004). Little can
therefore yet be concluded about the degree, nature and origins of Euroscepticism that
exists among citizens at the far left and far right. The recent ‘multidimensional turn’ in
the eu literature calls for a refined approach of the horseshoe model at the citizen level,
which this dissertation sets out to provide. To what extent do differences exist between
left-wing and right-wing citizens in the kind of Euroscepticism they hold? And to what
extent is support for radical left and radical right Eurosceptic parties (or mainstream proeu parties) motivated by similar or different dimensions of eu opposition (or eu support)?
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The theoretical starting point guiding this dissertation is that rather than Euroscepticism
being unrelated to left-right, ideology is actually a crucial factor in structuring the nature
and origins of citizens’ Euroscepticism, as well as the type of Euroscepticism that drives
electoral support for ideologically distinct party families.
The core of this dissertation consists of four complementary empirical chapters that
provide a detailed analysis of the horseshoe model at the citizen level. In the remainder of
this introduction, I provide a theoretical background, which builds primarily on the partylevel literature. Subsequently, I turn to the citizen level, discussing how this dissertation
contributes to the existing literature and introducing a two-dimensional conceptualisation
of Euroscepticism. The final section presents a schematic outline as well as an overview of
the case selection and the data sources used in each of the empirical chapters.

The party level
Even though this dissertation focuses on public opinion, its theoretical framework is
principally derived from the party level. The simple reason for this is that much of what
we know about the relationship between Euroscepticism and ideology concerns party
positions, which have been studied more extensively. Additionally, party positions are
subject to higher ideological constraint than public opinion (in the sense that they generally
aim to present ideologically coherent positions), and thus provide a clearer starting point
for formulating hypotheses. In any case, before turning to the party literature, a theoretical
accounting is needed for why I expect party-level findings to be reflected at the citizen level.
The party-citizen link

There are three reasons why we can expect to find similar ideological structures at the level
of parties and citizens. First, both parties and citizens form their attitudes in reaction to the
fundamental conflicts in society. The current societal transformations of globalisation and
European integration produce similar positional divides at the level of parties and citizens
(Kriesi et al., 2008; 2012). Second, such position-taking is shaped by existing ideological
views – in particular left-right ideology, which is based on a set of stable values or principles
shared by parties and citizens. The meaning of left-right is in constant transformation as it
absorbs various political issues as they arise (Knutsen, 1995), yet left-right is not an empty
vessel of which the interpretation is fully contingent upon the whims of politics. Rather,
its meaning is historically formed and continually reinterpreted in the political debate.
Thus, the terms ‘left’ and ‘right’ have obtained a fundamental meaning which connects in
intuitive ways to most political issues. To the extent that left-right ideology relates to eu
attitudes, we would therefore expect parties and voters with similar left-right positions to
share these attitudes as well. Third, there is a mutual influence between parties and voters
in the positions they take on ‘new’ issues. Political parties are known to have a ‘cueing’
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effect on public opinion (Zaller, 1992). This has been demonstrated for eu attitudes
specifically, as voters adapt their eu positions to those of the parties they support (Gabel
and Scheve, 2007; Ray, 2003; Steenbergen et al., 2007). Conversely, parties do not invent
these positions out of nowhere. They are also influenced by the attitudes of their (potential)
voters, and public opinion thus also steers changes in party positioning (Carrubba, 2001).
All in all, we can thus expect similarities in how Eurosceptic attitudes are structured in
relation to left-right ideology at the level of parties and voters. This dissertation studies the
public opinion side, yet the party literature guides some of the theoretical expectations in
each of the empirical chapters.

1

Party positions towards European integration

While the eu referenda cited in the introduction are good cases for witnessing the
horseshoe in full effect, they also reveal important differences between left-wing and rightwing eu opposition in terms of framing and argumentation. As a case in point, the 2016
Dutch referendum on the Ukraine-eu Association Agreement was framed by its right-wing
opponents (the groups involved in organising the referendum and the radical right Freedom
Party (pvv)) as a fundamental vote in favour or against the eu as a whole. ‘Of course we do
not care about Ukraine itself, you must understand’, one of the initiators of the referendum
stated in the week before it was held. ‘Until now a Nexit referendum is not possible. That’s
why we seize all opportunities to put the relationship between the Netherlands and the
eu under pressure’.3 In a similar vein, pvv leader Geert Wilders celebrated the No-camp’s
victory as ‘the beginning of the end of the eu’.4 In contrast, the radical left Socialist Party
(sp) framed its ‘threefold No’ to the treaty as ‘Better for Ukraine, better for the Netherlands,
better for Europe’ (note that Ukraine is mentioned first).5 Specifically, the sp argued that
the treaty’s neoliberal character would harm the Ukrainian people while the association
with the ‘corrupt Ukrainian oligarchy’ would harm the Dutch, and thus the treaty would
only ‘[benefit] the multinationals while it is bad for the people here and there.’6 The third
‘No’, then, is for the sake of Europe itself, as in the view of the sp we should concentrate
first on solving the problems that already exist ‘within and at the borders of the European

Original quote in Dutch: ‘Oekraïne kan ons natuurlijk niets schelen, dat moet u begrijpen. (…) Een Nexit-referendum
is tot nu toe niet mogelijk. Daarom grijpen wij alle mogelijkheden aan om de relatie tussen Nederland en de EU
onder spanning te zetten’. Interview with Alex van Dixhoorn and Pepijn van Houwelingen. Heck, W. (2016, March 31).
‘Oekraïne kan ons niets schelen’. NRC Handelsblad. http://www.nrc.nl/next/2016/03/31/oekraine-kan-ons-nietsschelen-1606419, accessed on July 4, 2016.

3

4

Twitter account Geert Wilders (@geertwilderspvv), April 6, 2016.

Socialist Party (2016, March 12). ‘Campagneaftrap referendum: Nee is 3x beter’. https://www.sp.nl/nieuws/2016/03/
campagneaftrap-referendum-nee-is-3x-beter, accessed on July 4, 2016.

5

Original quote in Dutch: ‘Het akkoord is goed voor de multinationals maar slecht voor de mensen hier en dáár.’
Socialist Party (2016, February 10). ‘‘Verdrag is slecht voor Oekraïne, Europa en voor ons’. Interview with SP-prominent
Harry van Bommel on website Socialist Party, https://www.sp.nl/nieuws/2016/02/van-bommel-verdrag-is-slecht-vooroekraine-europa-en-voor-ons, accessed on July 4, 2016.
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Union’.7 These statements reveal fundamental differences between the motives for opposing
the treaty. Where the position of the right-wing camp was fundamentally anti-eu and
lacked any engagement with Ukraine, the radical left’s criticism focused on the neoliberal
character of the treaty itself while at the same time expressing solidarity with the Ukrainian
people. Furthermore, they linked this to a more general eu critique focusing on improving
the eu rather than trying to undermine the whole project.
To explain why radical parties take Eurosceptic positions, a ‘strategic model’ has
been proposed, which argues that these parties use Euroscepticism as a marker of their
anti-establishment protest solely for the purpose of electoral gains (Taggart, 1998; Sitter,
2001). The above example however suggests that a strategic explanation does not suffice
to understand Euroscepticism at the extremes. In fact, the radical left and radical right
express fundamentally different forms of Euroscepticism which can only be understood by
taking into account their ideological roots. The power of an ‘ideological model’ of partylevel Euroscepticism has been persuasively demonstrated by Hooghe et al. (2002). Their
study reveals that both an economic (state-market) and a cultural (libertarian-nationalist)
dimension are important to understand the Euroscepticism of radical parties (see also
Marks et al., 2006; Bakker et al., 2012). On the basis of expert surveys on party positions,
the authors show that the state-market divide explains radical left parties’ opposition.
Their economically left-wing positions lead them to criticise the eu primarily for its neoliberal character and the perceived threat it forms to the welfare state. This same divide
however is not adequate to explain why radical right (and to a lesser extent conservative)
parties oppose the eu. Their Euroscepticism arises from the perceived threat the eu poses to
national sovereignty, identity, and the traditional community (Hooghe et al., 2002). Thus,
particularly in the case of radical right parties, the term ‘right’ has more to do with their
distinctly nationalist or monoculturalist positions on the cultural conflict dimension than
with their socio-economic positions, which are in many cases ambivalent (Lefkofridi and
Michel, 2014). Kriesi and colleagues similarly argue that Euroscepticism at the ideological
extremes has distinct roots. In their analyses of media content data, they find evidence that
while radical left and radical right actors both oppose European integration, they do so
employing different – economic and cultural – frames (Hoeglinger et al., 2012).
It is important to emphasise here that the classifications radical left and radical
right refer to different meanings of ‘left’ and ‘right’. Left-right terminology is generally
used to describe the dominant dimension structuring political competition. Given the
longstanding predominance of the state-market divide, left-right is still often equated to
its socio-economic meaning. However, as a ‘super dimension’ it has actually absorbed a
broad variety of issues; not only socio-economic attitudes, but also positions towards the
7
Original quote in Dutch: ‘We hebben onze handen vol aan problemen in en aan de rand van de Europese Unie. Laten
we ons daar eerst eens op concentreren.’ Van Bommel, H. (2016, March 23). ‘Oekraïne is beter af als bufferstaat’.
Publication on Socialist Party website, https://www.sp.nl/opinie/harry-van-bommel/2016/oekraine-is-beter-af-alsbufferstaat, accessed on July 4, 2016.
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environment, law and order, and immigration are to a large extent interpretable in leftright terms (Van der Brug and Van Spanje, 2009; Inglehart and Klingemann, 1976: 244).
Such ‘new’ issues have pluralised the meaning of left-right, with currently the economic
and cultural interpretations being most salient (Kitschelt, 2004). Attitudes towards Europe
have links to both interpretations (Bornschier, 2011), which explains how Euroscepticism
can be associated with the left and right ends of the spectrum at the same time, rather than
being absorbed into left-right language one-dimensionally.
However, not only the left-right dimension has multiple meanings. The ‘eu issue’ itself
is also far more complex than the simple horseshoe would suggest. Recently, there is an
increasing awareness in the literature that there are not only different reasons to oppose
Europe, but that this eu opposition itself can also manifest itself in different ways. Several
studies now argue that Europe constitutes an ‘unusually complex issue’ (Hoeglinger,
2016: 9), which should be conceptualised as entailing multiple dimensions. Studies of
party positions in Western Europe have shown that the degree of Euroscepticism depends
strongly on what aspect of European integration is at stake, and that differences in the
main object of Euroscepticism (e.g. the internal market, eu enlargement, deepening of
integration) are organised along ideological lines (Dolezal, 2012; Hoeglinger, 2016; Maag,
2015). In a study of party manifesto data in fifteen Western European countries, Conti
and Memoli (2012: 99) demonstrate that although all radical parties (left and right) share a
criticism of the current trajectory of the eu, they differ in that ‘the extreme right developed
a more patent nationalist discourse that was oriented to preserve national sovereignty, while
the extreme left was more open about the role and future developments of the eu’. These
findings are directly reflected in the above given example of the pvv’s and sp’s stances in the
Dutch 2016 referendum on the eu-Ukraine Treaty, with the first fundamentally rejecting
the eu while the latter seeing potential for improvement at the European level. This is also
exemplified by the distinct reactions of radical left and radical right parties across Europe
to the recent refugee crisis and the eu’s role in handling it. Both party families have voiced
strong criticism of the eu’s reaction to this crisis. However, while a prominent politician of
the radical right Alternative für Deutschland (afd) stated that ‘the only way for Germany
to fight the refugee and migrant crisis is to close our borders’8, the radical left European
party group gue/ngl (European United Left/Nordic Green Left) stated in contrast that ‘it
is inhumane for Europe (…) to build walls’ and that ‘we need an eu-wide humanitarian
response’.9 More generally, the gue/ngl’s adage ‘Another Europe is possible’ contrasts
strongly with the calls of parties such as the French Front National and the German
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Interview Beatrix von Storch (Member of European Parliament for AfD). Giannangelli, M. (2016, March 21). ‘Germans
want a vote on the EU too’ . Express. http://www.express.co.uk/news/world/653976/Germany-EU-referendum-AfDAngela-Merkel-migrant-crisis, accessed on July 4, 2016.

8

Quote by Dimitris Papadimoulis (Member of European Parliament for GUE/NGL). European United Left/Nordic Green
Left (2015, September 16). ‘EU leaders must take more responsibility in migration crisis’. Publication on website. http://
www.guengl.eu/news/article/eu-leaders-must-take-more-responsibility-in-migration-crisis, accessed on July 4, 2016.
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Alternative für Deutschland for more national sovereignty. These differences underline that
opposition to ‘Europe’ is a multidimensional attitude, not only in its motivations but also
in its manifestations.
The eu as a ‘moving target’

Not only can opposition to ‘Europe’ refer to different facets, but the character of European
integration itself is also subject to continuous change over time – and is therefore often
referred to as a ‘moving target’ (Marks, 2004). European integration was set in motion
in the early 1950s by forming the European Coal and Steel Community, an economic
cooperative created with the aim to promote political stability in Europe and to prevent
future Franco-German animosity. Though Monnet and Schumann initially had wider
ambitions of political union, these ambitions met with national sovereignty concerns early
on. In the decades to follow, common policies principally focused on issues of trade, and
national political elites were the main drivers of integration. The European Parliament
elections that were organised from 1979 onwards were mainly used by voters to hold
national governments accountable for domestic issues (Reif and Schmitt, 1980). Inversely,
European issues had little effect on domestic politics, as European integration largely
remained an elite-driven process (Lindberg and Scheingold, 1970).
Public attention for European integration however greatly intensified with the
establishment of the Single European Act (1986) and, more importantly, the Maastricht
Treaty (1992), which changed the character of European integration as well as how it was
perceived by European citizens. These integration steps turned the eu into a multi-level
polity with increased political power in both economic and non-economic policy domains
(Hooghe and Marks, 2009). Important developments include the creation of a level playing
field for business and trade through eu-wide harmonisation of national laws and regulations;
the establishment of Economic and Monetary Union (emu) and the path to a common
currency; the extension of eu competencies to encompass environmental, employment,
foreign and defense policy; the transmission of political authority by empowering the
European Commission and European Parliament, and by extending qualified majority
voting in the European Council; and finally, the renaming of the European Community
to the European Union, and the attribution of eu citizenship to all member states’ citizens.
Each of these transformations – next to their factual consequences – carried symbolic value
and made citizens aware of the impact of European integration on their member states’
internal affairs as well as on daily life. As such, with the Maastricht Treaty ‘decision making
on European integration entered the contentious world of party competition, elections
and referendums’ (Hooghe and Marks, 2009: 7). In the 2000s, the introduction of the
Euro (in 2002), the attempted introduction of the eu Constitution (voted down in France
and the Netherlands in 2005), and the Eastern Enlargements in 2004 and 2007 – and
subsequent westward labour migration – augmented the contentiousness of European
integration, particularly by increasing the tension between European integration and
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national sovereignty. This tension is only reinforced by the recent financial and migration
crises that have come to dominate European politics in the 2010s.
As its character changed, European integration not only became more contentious,
but the roles of its main contenders in party politics also changed. In the early decades,
Christian democratic and liberal parties were the driving force behind European integration,
while social democrats were among its main sceptics (Hooghe and Marks, 2009). From
the mid-1980s onwards, however, the social democrats became convinced that the neoliberal character of integration was best challenged at the supranational level (Dunphy,
2004: 163). In contrast, the eu’s increasingly supranational character was more negatively
received by right-wing parties. Expert survey data confirm that social democratic parties
have become more supportive of European integration since the mid-1980s (Hooghe et al.,
2002). A study of Euromanifesto data from 1979 to 1999 shows that this has led socialists
to switch positions with the Christian democrats and conservatives, who moved in the
opposite direction (Gabel and Hix, 2002). Similar changes occurred at the political flanks.
Where radical left parties were the main opponents of European integration in the early
decades (Almeida, 2012: 69), many radical right parties only came to oppose the eu in
reaction to the Maastricht Treaty in 1992 (Mudde, 2007: 159).
In sum, from the party-level literature we can take away that left-right ideology is
in fact a crucial factor in structuring party positions towards Europe. However, as both
‘Europe’ and left-right have multiple meanings, which are subject to change over time, the
relationship is both complex and dynamic.

1

The citizen level
As of yet there is little conclusive evidence on the relationship between left-right ideology
and Euroscepticism at the level of citizens in Western Europe. The relationship has been
studied in several accounts – either as the central focus of study or with left-right orientation
in the function of control variable – but the findings are inconsistent. Some studies find low
or zero correlations between left-right ideology and Euroscepticism (Gabel, 2000; Gabel
and Anderson, 2002; Van der Eijk and Franklin, 2004), which has led to the conclusion
that ‘support for eu membership fulfils the first condition for providing a new electoral
cleavage in national elections’ (Gabel, 2000: 60). Other studies, however, have found that
citizens with a left-wing orientation are more opposed to Europe (Alvarez, 2002; Deflem
and Pampel, 1996; Llamazares and Gramacho, 2007), and suggest that Euroscepticism is
strongly associated with socio-economic ideological preferences. Yet, this does not explain
why other studies have found public Euroscepticism to be higher among right-wing citizens
(McLaren, 2007; Ray, 2004).
The fact that the findings are so contradictory is mainly a result of theoretical confusion
at three levels. First, left-right ideology is a ‘super dimension’ with both socio-economic
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and cultural connotations. Consequently, there are reasons to expect Euroscepticism to
exist among left-wing and right-wing citizens, and to model the relationship between
general left-right placement and Euroscepticism as a curvilinear function. Yet, many extant
studies have conceptualised left-right as a socio-economic dimension, either using specific
socio-economic attitudes as indicators (Evans, 1998; Garry and Tilley, 2014), or using a
general left-right placement measure to capture socio-economic positions (Brinegar and
Jolly, 2005; Deflem and Pampel, 1996; McLaren, 2007). These studies thus overlook the
cultural component of left-right ideology. In addition, even studies that conceptualise leftright as a general orientation without pre-defined meaning still often model it as a linear
function (Gabel, 2000; Hooghe and Marks, 2005); only a handful of studies has modelled
the relationship curvilinearly (Lubbers and Scheepers, 2010; Steenbergen et al., 2007; Van
der Eijk and Franklin, 2004). These inconsistent measurements and modeling strategies
are an important reason for the inconclusiveness of findings to date. Second, although most
of these studies aim to draw conclusions about general Euroscepticism (or eu support,
depending on the direction of coding), they use diverse indicators to measure it. At the
party level we have seen that Eurosceptic parties of the radical left and radical right voice
different kinds of eu critiques. Moreover, at the citizen level there is evidence as well that
‘Euroscepticism’ as a generic term actually refers to multiple and rather independent
dimensions of eu attitudes (Boomgaarden et al., 2011). The contradictory findings of the
mentioned studies are likely to be in part a consequence of using different indicators of
Euroscepticism – as will be discussed in more detail below. Third and finally, almost all
studies to date are carried out on cross-sectional data. From party-level research we know
that the character of Euroscepticism and its relation to left-right change over time. The
public opinion studies that do include a time dimension suggest changes among citizens
as well (Lubbers and Scheepers, 2010; Evans, 1998). In sum, party-level findings and the
contradictory results in public opinion studies call for theoretical and empirical refinement.
The relationship between Euroscepticism and left-right ideology is more complex and
dynamic than we can grasp with coarse, one-dimensional measures at single time points.
The same need for refinement also applies to understanding voting for pro- and antieu parties. Like left-right ideology, the relationship of Euroscepticism to electoral support
is also thought to follow the horseshoe model, as voting for both radical left and radical
right anti-eu parties is assumed to be driven by eu opposition (Lubbers and Scheepers,
2007), while pro-eu attitudes benefit centrist parties. The multiple meanings of ‘left’ and
‘right’ and of Euroscepticism itself raise the question to what extent ideologically different
kinds of parties draw support on the basis of the same or a different kind of eu attitudes.
In the eu issue voting literature, both the independent and the dependent variable are
conceptualised as single dimensions: Most studies are concerned with the overall effect
of general eu support on party choice in general (De Vries, 2007a; 2010; Gabel, 2000;
Tillman, 2004): No reference is made to what kind of eu support or opposition this
entails, and for which party families it matters most. Again, the relationship between
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Euroscepticism and supporting Eurosceptic parties is likely to be more complex than the
literature until now has shown.

1

This dissertation: refining the horseshoe

The aim of this dissertation is to give a refined account of the relationship between
Euroscepticism and the political space at the citizen level, by studying the structure of
public opinion as well as of electoral preferences. The theoretical starting point of this
endeavour is that the relationship between Euroscepticism and left-right ideology is much
more nuanced and multifaceted than the horseshoe model suggests. Underneath superficial
similarities in Euroscepticism at the flanks, I expect important differences in the nature
and motivations of Euroscepticism on the left and right. The eu dimension, then, is not
an unrelated, cross-cutting issue dimension. Rather, I expect left-right ideology to play a
crucial role in structuring eu attitudes and eu issue voting among left-wing and right-wing
citizens.
Three key insights guide this dissertation, which speak to the above identified
lacunae in the literature. First, I conceptualise ‘Europe’ as a multidimensional issue, by
distinguishing two eu attitude dimensions which are hypothesised to relate differently
to left-right ideology. Second, left-right ideology is conceptualised as a ‘super dimension’
that has the capacity to absorb diverse political issues, and that connects to eu attitudes
in multiple ways through its economic and cultural meanings. Third, both the meaning
of left-right and Euroscepticism are subject to transformations over time, which makes
it likely that their relation changes over time as well. Therefore, each of the empirical
chapters takes a longitudinal perspective. The first insight, the distinction between the two
dimensions of Euroscepticism, stands at the heart of this dissertation. I therefore start by
explaining my conceptualisation of Euroscepticism before continuing to an outline of the
four empirical chapters.
Two dimensions of Euroscepticism

In the public opinion literature, negative attitudes towards European integration are
often referred to by the generic term ‘Euroscepticism’. Even though ‘scepticism’ arguably
does not cover the broad spectrum of possible negative attitudes one can have – and in
its literal meaning refers more to a cautious than a decidedly negative attitude – it has
become the key term in both the academic and political debate, and is generally used as
the antonym of eu support. A large and growing body of literature addresses the roots and
consequences of public Euroscepticism or eu support, yet using a high variety of indicators
to (presumably) measure the same concept. A widely used indicator is the ‘eu membership
support’ question, which asks respondents to evaluate their country’s membership of the eu
as ‘good’, ‘bad’, or ‘neither good nor bad’ (Anderson, 1998; Eichenberg and Dalton, 2007;
Gabel, 1998; Hakhverdian et al., 2013; Steenbergen et al., 2007). Its popularity is mainly
due to its consistent availability across countries and over time. Alternative measures of

24

Chapter 1

eu support include support for further European integration (Evans, 1999; Kriesi et al.,
2008), the desired speed of integration (De Vries and Edwards, 2009), and measures of
trust in eu institutions (Armingeon and Ceka, 2014; Werts et al., 2012). In some cases,
several of these items are combined into a single index (Hooghe and Marks, 2004; Garry
and Tilley, 2014; Gabel, 1998).
The use of such different indicators creates conceptual nebulosity. Recent scholarship
suggests that Euroscepticism is a multidimensional attitude among citizens, as different
eu attitude items cluster in relatively independent dimensions (Boomgaarden et al., 2011;
Lubbers and Scheepers, 2010). Different indicators thus represent different eu attitude
dimensions, and combining scales out of these different indicators might introduce noise
rather than increase reliability – if they are not chosen carefully to reflect the same sub
dimension. Since eu attitudes can also differ in their roots and consequences, studies into
the correlates of Euroscepticism need to explicitly define which dimension of this concept
is studied. Given the distinct kind of Euroscepticism voiced by parties at the left and the
right, it seems particularly pertinent to do so in a study on its ideological correlates in
public opinion.
Different multidimensional conceptualisations of Euroscepticism circulate in the
literature. Probably best-known is Taggart and Szczerbiak’s (2004) distinction between
‘hard’ and ‘soft’ Euroscepticism. Hard Euroscepticism ‘implies outright rejection of the
entire project of European political and economic integration and opposition to [one’s]
country joining or remaining members of the eu’, whereas soft Euroscepticism involves
‘contingent or qualified opposition to European integration’ (2004: 3-4). The main critique
on this definition is that almost anything can classify as qualified opposition, whereas hard
Euroscepticism in reality applies to only few cases. Also, in practice it is difficult to tell
where qualified opposition ends and outright rejection begins. Kopecky and Mudde (2002:
300) therefore instead propose to distinguish between diffuse and specific eu support,
based on Easton’s (1965) conceptualisation of political support. They note the crucial
difference between supporting the process of European integration in principle (diffuse),
and supporting the European Union as the current outcome of this process (specific).
Pippa Norris (1999: 58) has refined the distinction between diffuse and specific political
support (in the context of national politics) by arguing that expressions of political support
can be classified gradually in five levels that run from more diffuse to more specific. Diffuse
support entails a basic attachment to the political community (1) and – slightly more
specifically – the principles according to which the political regime functions (2). Political
support turns incrementally more specific once it relates to the performance of the regime
(3), of its key institutions (4), and finally, political actors (5).
Inspired by Kopecky and Mudde’s application of the distinction between diffuse and
specific support to Euroscepticism, and using Norris’ more substantive definition of what
these two types of support entail, I distinguish between two dimensions of Euroscepticism
(while reserving this latter term to refer to eu opposition in general, in line with its common
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use). First, in relation to the European polity, Norris’ two most diffuse levels of opposition
take the form of not feeling attached to the European political community as well as not
subscribing to the principle of supranational political integration of European countries.
These forms of opposition have a principled character – that is, they are the result of
values rather than evaluations of actual performance, and these values are rooted in the
fundamental conflict between preservation of (or returning to) the nation-state versus the
integration into a united Europe. This conflict involves not only the deepening but also the
widening of the eu. Though strictly speaking these are independent processes which can also
function as a trade-off, eu enlargement, like further integration, is perceived as antonymous
to the wish to protect the boundaries and sovereignty of the national community – if only
because enlargement of the eu means that current levels of integration (e.g. free movement)
will be shared with an increasing number of countries. Indeed, enlargement attitudes are
closely related to support for deeper European integration in public opinion (Boomgaarden
et al., 2011; Ruiz-Jimenez and Torreblanca, 2008).10 Also, both deepening and widening
attitudes are strongly related to attachment to or identification with Europe (Dixon, 2010;
Hobolt, 2014), indicating that these attitudes are rooted in fundamental values. To capture
this conflict, which essentially posits the nation-state against ‘more Europe’, I define this
dimension as opposition to eu strengthening. The second eu dimension involves Norris’ three
more specific levels of political support. Although Norris posits regime performance as the
‘middle level’ between diffuse and specific (Norris, 1999: 58), in my conceptualisation it
fits best under the second dimension of Euroscepticism, which I call dissatisfaction with the
current eu. This dimension contrasts with the first dimension in that it refers to evaluations
of the actual functioning of the eu regime, its key institutions and its current political
authorities. It thus reflects specific evaluations of what the eu currently is or does – not its
potential transformations in the future.
Although there may not be a single optimal categorisation of eu attitudes, the
distinction between opposition to eu strengthening and dissatisfaction with the current
eu is essential for understanding how the nature of Euroscepticism may differ between
the left and the right. As the discussion of party-level findings suggested, the economic
critique of left-wing Eurosceptics is mostly concerned with the current set-up of the eu –
which is considered to disadvantage the socially vulnerable – whereas these concerns do
not necessarily imply opposition to further European integration. The cultural, nationalist
objections of the Eurosceptic right are more fundamental, and by definition antithetical
to further integration at the supranational level. Such Euroscepticism takes issue with the
principle of European integration per se – and calls for reversing rather than intensifying
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Studies by Karp and Bowler (2006) and Hobolt (2014) have shown the merits of distinguishing between enlargement
and deepening, as both within and across countries there are theoretically understandable differences in the extent
to which these attitudes are correlated. Although their approach generates important insights, for this dissertation’s
purpose – and viewed among a broader array of eu attitudes – these attitudes are sufficiently closely related to
represent the diffuse dimension of Euroscepticism.
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integration. However, whether this leads to an rejection of eu membership per se (and
thus to ‘hard Euroscepticism’) is an empirical question. In Taggart and Szczerbiak’s (2004)
definition, both criticising the eu in its current form and fundamentally opposing any step
further down the integration path would be defined as ‘qualified support’, thus overlooking
an ideologically important distinction. The crucial difference between left-wing and rightwing Euroscepticism, I argue, can be captured best by distinguishing between the furthering
of the European integration process and its current embodiment in the eu.

Outline of the chapters
This dissertation studies the relationship between eu attitudes and the political space from
two complementary angles. Part I (Chapters 2 and 3) focuses on the structure of public
opinion by studying the relationship between citizens’ ideological positions and their
attitudes towards the eu. Part II (Chapters 4 and 5) turns to the structure of electoral
support by studying the way in which different kinds of eu attitudes motivate support for
different kinds of (pro- and anti-eu) parties. Figure 1.2 maps the principal relationships
studied in this dissertation (without aiming to provide a causal model).
The first step in this dissertation is to establish whether the horseshoe model found for
left-right and Euroscepticism at the party level applies to public opinion as well. Chapter
2 argues that a major reason for the inconsistent findings in studies on this topic to date
is that the relationship between left-right ideology and Euroscepticism has changed over
time – as the meaning of both left-right and the character of the eu itself have changed.
While integration efforts were initially focused on market liberalisation and thereby
sparked mainly left-wing opposition, the intensification of political integration after the
Treaty of Maastricht (1992) additionally produced a nationalist Euroscepticism based on
cultural attitudes. Hence, it is expected that the relationship between left-right ideology
and Euroscepticism over time has involved from linear (with left-wing citizens being most
Eurosceptic) to U-shaped (with Euroscepticism found at both extremes). This expectation
is tested by studying the relationship between left-right placement and a general measure
of Euroscepticism (attitudes towards eu membership) over a far longer time span than has
been done before, using Eurobarometer data over 74 waves (from 1973 to 2010) in twelve
Western eu member states.11 The results provide evidence for the development towards a
horseshoe-shaped relationship in public opinion in many of these countries.
While the strength of Chapter 2 is the consistency of its measures over an unprecedented
number of time points and countries, the major limitation is that these measures are only
11
This measure is chosen for its unequalled availability across countries and time points, enhancing cross-national
and cross-temporal comparability. Additional analyses underline the general nature of the EU membership support
measure, as it correlates to an equal extent with items measuring opposition to EU strengthening and dissatisfaction
with the current EU (see Appendix A).
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coarse and general – and therefore unsuited to test whether the Euroscepticism found among
left-wing and right-wing citizens is directed at different aspects and grounded in different
motivations. Chapter 3 therefore provides an exploration of the different nature and origins
of Euroscepticism among left-wing and right-wing citizens. I use European Election Study
data (2004-2014) to demonstrate that left-wing Eurosceptics are dissatisfied with the
current functioning of the eu, but do not oppose further European integration per se, while
right-wing Euroscepticism is more fundamental and directed primarily at the strengthening
of the eu. Additionally, on the basis of European Social Survey data (2004-2012) I show
that these differences can be understood from the different motivations anchoring their eu
attitudes: Euroscepticism among left-wing citizens is motivated by economic (i.e. support
for redistribution) as well as cultural (i.e. anti-immigrant sentiments) concerns, whereas
for right-wing citizens Euroscepticism is solely anchored in cultural attitudes. Thus, this
chapter nuances the horseshoe model by showing that the meaning and motivations of
Euroscepticism are different depending on citizens’ left-right ideology.
These findings raise the question to what extent similar nuances should be made when
it comes to Eurosceptic voting behaviour. Where Part I of this dissertation focuses on the
relation between attitude dimensions, building on earlier work on Euroscepticism and the
structure of the political space (Hooghe et al., 2002; Marks and Steenbergen, 2004), Part
II turns to electoral preferences for anti- and pro-eu parties, and how they are structured
by eu attitudes and socio-structural characteristics. This second part of the dissertation
principally builds on the work by Kriesi and colleagues, who see Euroscepticism as part
of a broader globalisation cleavage (2008; 2012). According to this line of research, a new
societal divide is emerging due to globalisation and related processes such as European
integration, immigration and economic liberalisation, which creates a structural potential
of lower educated citizens vulnerable to globalisation processes to be mobilised by political
parties at the radical left and right.
Bearing in mind the nuances to the horseshoe model made in Part I of the dissertation,
Chapter 4 questions to what extent Eurosceptic parties of a left-wing and right-wing profile
actually draw similar or different electorates. I theorise that while both party families are
likely to appeal to similar interests – those of the lower educated groups most vulnerable to
globalisation – they crucially differ in the terms of the values they represent on a nationalismcosmopolitanism dimension. Comparing their supporters on both their attitudinal and
socio-structural profiles, the analyses on the basis of European Election Study data from
1989 to 2014 show that right-wing Eurosceptic parties draw lower educated voters who
fundamentally oppose the eu in both its current and potential future forms, whereas leftwing Eurosceptic parties draw voters with a mixed – and in some countries even higher
– educational profile who are mainly dissatisfied with the current eu, but not opposed
to further European integration per se. I suggest that the different (nationalist versus
cosmopolitan) values held by parties and voters at far left and far right lie at the basis of
these differences. To the extent that such cultural values are becoming more politically

Introduction

29

salient, as the literature suggests (Kriesi et al., 2008; 2012), this means we cannot expect
the far left and far right to find increasingly common ground in a shared Euroscepticism.
Similar to support for left-wing and right-wing anti-eu parties, support for proeu parties is also likely to be driven by different kinds of eu attitudes, depending on
these parties’ ideological positions. Chapter 5 assesses this question by comparing the
explanations of support for seven principal (mainstream and radical) party families (radical
left, green, social democratic, Christian democratic, liberal, conservative and radical
right). The horseshoe model portrays the political mainstream as an undifferentiated proeu block. This chapter, taking a more explorative approach than the previous chapters,
investigates whether we find more differentiation between the supporters of different party
families if we distinguish the two eu attitude dimensions that the previous chapters have
shown to relate differently to left-right ideology. On the basis of European Election Study
data from 1994, 2009 and 2014 I find that all mainstream party families similarly draw
support on the basis of current eu satisfaction, while for opposition to eu strengthening
the pattern is more diverse. In 2009 and 2014, only social democratic, green and liberal
parties are on average more popular among supporters of eu strengthening, while the effect
is largely insignificant for conservative and Christian democratic parties. This indicates that
electoral support does not follow the familiar horseshoe pattern when it comes to this more
principled form of eu opposition. Rather, the eu strengthening dimension might reinforce
competition along a left-liberal versus right-conservative axis.

1

Case selection and data

The focus of this dissertation is limited to Western Europe, as the horseshoe model of
left-right and Euroscepticism is developed in the Western European context. In Eastern
Europe, the political space follows a different structure (with nationalism being associated
to the economic left), and therefore the horseshoe model is not applicable (Marks et al.,
2006). Since the aim of this dissertation is to apply and refine the horseshoe model at the
level of public opinion, it focuses only on Western European eu member states (the eu15).12 Western European non-eu members are also excluded, since eu attitudes in these
countries might be structured by essentially different considerations.
The theoretical framework of this dissertation is designed to discover common structures
and trends across these fifteen countries. Evidently, however, the relationship between
Euroscepticism and ideology also depends upon country context. Country differences have
been explained from different angles, by looking at party supply (De Vries and Edwards,
2009), macro-economic indicators (Brinegar et al., 2004; Garry and Tilley, 2014; Hooghe
and Marks, 2005), and a country’s role as net eu contributor or receiver (Lubbers and
Scheepers, 2010). Many of these explanations are based on the idea that citizens assess how
The EU-15 are those countries that were EU member states on 1 January 1995: Austria, Belgium, Germany, Denmark,
Finland, France, Greece, Ireland, Italy, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, Portugal, Spain, Sweden and the UK.
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eu policy will affect their country’s welfare system, degree of government interventionism,
and economic situation. Whether support for the eu is higher among left-wing or rightwing citizens then depends on whether more integration is expected to move economic
public policy towards the left or the right (i.e. more or less interventionism and welfare
redistribution) and whether it will increase or decrease economic inequality. In addition,
supply side explanations have shown that the presence of a radical left party increases
Euroscepticism among economically anxious citizens, whereas radical right cues increase
Euroscepticism among those with monoculturalist attitudes (De Vries and Edwards, 2009)
– thus suggesting that the relationship of Euroscepticism to left-right ideology is sensitive
to party cueing.
We thus know quite a bit about the influence of context – yet these studies all apply
to general Euroscepticism, often in relation to general left-right ideology. The aim of this
dissertation is to take a step back and to refine our knowledge of this relationship once
we look at sub dimensions of Euroscepticism. From there, follow-up studies could test
how different context explanations identified in the literature impact upon different forms
of Euroscepticism. The focus on general structures does not mean that country-specific
variations are overlooked, yet it is not the aim of this dissertation to systematically explain
these differences. Alongside the pooled models, the results are presented per country, and
important country differences are discussed in the results sections. These variations are
often understandable on the basis of the macro explanations that appear in the literature.
Table 1.1 Key variables, data sources and time frame per chapter
Chapter

Ideological
attitudes

EU attitudes

2

Left-right
ideology

3

Cultural/
economic
attitudes

Electoral
support

Time frame

Data

No.
countries

General
Euroscepticism

1973-2010

EB,
EVS

12

Opposition to EU
strengthening /
Current EU
dissatisfaction

2004-2014

ESS,
EES

15

4

Opposition to EU
strengthening /
Current EU
dissatisfaction

Radical left vs
radical right
anti-EU parties

1989-2014

EES

14

5

Opposition to EU
strengthening /
Current EU
dissatisfaction

Pro- vs antiEU parties

1994-2014

EES

15

Note: Abbreviations stand for Eurobarometer (EB), European Values Study (EVS), European Social
Survey (ESS), and European Election Study (EES).
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Table 1.1 displays an overview of the data sources used in each of the chapters. The criteria
for selecting the datasets depend on the different aims of the chapters. As Chapter 2 aims
to provide a bird’s eye view of the relationship between left-right and Euroscepticism,
Eurobarometer data from 1973 to 2010 are used with cross-temporal and cross-national
consistency as the main advantage. Chapter 3, in contrast, aims to disentangle these general
attitude dimensions, and therefore relies on surveys that allow for constructing reliable
scales of different eu dimensions (ees) and different ideological motivations (ess). Finally,
for Chapters 4 and 5 it is crucial to include electoral support for a broad range of political
parties, among which many smaller parties. The vote recall questions included in many
surveys often contain only few supporters for small parties – which are often precisely the
Eurosceptic parties that I am interested in. The propensity to vote (ptv) items included in all
waves of the European Election Study provide a solution by probing respondents for their
electoral support for all (including smaller) parties (Van der Eijk et al., 2006). Therefore I
base the final two empirical chapters on these datasets.
The four empirical chapters of this dissertation constitute independent studies and
can also be read as such. Some degree of repetition in the theory and data sections could
therefore not be avoided. Yet, the theoretical framework of each chapter is tailored to the
specific research question under study, as are the chapter-specific concluding sections. A
general conclusion and discussion are presented in Chapter 6, which returns to the broader
research questions raised in this introduction. After summarising the implications of this
dissertation’s findings for the applicability of the horseshoe model to public opinion,
this final chapter addresses the main contributions of this dissertation to the academic
literature, as well as the question it raises for future research to address. Finally, I reflect on
the broader societal and political implications of my findings.

1

PART I:
THE sTRuCTuRE Of
PubLIC OPInIOn

Chapter 2

The changing relationship
between left-right ideology and
Euroscepticism, 1973-20101
Introduction
With the emergence of European integration as a politically salient issue, scholars have asked the
question how this issue is related to the left-right dimension that structures the political space
in Western Europe (Marks and Steenbergen, 2004). While at the level of parties a horseshoeshaped relationship has been identified by several studies (Aspinwall, 2002; Halikiopoulou et
al., 2012; Hooghe et al., 2002), at the level of citizens the findings to date are inconsistent.
Some studies find left-wing citizens to be least supportive of European integration (Deflem
and Pampel, 1996; Llamazares and Gramacho, 2007), while others instead find right-wing
citizens to be more Eurosceptic (McLaren, 2007). As a synthesis between the two, some find a
curvilinear relationship between left-right and Euroscepticism (Lubbers and Scheepers, 2010),
whereas still others find that Euroscepticism is not linked to left-right positions (Van der Eijk
and Franklin, 2004), but to a socio-cultural dimension (Kriesi et al., 2008; Van der Brug
and Van Spanje, 2009). As of yet, our knowledge of how Euroscepticism relates to left-right
ideology in public opinion is thus inconclusive.
In this chapter I argue that an important reason for these inconsistent findings is that the
relationship between left-right ideology and Euroscepticism is subject to change over time.
This is due to changes in the two factors that determine how left-right ideology is linked
to Euroscepticism. The first is the substantive meaning of the terms left and right, which
in many European Union (eu) countries are increasingly interpreted in socio-cultural terms.
The second is the changing nature of the eu itself. By offering an extensive longitudinal study
into the relationship between left-right ideology and general Euroscepticism in public opinion
– covering four decades (1973-2010) in twelve countries – this chapter demonstrates that
the relationship has changed over time in theoretically understandable ways. In doing so, it
provides an explanation for the seemingly contradictory findings to date, and sheds light on the
This chapter is based on an article published as Van Elsas, E.J. and Van der Brug, W. (2015). ‘The changing relationship
between left-right ideology and Euroscepticism, 1973-2010’. European Union Politics, 16(2): 194–215.
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validity of the horseshoe model for the structure of public opinion over European integration.
The theoretical idea that the relationship between left-right and Euroscepticism has
changed over time has been proposed before by Marks (2004) in the context of a study of
party positions. However, it has never been tested at the level of individual citizens. Marks
(2004: 239) referred to the object of Euroscepticism as a ‘moving target’, and argued that
‘the relationship between left/right orientations and the degree of support for European
integration depends on when one is asking the question’ . In the decades following its
initiation, European integration was primarily focused on trade liberalisation and the
creation of a single market. Consequently, opposition to the European project came
mainly from political parties that perceived European integration as a threat to welfare
state provisions. From the 1990s onwards, particularly after the signing of the Maastricht
Treaty (1992), Europe dramatically increased its supranational powers, in economic as well
as non-economic policy areas. A new form of opposition to European integration arose in
defense of national interests, sovereignty and identity. Where the first form of economically
protectionist, anti-liberal Euroscepticism fits with left-wing ideology, the latter, nationalist
Euroscepticism is more likely to appear on the political right. Thus, as the nature of the
eu changes, the relationship between eu attitudes and left-right should change too. This
transformation is reinforced by a second process, which is the changing meaning of leftright. In addition to its original socio-economic meaning, left-right in the past decades
has gained a socio-cultural interpretation (De Vries et al., 2013; Kitschelt and Hellemans,
1990; Knutsen, 1995). On a socio-economic left-right dimension, those on the left have
most reason for Euroscepticism; to the extent that left-right assumes a socio-cultural
meaning, Euroscepticism is more likely to become attached to the right. Although leftright as well as eu attitudes have increasingly become linked to socio-cultural issues such
as immigration, socio-economic issues continue to be relevant. Equal income distribution
and welfare state protection are still associated with the left, while economic liberalism is
related to the right. Likewise, the European Union remains an economic union, which
aims at market integration. Therefore, I hypothesise that the relationship between citizens’
left-right ideology and Euroscepticism has evolved from linear (with left-wing citizens
being more Eurosceptic) to U-shaped (with most Euroscepticism residing on both ends of
the left-right spectrum).
At the level of political parties, there is evidence for such a development. In the 1980s,
expert surveys point to social democratic and radical left parties as the strongest opponents
to European integration (Hooghe and Marks, 2009; Ray, 1999). From the late 1990s
onwards, there is overwhelming evidence of a horseshoe-shaped relationship, with most
Euroscepticism found on the left and right extremes (Aspinwall, 2002; Halikiopoulou et
al., 2012; Hix, 1999; Hooghe et al., 2002; Taggart, 1998). To my knowledge, no research
has yet investigated whether the relationship between left-right and Euroscepticism has
developed in a similar way in public opinion. The evidence provided by the aforementioned
studies on the relationship in public opinion is rather patchy. Most studies assess the
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relationship at one point in time or over short time periods and most studies do not
allow for the possibility that the relationship is curvilinear.2 In order to assess whether the
relationship between left-right and Euroscepticism has changed from linear to curvilinear,
we need to study it over a sufficiently large time span and we need to look beyond linear
relationships. This chapter does exactly that, by analysing 74 Eurobarometer waves that
consistently measure Euroscepticism and left-right position among the citizens of twelve
eu member states from 1973 to 2010. It thus provides the most complete and extensive
study to date on how Euroscepticism is related to left-right ideology in public opinion.
The findings of this chapter provide support for the expected development. Testing for
linear and curvilinear effects over the whole period, I find a tendency of Euroscepticism
to shift from a primarily left-wing attitude to an attitude found on both left-right
extremes. Despite important country differences, there is a general increase in right-wing
Euroscepticism. The Treaty of Maastricht constitutes a turning point in this development.

The changing nature of European integration
The process of European integration was initiated by political elites in the 1950s to
guarantee peace and promote economic prosperity. In the intergovernmental negotiations
in the decades to follow, the latter objective figured most prominently. The focus on market
integration and economic growth in the pre-Maastricht era was ‘music to the ears of those on
the right’ (Marks, 2004: 239). On the other hand, social democratic and radical left parties
were sceptical towards European integration, because its alledgedly neoliberal objectives
constituted a threat to national welfare provisions (Budge et al., 1987 Ray, 1999). Such antiliberal Euroscepticism, however, did not put a hold on the European project. Despite leftwing parties’ opposition, the public mood on European integration in this period is generally
described as a permissive consensus that gave political elites leeway to pursue further European
integration (Lindberg and Scheingold, 1970).
With the signing of the Treaty of Maastricht in 1992, the character of European integration
changed fundamentally (Fuchs, 2011).3 Hakhverdian et al. (2013: 528-9) summarise the
various facets of this transformation: ‘First, the Maastricht Treaty strongly intensified economic
integration by establishing Economic and Monetary Integration (emu), which instituted the
European Central Bank and formalised steps towards a common European currency. Second,
Maastricht took political integration a great step further, shifting attention ‘from creating a
market to regulating it’ (Marks and Steenbergen, 2004: 258). eu competencies were extended
A notable exception in both respects is a study by Lubbers and Scheepers (2010), who model the linear and curvilinear
effect of left-right in interaction with time from 1994 to 2004, but find no significant trends. On the basis of my theoretical
framework, however, I expect change to occur over decades rather than within one decade.
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First steps in the same direction were already made in the 1986 Single European Act.
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to non-economic policy areas (including foreign and defence policy), qualified majority voting
in the European Council was extended beyond single-market policies, and the European
Commission and Parliament were empowered. The EC was renamed the eu, and citizens of
the Union were granted official eu citizenship supplementary to their national citizenship. As
such, Maastricht marked a transformation of the eu from an intergovernmental [state-centric]
project to a multi-level polity with its own currency, citizenship rights and with supranational
authority over an increasing number of policy areas’, as was also noted by Marks et al. (1996).
The transformation did not go unnoticed among the publics of the member states.
The Maastricht Treaty spurred ratification debates in several countries, and greatly increased
media attention for European integration (Koopmans and Statham, 2010). More than ever
before in the history of European integration, the public voiced serious resistance. Danish
citizens opposed the treaty by referendum, only accepting it in adapted format, while the
French electorate accepted it by the smallest majority. From Maastricht onwards, public
Euroscepticism was on the rise (Eichenberg and Dalton, 2007).
Where did this ‘post-Maastricht blues’ (Eichenberg and Dalton, 2007) come from?
Of course, the intensification of economic integration through emu reinforced left-wing
opposition to the eu. More fundamentally, however, Maastricht gave the eu more evidently
the character of a political union, particularly in public perception. Citizens came to perceive
a tension between the developing supranational community and their persistent identification
with the nation-state (Hooghe and Marks, 2009). The eu was seen as a threat to national
sovereignty, and increasingly also to national identity (McLaren, 2006). The Euro came to
symbolise the impact of Europe on daily life in the member states, reifying Europe as a political
community (Risse, 2003). In reaction to these developments, a nationalist Euroscepticism
arose, not pitted against the neoliberal character of the eu, but against its perceived threat to
national interests, sovereignty and identity. Important developments in the new millennium,
such as the introduction of the Euro on 1 January 2002 in 12 member states, the Eastern
enlargement of 2004 (followed by increased immigration from new to old member states),
and the attempted introduction of the eu Constitution (voted down in the Dutch and French
2005 referendums) clearly tie into concerns with national sovereignty and identity. At the
same time, the eu continues to promote policies aimed at market integration (Eichenberg and
Dalton, 2007).
As the nature of the European project is becoming more diverse, so are the reasons
to oppose it. Studies that analyse eu attitudes in a more detailed way distinguish multiple
dimensions of Euroscepticism, as citizens and parties can evaluate different aspects of the eu
independently (Boomgaarden et al., 2011; Lubbers and Scheepers, 2010; Sørensen, 2008). In
this chapter, the main focus is on general eu support and opposition as an overarching attitude
based on any of these different concerns. The fact that different citizens can have different –
economic (anti-liberal) and cultural (nationalist) – concerns regarding European integration is
a crucial step in the theoretical framework. Before explaining this in more detail, I first turn to
the changing meaning of left right, which provides additional basis for the hypotheses.
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The changing meaning of left-right
Left-right is the core dimension structuring political conflict in West-European countries
(Hix, 1999; Van der Eijk et al., 2005). As a short-cut in political communication, it is used
by political actors, voters, scholars and the media alike to reduce political complexity to
simple, intuitive terms. The meaning of left-right is not fixed, but is ‘politically constructed
(…) through the everyday processes of political cooperation and conflict’ (Van der Eijk
et al., 2005: 182). Political parties approach new political issues from the perspective of
the ideological principles on which they are based. As parties wish to preserve ideological
consistency, new issues tend to become integrated in the existent left-right dimension. As
a result, left-right functions as a ‘super issue’ that summarizes the various issue positions
taken by opposite political sides (Inglehart and Klingemann, 1976: 244).
Though conceptualised by Downs (1957) as a socio-economic dimension, left-right
semantics have absorbed diverse issues, such as environmentalism and gender equality
in the 1970s and 1980s (Evans, 1993; Kitschelt and Hellemans, 1990). More recently,
with the increased salience of socio-cultural issues, left-right identification grew related
to positions on issues such as immigration, multiculturalism, and crime (De Vries et al.,
2013). Rather than replacing the original socio-economic meaning, this process led to a
pluralisation of the meaning of left-right (Knutsen, 1995). In most Western European
countries, left-right has both a socio-economic and a socio-cultural component (Kitschelt,
2004). As party competition remains predominantly structured by a single dimension,
left-wing parties are generally pro-state and multiculturalist, whereas right-wing parties
tend to combine pro-market and monoculturalist positions (Lefkofridi et al., 2014; Van
der Brug and Van Spanje, 2009). At the citizen level, attitudes are less constrained. Still,
both economic and socio-cultural issues are correlated with left-right, so that support for
redistribution and multiculturalism are left-wing attitudes, while economic liberalism and
monoculturalism are associated with the right. In case a citizen holds conflicting issue
positions in terms of left-right, it is likely that left-right identification is adapted based on
the dimension that is most salient to the citizen (Weber and Saris, 2015). Left-right thus
remains meaningful, even if there is a pluralisation of issues it is associated with.

Left-right ideology and Euroscepticism
The issue of European integration, multidimensional in itself, does not fit into a onedimensional left-right scheme. Instead, at the party level a horseshoe model has been
identified, with parties on the left and right extremes taking the most Eurosceptic positions
(Aspinwall, 2002; Halikiopoulou et al., 2012; Hix, 1999; Hooghe et al., 2002; Taggart,
1998). In part, this is due to a strategic dynamic. European integration as a political issue
gives radical parties an opportunity to distinguish themselves from the established parties,
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which often attached their names to the European project (Taggart, 1998). There are
however also ideological reasons why Euroscepticism is apt to take root on both the left
and right extremes. Precisely because both eu attitudes and left-right can be related to
socio-economic as well as socio-cultural issues, their relationship is ambivalent (Deflem
and Pampel, 1996; Marks and Wilson, 2000). Right-wing parties generally support the
eu’s ambitions in the economic realm, such as liberalizing international trade and creating
a single market. At the same time, on the basis of socio-cultural attitudes, the right – and
particularly the radical right – opposes eu integration in two respects: where it collides with
the national interests, and where it leads to a loss of national identity or traditions. A third
facet, the loss of national sovereignty, can be linked to both interest- and identity-based
critiques. The essence of Euroscepticism on the right is that it puts the national above the
international. Therefore I refer to this domain of attitudes as nationalist Euroscepticism.
For left-wing parties, there are similar reasons for ambivalence towards Europe. On
the one hand, the political left has always promoted international solidarity. The rapid
economic growth and democratisation of Greece, Portugal and Spain after decades of
dictatorship are clearly a major success of the European Union and are obviously supported
by the left. Other positive implications of integration include the possibility for eu-wide
environmental policies, which appeals mostly to new (green) left currents (Hooghe et
al., 2002). On the other hand, market integration threatens national welfare states by
increasing international competition and decreasing the regulatory powers of national
governments, and thus conflicts with one of the core achievements of the left. Any ‘positive
integration’ in the form of market regulation and social policy at the European level still
lags behind compared to the vast ‘negative integration’ that has characterised European
integration for decades (Scharpf, 1996). Such eu-level regulated capitalism mainly appeals
to the moderate, social democratic left. Many radical left parties also promote reforming
the eu into a ‘Social Europe’, be it that the change they envision is much more radical.
Moreover, they are strongly critical of the current ‘neo-liberal’ set-up of the eu. I refer to
such economically protectionist eu opposition as anti-liberal Euroscepticism, distinguishing
it from the nationalist Euroscepticism that I expect to find on the right. To be sure, some
might argue that such anti-liberal Euroscepticism can be seen as a form of nationalism
as well. According to Halikiopoulou et al. (2012), nationalism is an intrinsic part of the
ideologies of radical left parties as much as for radical right parties. However, nationalism
can be based on different premises. On the left, a civic nationalism is more common,
which aims to protect the citizens of the nation-state from economic harm due to foreign
interference, and sees the eu as ‘a vehicle for elite and great power domination at the
expense of the popular classes’ (Halikiopoulou et al., 2012: 512). Nationalism on the right
is predominantly rooted in ethno-nationalist concerns, such as protecting the homogeneous
national community from increased international and cultural mobility. Hence, even if the
left and the right are both nationalist, one would still expect the left to oppose the eu for
different reasons than the right.
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This is why I expect the relationship between left-right and Euroscepticism to have
changed over time. Initially European integration manifested itself in the economic
domain, and opposition came mainly from left-wing parties (Ray, 2003). Only later, and
particularly after the Treaty of Maastricht, the increasingly supranational character of the eu
gave radical right parties a reason to mobilise Euroscepticism on a socio-cultural platform
(Mudde, 2007). This changed Euroscepticism from being a position found mainly on
the left to a position shared by radical left and radical right parties, resulting in the wellknown horseshoe. The two processes described above – the changing meaning of left-right
and changes in the character of the eu – lead me to expect that attitudes of citizens have
undergone similar processes of change as party positions. In the following section, I explain
in more detail my expectations with regard to the changing relationship between left-right
and Euroscepticism at the citizen level.

Hypotheses
This chapter tests the expectation that among Western European citizens, Euroscepticism has
turned from a left-wing attitude to an attitude found at both ends of the left-right spectrum.
This hypothesis builds on an important assumption: that left-wing and right-wing citizens
indeed have different motivations to object to European integration. At the party level, we
know that anti-liberal Euroscepticism has been voiced by (radical) left-wing parties, whereas
nationalist Euroscepticism has been taken up by (radical) right-wing parties particularly since
Maastricht (Hooghe et al., 2002; Mudde, 2007). Studies in public opinion since Converse
(1964) show that attitudes of voters are not as tightly structured as positions of parties or
elites. Indeed, while for left- and right-wing parties opposition to European integration
falls apart into anti-liberal and nationalist objections, these attitudes have been found to
correlate among citizens (Bornschier, 2011). However, while citizens may not distinguish
their objections to Europe as clearly as parties, their left-right positions are related to deeprooted ideas about society which shape their positions towards specific issues. Therefore,
I expect that citizens’ left-right identification will be related to the weight they attach to
anti-liberal and nationalist objections to the eu, albeit not as clearly as among parties. The
somewhat scattered empirical evidence that already exists supports this: Left-wing citizens
are more ‘instrumentally’ Eurosceptic than right-wing citizens, whereas the relationship is
inverted for identity-based Euroscepticism (Lubbers and Scheepers, 2010). In France, the
Euroscepticism of radical left (Parti Communiste Français) and radical right (Front National)
voters is explained by distinct – respectively economic and ethnocentric – attitudes (Evans,
1999). Since this proposition is fundamental to my further theoretical expectations, I start
the empirical analysis by directly testing it for the countries under study.
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H1a:

Euroscepticism among left-wing citizens is driven more by socio-economic
concerns than Euroscepticism among right-wing citizens.

H1b:

Euroscepticism among right-wing citizens is driven more by concerns about
national interests, identity and sovereignty than Euroscepticism among left-wing
citizens.

With regard to the relation between the overarching left-right dimension and Euroscepticism
at the citizen level, findings are diverse. Studies based on data from the 1980s and early
1990s find citizens with a left-wing orientation to be more Eurosceptic (Alvarez, 2002;
Deflem and Pampel, 1996). Inglehart et al. (1987), who look at partisanship in three
categories (left, right, center), also find more scepticism on the left in most countries
in the period 1973-1986, while finding no indications for a curvilinear relationship.
Results from the late 1990s onwards are less unequivocal. Some studies find only small
correlations (Gabel, 2000) or no relationship at all (Van der Brug and Van Spanje, 2009;
Van der Eijk and Franklin, 2004), whereas other studies identify a (growing) right-wing
Euroscepticism. In 2002, Euroscepticism is higher among right-wing citizens in the eu15 (McLaren, 2007). A uk study (Evans, 1998) also indicates that Euroscepticism has
increased on the right. While before 1992 supporters of EC membership were more likely
to vote Conservative than Labour, after 1997 this effect was fully inverted, as eu supporters
were instead less likely to vote Conservative than Labour. With the exception of Inglehart
et al. (1987) and Van der Eijk and Franklin (2004), none of these studies pay attention to
curvilinear relationships, which might lead to invalid conclusions. Indeed, a longitudinal
study from 1994 to 2004 that does include a curvilinear term finds that Euroscepticism
exists on both the left and right extremes, creating a U-shaped relationship (Lubbers and
Scheepers, 2010: 802).
The findings of these studies may vary because they employ different operationalisations
and modelling strategies, and include different sets of countries. I expect, however, that
a major cause of the variation in the results lies in the timing of the different studies.
Given that different concerns lead to Euroscepticism on the left and the right, I expect that
Euroscepticism was initially (in the 1970s and 1980s) stronger among left-wing citizens
fearing the economic consequences of European integration, only to become connected to
the right when the political and cultural implications of integration became apparent. This
expectation is reinforced by the fact that left-right over the past decades has gained a more
cultural interpretation, which makes it even more likely that nationalist Euroscepticism
over time has become linked to left-right (De Vries et al., 2013; Knutsen, 1995). To be
sure, the economic meaning of left-right continues to be relevant as well, and European
integration has not become less economically consequential. Therefore I do not expect that
right-wing Euroscepticism has come to replace left-wing Euroscepticism, but rather that
the two have come to coexist.
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As the signing of the Maastricht Treaty transformed the eu into a multi-level polity, I
expect it to be a turning point in the relationship between left-right and Euroscepticism.
Maastricht made citizens aware of the implications of the eu for national interests,
sovereignty and identity, thereby giving right-wing citizens a reason to become Eurosceptic.
The relationship between left-right and Euroscepticism is thus expected to crucially differ
between the period before and after Maastricht.
H2:

In the period before the Maastricht Treaty (1973-1991), the relationship
between left-right ideology and Euroscepticism is linear, with left-wing citizens
being more Eurosceptic.

H3:

In the period after the Maastricht Treaty (1992-2010), the relationship between
left-right ideology and Euroscepticism is curvilinear, with citizens on the far right
and far left being most Eurosceptic.

The hypotheses apply to citizens of all member states whose membership in the eu dates
back to before Maastricht, as I expect the changing nature of European integration and
the changing meaning of left-right to touch upon these member states in a similar way.
To be sure, this does not mean that I expect perfectly identical dynamics in all countries.
As discussed in the introductory chapter, contextual factors such as the welfare state type
(Brinegar et al., 2004; Garry and Tilley, 2014), the eu budget balance (Lubbers and
Scheepers, 2010), the party system and in particular the presence of radical Eurosceptic
parties (Bornschier, 2011; De Vries and Edwards, 2009) have all been shown to influence
the way Euroscepticism is ideologically mobilised. While the main analysis focuses on
the common trend expected in all countries, I will also pay attention to country-specific
deviations.
The hypotheses are formulated in terms of relationships rather than effects, since this
chapter principally addresses changes in how left-right and Euroscepticism are related,
and does not aim to disentangle the complex causality connecting the two. Theoretically, I
expect a reciprocal causal relationship between left-right and Euroscepticism, with political
parties in an intermediate role. On the one hand, citizens respond to new issues by taking
cues from the political elites to which they feel ideologically close (Zaller, 1992), and thus
adopt a position on the new issue consistent with their left-right position. Indeed, citizens
have been found to become more Eurosceptic in the presence of Eurosceptic party cues
from their ideological side (De Vries and Edwards, 2009). On the other hand, citizens
may adapt their left-right identification on the basis of their position on a new issue, when
this position is articulated by parties standing elsewhere on the left-right continuum than
themselves (De Vries et al., 2013; Stimson et al., 2010).
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Data and Methods
Hypotheses H1a and H1b are tested on data from the European Vales Study 2008, selecting
the 12 countries that joined the eu before Maastricht.4 This survey contains questions on the
different fears respondents might have in relation to the eu. These ‘eu fears’ are measured by
asking respondents to indicate to what extent they fear different implications of the building
of the European Union on a 10-point-scale ranging from ‘Not afraid at all’ (1) to ‘Very much
afraid’ (10). The implications for which this is asked are ‘The loss of social security’, ‘The loss
of national identity’, ‘Our country paying more and more to the European Union’, ‘A loss of
power in the world for [country]’, and ‘The loss of jobs in [country]’. I expect that left-wing
citizens will be relatively more concerned with the economic implications – social security and
the loss of jobs – whereas the fears with a nationalist connotation – the loss of national identity,
the fact that the own country has to pay, and the loss of power of their country – will be higher
among right-wing citizens.
Table 2.1 Overview of sample size and time frame per country
Country

N

Years

France

63,244

1973, 1976-2010

Belgium

57,287

1973, 1976-2010

Netherlands

68,491

1973, 1976-2010

Germany

93,852

1973, 1976-2010

Italy

55,407

1973, 1976-2010

Luxembourg

24,631

1973, 1976-2010

Denmark

67,311

1973, 1976-2010

Ireland

56,759

1973, 1976-2010

Great Britain

64,334

1973, 1976-2010

Greece

48,944

1980-2010

Spain

38,726

1985-2010

Portugal

37,518

1985-2010

Total

676,504

a

Includes East Germany from 1990 onwards.
Source: Eurobarometer 1973-2010.

a

These expectations are tested by OLS regressions of each of the eu fears on left-right selfplacement. As the dependent variable, I use relative fears, taking the distance of each fear to the
respondent’s mean on all fears. I thus analyse whether the relative importance attached to each
These are France, Belgium, the Netherlands, Germany, Italy, Luxembourg, Denmark, Ireland, Great Britain, Greece,
Spain and Portugal.
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fear differs between left- and right-wing citizens, accounting for differences in the overall degree
to which right-wing and left-wing citizens fear the eu. The independent variables are created
on the basis of the 1-10 left-right self-placement scale, in the form of dummies for left-wing
(1-3) and right-wing (8-10) citizens, with the centre (4-7) as the reference category. As such, I
assess to what extent citizens from the left and right emphasise different fears, in line with their
ideological background. To account for cross-national variation, I include country fixed effects.
In order to test hypotheses H2 and H3, which predict a change in the relationship between
left-right ideology and Euroscepticism around the signing of the Maastricht Treaty, we require
a longitudinal data set starting well before this point, which includes consistent measures of
the key variables over time. The cumulative Mannheim Eurobarometer trendfile 1970-2002
(Schmitt and Scholz, 2008), which I merged with the more recent Eurobarometer (eb) waves
until 2010, fulfils these requirements.5 Identical questions on Euroscepticism and left-right
ideology are included in 74 (biannual) waves from 1973 to 2010, covering a time span far
longer than any of the existent studies.6 Again, I include only the 12 oldest member states. Table
2.1 gives an overview of the sample size and the time span of the 12 countries.
I measure Euroscepticism by respondents’ opinion on their country’s membership in the
European Union: ‘Generally speaking, do you think our country’s membership in the European
Union is 1) a good thing, 2) a bad thing, 3) neither good nor bad?’. This question taps a
general Euroscepticism, not a priori defined by specific motivations, nor focused on a specific
dimension of European integration. The great advantage of this item is that it is the only existent
item that has been consistently measured over such a long time span (since the 1970s), and thus
enables an analysis of change over decades. The negative and neutral categories are both taken
to signal a form of Euroscepticism. Where seeing membership as a ‘bad thing’ represents an
outright rejection of the eu and thus a fundamental form of opposition, a neutral response
is likely to reflect more nuanced or specific objections to the eu. To capture all Eurosceptic
expressions, and not just the most radical form of Euroscepticism, I combine the neutral and
negative response categories. On the resulting dichotomous variable, a score of 0 represents a
positive attitude towards eu membership, whereas a score of 1 represents negative and neutral
attitudes. This has the additional advantage of creating a more equally distributed dependent
variable, with the proportion of Eurosceptics over the whole period ranging from .10 in the
Netherlands in 1991 to .73 in Great Britain in 1980.7

5

An overview of the included Eurobarometer waves from 2002 to 2010 is given in the List of Data Sources.

In an earlier study (Hakhverdian et al., 2013), I benefited from the same longitudinal dataset to answer a different
research question. That study analysed educational differences in Euroscepticism over time, and found an increasing
education gap from the Maastricht Treaty onwards. The study did not look into the ideological correlates of
Euroscepticism, which is the aim of the present study.

6

I tested whether this dichotomisation influences the results by replicating the analyses with an alternative
dichotomisation of positive and neutral versus negative responses. These analyses lead to the same substantive
conclusions (available upon request).
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Left-right ideology is measured by left-right self-placement on a 10-point scale through
the following question: ‘In political matters people talk of ‘the left’ and ‘the right’. How would
you place your views on this scale?’ The advantage of self-placement is that it does not impose a
specific meaning of left-right, which fits the conceptualisation of left-right as a ‘super issue’. The
left-right scale is centred around 0, so that it ranges from -4.5 (left) to 4.5 (right). The left-right
squared term then ranges from 0.25 to 20.25, with a higher score representing self-placement
towards either of the extremes of the scale.
As Eurobarometer data are collected twice a year, time is measured in semesters, ranging
from 0 (first semester of 1973) to 74 (first semester of 2010). To assess how the relationship
between left-right and Euroscepticism changes over time, I distinguish four time periods of
roughly the same length. These periods are 1973-1982, 1983-1991, 1992-2000 and 20012010. Dummy variables are included for the latter three periods. This facilitates interpretation
and allows me to test whether the relationship significantly changes around Maastricht. An
alternative way to test my expectations is to model over-time changes continuously, and include
one dummy that assesses the effect of Maastricht (with a score of 1 from 1992 onwards). This
modelling strategy yields similar results, which are included in Appendix B. Finally, control
variables are included on the individual level for age (measured in years) and gender (measured
by a dummy scoring males as 1).8
Although I am only interested in the relationship between left-right and Euroscepticism
and not in the effect of one onto the other, I model the relationship as an effect of left-right
ideology on Euroscepticism. Such a model enables me to test for the curvilinear relationship
that I expect to find after Maastricht, by including a squared left-right dimension. This would
not be possible when modelling the relationship either through correlations or in the opposite
causal direction.
The cumulative Eurobarometer data set has a cross-nested structure, with individuals nested
in countries and time points. Since I am interested in developments within countries rather
than in explaining differences between countries, I include country fixed effects to control for
the clustering of the data in countries. To account for the clustering in time (N=74), I include
a random intercept for time, nesting individuals in time points. The resulting model is a twolevel logistic random intercept model with country fixed effects.9 Since I expect the effect of
left-right to vary over time points, I include random slopes for left-right and left-right squared.
Cross-level interactions of the time period dummies with left-right and left-right squared then
show whether and when the relationship between left-right and Euroscepticism significantly
changes. To facilitate interpretation, I calculate predicted probabilities of being Eurosceptic for
all possible positions on the left-right scale and present these graphically for each time period.
These graphs additionally allow me to inspect the substantive effect sizes.

8

Not controlling for age and gender yields virtually identical results for both the pooled and country-specific analyses.

A three-level model specification, with individuals nested in country-time points nested in time points and including
country dummies yields very similar results (available upon request).
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To test for country-specific deviations from the general trend, the modelling strategy is
repeated for each country separately. The results of these analyses are discussed in the
results section, and included as Appendix C.

Results
I first turn to the question to what extent left-wing and right-wing citizens hold distinct
objections to the eu. The mean score of left-wing citizens on all fears is 6.0 (on a 1 to 10
scale), while for right-wing citizens this is 6.5.10 It therefore makes sense to assess the relative
strength of each of the fears compared to their mean fear. Figure 2.1 shows the distances
of each fear to the mean fear for citizens from the left, right and center. These results show
that, first, all citizens worry more about job loss and the payments made by their own
country to the eu than about the loss of sovereignty and national identity. However, there
are differences between left-wing and right-wing citizens, which follow a clear pattern.
Table 2.2 shows the effects of left-right self-placement on how different eu-related fears
compare to the mean fear. Fear of the loss of social security is relatively a very strong fear
for left-wing citizens (b=.33), whereas this fear is low among right-wing citizens (b=-.29),
both compared to citizens in the centre. Fears of loss of power, the own country paying
too much, and (particularly) the loss of national identity are all stronger on the right. The
fear of job loss is equally high (in relative terms) for all citizens. A possible explanation is
that unemployment is as much a matter of concern for left-wing as for right-wing parties,
whereas the other fears are more clearly related to different ideological complexions. All
in all, the pattern demonstrated by these results supports H1a and H1b: left-wing and
right-wing Eurosceptics emphasise different (respectively economic and political-cultural)
aspects of the eu.
It must be noted that strictly speaking these items on different ‘eu fears’ are doublebarreled in the sense that someone could either not think the eu will lead to a loss of
national identity, or not care about such a loss – so they do not directly tap to what extent
a citizen connects Euroscepticism to national identity concerns. However, the clearly
distinct pattern for left-wing and right-wing citizens suggests that the items do indicate
their reasons to be Eurosceptic. In Chapter 3, the relationship between Euroscepticism and
respectively economic and cultural concerns among left-wing and right-wing citizens is put
to a stricter empirical test.

Citizens in the center of the left-right scale have a mean score of 6.3. Left-wing citizens are thus least afraid, which is
probably due to the fact that more fears tap into right-wing concerns.
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figure 2.1 Relative fears with regard to EU by left-right self-placement

Source: European Values Study 2008
Table 2.2 Effect of left-right placement on relative fears related to EU
Loss of social
security

Loss of
jobs

Own country
pays

Loss of power

Loss of national
identity

.33 (.04)***

.04 (.04)

-.08 (.03)**

-.15 (.03)***

-.14 (.04)***

Right

-.29 (.04)***

-.03 (.03)

.08 (.04)*

.06 (.04)

.19 (.04)***

N

14,454

Left-right ideology
(ref: centre)
Left

Note: Country fixed effects not displayed. One-tailed significance indicated by asterisks: *** p<0.001, **
p<0.01, * p<0.05 (standard errors in parentheses).
Source: European Values Study 2008.

We now turn to the analysis of the relationship between left-right and Euroscepticism
over time. The regression results are presented in Table 2.3 and visualised by Figure 2.2.
The main effects of left-right and left-right squared show that in the first period (19731982, the reference category), the left is significantly more Eurosceptic than the right (b=.111). As Figure 2 shows, Euroscepticism continuously decreases from left to right: The
far left (1) has a likelihood of .55 of being Eurosceptic, against .31 for the far right (10).
The curvilinear effect is also significant (b=.009), but substantively too small to make the
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relationship U-shaped. It does however tone down the effect on the right side of the scale.
From the center right (6) to the far right, the predicted probability decreases with .06.
In comparison, from the center left (5) to the far left, the likelihood of Euroscepticism
increases with .15.
Table 2.3 Left-right and Euroscepticism in 12 EU member states (1973-2010)
Constant

-.396 (.059)***

Age

.005 (.000)***

Male

-.271 (.005)***

Left-right

-.111 (.005)***

Left-right²

.009 (.001)***

Time period (ref = 1973-1982)
1983-1991

-.368 (.076)***

1992-2000

-.107 (.076)

2001-2010

-.117 (.076)

Left-right*1983-1991

.004 (.006)

Left-right*1992-2000

.077 (.006)***

Left-right*2001-2010

.103 (.006)***

Left-right²*1983-1991

-.000 (.002)

Left-right²*1992-2000

.004 (.002)*

Left-right²*2001-2010

.007 (.002)***

Variance (level 2: time)

.049 (.008)***

Variance (slope: left-right)

.000 (.000)***

Variance (slope: left-right²)

.000 (.000)***

N

676.504

Note: Coefficients are log odds. Country fixed effects not displayed. One-tailed significance
indicated by asterisks: *** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05 (standard errors in parentheses).
Source: Eurobarometer 1973-2010.

In the subsequent period, from 1983 to 1991, the insignificant cross-level interactions
indicate that the effect of left-right on Euroscepticism has not changed compared to the
first period. Indeed, the shape of the relationship looks largely identical. The overall level
of Euroscepticism has declined compared to the first period, but this decline is similar for
all left-right positions. The chance of being Eurosceptic now ranges from .45 on the left to
.24 on the right extreme.
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figure 2.2 Predicted probability of Euroscepticism by left-right position in 12 EU member states (1973-2010)

Source: Eurobarometer 1973-2010

A change in the shape of the relationship becomes visible in the period 1992-2000. The
cross-level interactions of this period are significant and positive for both left-right (b=.077)
and left-right squared (b=.004). Compared to the preceding period, for the far right these
effects translate into a substantive increase from .24 to .38 in the predicted probability of
being Eurosceptic, while the likelihood for the far left remains stable with .46. As a result,
Euroscepticism no longer continuously decreases from left to right, but remains similar
(or even increases somewhat) from the center to the right. The developments around
Maastricht thus seem to dissipate the relative Euro-enthusiasm of the right.
In the period from 2001 to 2010, the relationship is U-shaped. Right-wing
Euroscepticism continues to increase (b=.103), also compared to the preceding period.
Thus, the left and the right have become almost equally Eurosceptic, with a respective
likelihood of .44 and .42. The relationship approaches symmetry, as the lowest likelihood
of .35 is found for the center right (position 6 on the left-right scale).
Both hypotheses H2 and H3 are supported. In line with hypothesis H2, in the two
periods before Maastricht the far left and the far right are each other’s opposites in their
amount of Euroscepticism. The relationship is not perfectly linear, but Euroscepticism does
continuously decline from left to right. In line with hypothesis H3, the sharp increase of
right-wing Euroscepticism after Maastricht creates a U-shaped relationship. Though the
horseshoe only takes full shape in the final period, the increase of right-wing Euroscepticism
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sets in directly after Maastricht, which appears to constitute a crucial turning point.
I repeated the analyses for each country separately (see Appendix C). The results
corroborate hypothesis H2, as in almost all countries left-wing citizens are most Eurosceptic
in the 1970s and early 1980s. In most countries in this period the curvilinear term is
relatively weak, but statistically significant. This is generally in line with the aggregate
finding that the differences in Euroscepticism are smaller on the right than on the left.
Only in Italy is the relationship U-shaped in the first period (with both left-right extremes
more Eurosceptic than the center), but Euroscepticism is still highest on the left. The
two real exceptions in the first period are Germany, where left-right has no effect on
Euroscepticism, and Spain, where, inversely, the right starts out as more Eurosceptic. In
Germany, the legacy of World War II created a political culture in which opposition to
European integration was almost out of the question (Diez Medrano, 2003). In Spain, early
Euro-enthusiasm was motivated by the desire to break with the isolated past under Franco’s
(right-wing) dictatorship (Diez Medrano, 2003), which could explain why Euroscepticism
was low on the left. Indeed, the left-wing González government led the accession to the
ec in 1986, while the only opposition came from the neo-fascist right (Benedetto and
Quaglia, 2007: 492-3). Outside of these two countries with rather idiosyncratic ideological
contexts, Euroscepticism is evidently a left-wing attitude in the first period.
Over time, the countries show a common trend of increasing Euroscepticism on the
right relative to the left. Spain, again, is the exception, as Euroscepticism instead increases
on the left, which indicates a normalisation of the left’s position after its initial enthusiasm
created by accession itself. In line with my expectations, the most pronounced increase in
right-wing Euroscepticism comes with Maastricht. As Tables C1 and C2 in the Appendix
show, the interaction between left-right and the post-Maastricht period (1992-2000) is
positive and significant compared to the previous periods in most countries. In France,
Italy and Great Britain, where right-wing Euroscepticism already starts to increase in 19831991, Maastricht significantly reinforces this development. In the period 2001-2010,
right-wing Euroscepticism remains significantly higher than before Maastricht, and in
most countries it increases compared to the previous period.
Despite the common increase in right-wing Euroscepticism, the horseshoe shape
predicted by hypothesis H3 does not arise in all countries. A fully-fledged horseshoe is
only found in France, Belgium, the Netherlands and to some extent Denmark (though in
Belgium Euroscepticism eventually tilts to the right). In Luxembourg, Ireland, Greece, and
Portugal, the long-term trend hints at the development towards a horseshoe, which is not
yet significant. In Spain a U-shape also arises, despite the different dynamics. However,
Great Britain and Italy, and to some extent Germany, follow a different pattern: in these
countries, Euroscepticism has recently become more associated with the right than with
the left.
Thus, the increase of public Euroscepticism on the right is a common tendency, but a
horseshoe does not arise in all countries. This has to do with variations in the developments
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not only at the right but also at the left side of the spectrum. In some countries, the left
remains by far the most sceptical (Denmark, Greece, Ireland), whereas in other countries,
left-wing Euroscepticism decreases (Great Britain and Italy) or has never been mobilised
(Germany). Some deviations have obvious explanations. In Denmark, the concerns leading
to left-wing Euroscepticism are magnified by the comprehensive welfare state. Moreover,
given the centrality of the welfare state for national identity in the Nordic countries
(Bornschier, 2011), left-wing Euroscepticism might also be fuelled by nationalist concerns
after Maastricht. In Great Britain, the relationship inverts rather than turns U-shaped,
which can be explained by the position switching of the Labour and the Conservatives
in the (bi)polarising majoritarian electoral system (Spiering, 2004), and the absence of
any Eurosceptic party cue on the left. More generally, the mixed developments indicate
a growing ambivalence towards European integration on the left: As political integration
increases the eu’s regulatory activities, the left is increasingly torn between positive and
negative attitudes towards the eu. Which of these predominates depends on the specific
political context.
The country-specific results qualify the evidence for hypothesis H3: The extent to which
the shape of the relationship develops into a horseshoe varies over countries. Despite this
heterogeneity, I do find the expected trend towards increasing right-wing Euroscepticism
(or decreasing right-wing eu support), which is set in or reinforced by the Treaty of
Maastricht. Though the exact shape of the relationship depends on national context, the
political and cultural implications of European integration that become apparent from
Maastricht onwards have an effect on the relationship in most eu member states.

Conclusion
The central argument guiding this chapter is that as the nature of European integration and
the meaning of left-right change over time, the way in which attitudes towards European
integration are related to left-right ideology changes as well. Research so far has not taken
into account the possibility that the relationship between left-right and Euroscepticism
could change over time, as a result of which the literature provides seemingly contradictory
findings (Deflem and Pampel, 1996; Kriesi et al., 2008; Llamazares and Gramacho, 2007;
Lubbers and Scheepers, 2010; McLaren, 2007; Van der Brug and Van Spanje, 2009; Van der
Eijk and Franklin, 2004). My main contribution to the field is to explain why the findings
are so inconsistent, by showing how the relationship changes over time. By means of a
longitudinal analysis spanning almost four decades (1973-2010), this chapter shows that
while the relationship was linear during the 1970s and 1980s, with more Euroscepticism
on the left, a right-wing Euroscepticism starts to develop from Maastricht onwards. This
creates a tendency towards a U-shaped relationship in most countries, and an inversion of
the relationship in others.
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These findings imply that European integration over time has become a more difficult
issue for established parties to deal with. Before the Maastricht Treaty, left-wing citizens
take a Eurosceptic position while right-wing citizens are positive towards Europe, and
Euroscepticism can thus be assimilated into the general left-right dimension like many other
new issues are. After Maastricht, the sources of Euroscepticism become more diverse and in
several countries Eurosceptic electoral potential arises on both the left and the right. This does
not happen in all countries to the same extent and is likely to be related to the presence of
Eurosceptic party cues on the left and right. This is exemplified by the development I find in
Great Britain, where party-based Euroscepticism is known to have shifted from left (Labour)
to right (Conservative), and the relationship in public opinion indeed similarly inverts (see
also Evans, 1998). Yet, even where Eurosceptic potential only exists on one side of the leftright spectrum, the pluralising meaning of both European integration and left-right poses
difficulties to mainstream parties. While radical parties have more leeway to focus only on
the aspects of the eu of which they are critical, their mainstream competitors are expected to
formulate a broad, coherent program with regard to the different dimensions of European
integration, and are consequently torn between more supportive and more sceptical positions
(Bornschier, 2011).
A second implication of this chapter’s findings is that there is no ‘natural’ or intrinsic
relationship between left-right and Euroscepticism. In part, this is due to the fact that the eu
itself is a ‘moving target’ (Marks, 2004). The changing character of European integration over
the decades is reflected in how Euroscepticism is connected to different ideological positions.
Yet, the left-right dimension itself is a ‘moving target’ as well, as it integrates positions on
new issues like environmentalism and migration and thus changes in meaning (e.g. Kitschelt
and Hellemans, 1990; Kriesi et al., 2008; Van der Brug and Van Spanje, 2009). In the 1990s
and 2000s, left-right positions of citizens have become increasingly correlated with sociocultural issues and decreasingly with socio-economic issues (De Vries et al., 2013). The recent
U-shaped relationship can develop because of this pluralised meaning of left and right.
One major limitation of this chapter is that with the longitudinal data at hand it is not
possible to directly assess the meaning of left-right or the motivations that drive Euroscepticism
at the left and right extremes. Moreover, recent studies have stressed the multidimensionality
of Euroscepticism itself (Boomgaarden et al., 2011; Lubbers and Scheepers, 2010). We now
know that in most countries a horseshoe-like relationship has developed or is developing.
However, we do not know whether Euroscepticism has the same meaning and similar origins
for left- and right-wing citizens (although the here presented findings based on the European
Values Study 2008 provide preliminary evidence in this direction). Once we look at more
specific measures of eu attitudes, it might well be that the shape of the relationship to leftright is radically different. In the next chapter, I take up these questions by exploring to what
extent left-wing and right-wing citizens are similar or different in the nature and origins of
their Euroscepticism, by unpacking their eu attitudes as well as their (economic and cultural)
motivations for Euroscepticism.
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United against a common foe?
The nature and origins of Euroscepticism
among left-wing and right-wing citizens1
Introduction
From party-level research we know that Euroscepticism and left-right ideology are related
in a curvilinear way, with most Euroscepticism concentrated among parties at the left and
right extremes. The previous chapter has shown that at the level of public opinion a similar
horseshoe-shaped relationship has developed or is developing in several Western European
countries. While the strength of the previous chapter is its broad scope in terms of time
frame and country coverage, this comes at a trade-off of being restricted to very general
measures of left-right placement and Euroscepticism. Hence, even if the asynchronous
development of Euroscepticism at the left and the right suggests that left-wing and rightwing citizens base their Euroscepticism on different motivations, I was not able to put this
to a strict empirical test.2 Therefore, it is yet unclear whether the Euroscepticism found at
both extremes is of a different kind, or whether it creates common ground between leftwing and right-wing citizens.
The present chapter goes beyond the general relationship between left-right and
Euroscepticism to assess to what extent left- and right-wing citizens are united against a
common foe. At the party level, there is accumulating evidence that the apparent alliances
between left-wing and right-wing Eurosceptic actors are actually rather superficial. First,
Euroscepticism among radical left and radical right parties relies on diverging motivations
(Aspinwall, 2002; De Vries and Edwards, 2009; Hooghe et al., 2002). The Euroscepticism
of radical left parties stems from their defence of welfare state arrangements and from
their opposition against ongoing market liberalisation. Radical right Eurosceptic parties
on the other hand mainly take issue with the threat that European integration poses to
This chapter is based on an article published as Van Elsas, E.J., Hakhverdian, A. and Van der Brug, W. (2016). ‘United
against a common foe? The nature and origins of Euroscepticism among left-wing and right-wing citizens’. West
European Politics. Advance online publication, May 4, 2016.

1

As noted in the results section of Chapter 2, the there presented analysis of the different ‘EU fears’ among left-wing
and right-wing citizens provides only tentative evidence of their distinct motivations.
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national sovereignty and cultural homogeneity, and though some have become increasingly
concerned with protecting the welfare state, these concerns are generally intertwined with
exclusivist, anti-immigrant sentiments.3 A second distinction, which is less often made, is
that these ideological opposites direct their criticism towards different aspects of European
integration. A recent study shows that ‘moving from broad Eurosceptical stances to more
specific preferences on the integration process, extreme left and extreme right [parties]
express rather distinctive views’ (Conti and Memoli, 2012: 93). Most parties of the radical
right categorically reject any type of integration that goes beyond the most basic economic
cooperation. For most radical left Eurosceptic parties, Euroscepticism constitutes a
rejection of the eu’s current composition and practice, rather than a principled rejection of
European integration in and of itself (March and Rommerskirchen, 2012).
While quite some research exists on how party positions on European integration are
structured, surprisingly little is known about how these attitudes are structured in public
opinion. The previous chapter has demonstrated that citizens at the extremes tend to be
most Eurosceptic, particularly in recent decades (see also Lubbers and Scheepers, 2010;
Steenbergen et al., 2007; Van Elsas and Van der Brug, 2015). What remains understudied,
however, are similarities and differences in the nature and origins of Euroscepticism of
citizens with a left-wing or a right-wing ideology. The main reason for why I expect similar
structures at the level of parties and citizens is that citizens and parties at similar positions
on the left–right scale can be expected to share similar values and principles. To the extent
that positions of citizens and parties on matters of European integration are driven by these
values and principles, a similar structure would materialise. However, citizens’ attitudes
are expected to be less constrained by ideology than are party positions. This raises the
question whether the differences between left- and right-wing Euroscepticism found at the
party level are mirrored among citizens.4
I focus on two possible forms of heterogeneity. First, public Euroscepticism is a
multidimensional concept (Boomgaarden et al., 2011), and can be directed at different
aspects of European integration. As was explained in the introductory chapter, throughout
this dissertation I distinguish between the more diffuse attitude of opposition to further
European integration and specific dissatisfaction with the eu as it currently exists and
operates (Kopecký and Mudde, 2002). Citizens on the far left as well as those on the far

Evidently, the radical left and radical right are not polar opposites. Right-wing Eurosceptic parties are increasingly
concerned with welfare issues, albeit through an exclusivist lens. Likewise, the economic protectionism of the left can
also be seen as a specific form of nationalism (Halikiopoulou et al., 2012). Though economic and cultural concerns are
thus sometimes blended, the relative emphasis on either fundamentally differs between Eurosceptic actors of left-wing
and right-wing lineage.

3

The terms left and right have multiple meanings to citizens, as the left–right dimension functions as a ‘super issue’
that absorbs attitudes towards various issues. Certain attitudes are considered left-wing (e.g. support for redistribution,
multiculturalism) whereas others are associated with the right (e.g. economic liberalism, monoculturalism). In case of
conflicting issue positions in terms of left-right, left-right identification can be adapted based on the issues most salient
to the voter (Weber and Saris, 2015). Left-right is thus meaningful even if there is a pluralisation of issues it is associated
with.
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right are expected to be more critical towards the eu than those at the political centre, yet I
expect that this criticism takes different forms depending on their ideological background.
Citizens on the far right are expected to be particularly opposed to further strengthening
of the eu as they outright reject the ideal of an ‘ever closer union’. Far left-wing citizens,
on the other hand, should not so much oppose the idea of European integration as such,
but rather the current functioning of the eu. Second, in line with Chapter 2, I expect
that different motivations anchor Euroscepticism among left-wing and right-wing citizens.
Yet in the present chapter I relate these different motivations to the two dimensions of
Euroscepticism. Left-wing citizens, particularly those at the far left, are expected to be
most concerned with the economic consequences of the current set-up of the eu, but
these economic concerns do not necessarily imply opposition to the idea of European
integration. Further strengthening of the eu – particularly in terms of social provisions
– might actually be seen as a partial solution to overcome some of the eu’s perceived socioeconomic downsides. Right-wing citizens, and especially those on the far right, are expected
to put nationalist objections to the eu front and centre. Almost by definition, transnational
solutions are unacceptable for citizens with mainly nationalist concerns. For citizens with
monoculturalist and related attitudes further European integration is seen in an even more
negative light than the eu as it currently functions.
This chapter thus aims to answer two related questions, namely to what extent the
Euroscepticism of left-wing and right-wing citizens is directed at different objects, and to
what extent it is motivated by different concerns. I present a twofold analysis of the structure
of citizen attitudes on the basis of data from the 2009 and 2014 waves of the European
Election Study (ees) and the 2008 and 2012 waves of the European Social Survey (ess),
focusing on fifteen Western European countries (and Appendix F provides additional analyses
of the 2004 ees and ess).5 First, I distinguish between two dimensions of Euroscepticism:
dissatisfaction with the current eu and opposition to further eu strengthening. My findings show
that this distinction is important, as these dimensions relate differently to left–right ideology.
Left-wing citizens are more critical of the current state of the eu than right-wing citizens,
whereas the right is more opposed to eu strengthening than the left. In the second part of
the chapter, I analyse whether the motivations undergirding Euroscepticism are conditional
on citizen ideology. The results indicate that dissatisfaction with the current functioning of
the eu is traceable to egalitarian attitudes, but only for left-wing citizens, while opposition to
further European integration is related equally strongly to nationalist attitudes for all citizens.
Strong monoculturalism leads to an outright rejection of the European project per se among
all citizens regardless of their ideology, while a strong preference for national redistribution is
translated in dissatisfaction with the current eu, but only among left-wing citizens.

My research question does not apply to Eastern European countries, since in these countries Euroscepticism is not
related to left–right ideology in a horseshoe pattern, but rather concentrated at the left end of the spectrum (Marks et
al., 2006).
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The findings of this chapter contribute to the ongoing debate on whether or not, and
how, the issue of European integration continues to transform the existing political space.
Do eu attitudes constitute a new dimension uniting Eurosceptics of different ideological
backgrounds against a common foe? Or can we actually distinguish different types of
Eurosceptics whose similarities at the surface mask fundamentally diverging views on the
European project? The results of this chapter support the latter conclusion. Left-wing and
right-wing citizens not only differ in the issue base of their Euroscepticism, but also direct
their objections towards different aspects of European integration.

Left-wing and right-wing Euroscepticism
Scholars are increasingly emphasising the multidimensional nature of Euroscepticism
(e.g. Boomgaarden et al., 2011). Being Eurosceptic could entail that one distrusts the
institutions that together form the European Union, that one opposes specific eu policies,
or that one fundamentally rejects the very idea of regional integration. By no means do
these different critiques of European integration need to go together (Kopecký and Mudde,
2002; Taggart and Szczerbiak, 2004). Yet, as has been justly pointed out, ‘a systematic
engagement with potential differences in the explanatory power of different antecedents
for different dimensions of eu attitudes is still lacking’ (Boomgaarden et al., 2011: 243).
This is particularly relevant when studying the ideological embedding of Euroscepticism.
Most of the literature on Euroscepticism and its ideological underpinnings focuses on
political parties. Studies relying on expert survey data (Hooghe et al., 2002) and manifesto
data (Halikiopoulou et al., 2012) consistently show that parties located at the left and right
extremes in Western Europe stand out as most Eurosceptic. The image of the horseshoe or
‘inverted U’ (Hooghe et al., 2002) has become a forceful image to illustrate this relationship
between Euroscepticism and left–right ideology, suggesting that parties at the left and
right extremes are united in their Euroscepticism. However, this simple image obscures
the fact that radical left and radical right parties diverge in the motivations as well as the
objects of their Euroscepticism. Two dimensions of Euroscepticism – directed at different
objects – should be distinguished when studying how ideology relates to Euroscepticism:
1) evaluations of the eu as it currently exists and functions, and 2) a more diffuse attitude
towards continuing the European integration process towards a supranational polity,
reflected in preferences regarding the further strengthening of the eu. This distinction is
particularly important for parties of the radical left, which primarily oppose the eu for its
expected negative consequences for national welfare states, and the subsequent social harm
that might befall vulnerable groups in society. This does not necessarily imply opposition
to the project of European integration as such. Otherwise Eurosceptic left-wing parties can
even support further eu integration, because they expect socio-economic grievances to be
best remedied at the European level, but also because fundamentally internationalist values
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form part of socialist ideology (March and Mudde, 2005). Indeed, in the programmes
and campaigns of radical left parties across Western Europe, we find statements such as
‘Change Europe’ (French Communist Party, 1999),6 ‘100% Social: No against this eu’
(Dutch Socialist Party, 2014),7 and ‘Another Europe is possible’ (European party group
European United Left/Nordic Green Left).8 The radical left thus tends to be sceptical of
the eu in its current form, while not opposing the idea of European integration as such
(March and Rommerskirchen, 2012). Exceptions are a few orthodox communist parties,
most notably the Communist Party of Greece (kke) and the Portuguese Communist Party
(pcp), which more fundamentally reject European integration in both its principle and
practice (Charalambous, 2011).
Parties of the radical right oppose the European project primarily for socio-cultural and
political reasons which are embedded in their nationalist and exclusivist values (Hooghe
et al., 2002). They fear that European integration will have harmful consequences for
national interests, traditions, and identities. The economic implications of the eu trigger
diverse reactions among the radical right. Some parties on the far right recognise the merits
of market integration and trade liberalisation (e.g. the Austrian fpÖ and Swiss svp). At the
same time, many radical right parties, particularly in the recent period, have put themselves
forward as defenders of national welfare provisions, albeit on exclusionary grounds
(Lefkofridi and Michel, 2014) and thereby appeal to the ‘losers of globalisation’ (Kriesi et
al., 2012). This economic protectionism is blended into their nationalist discourse centred
on countering immigration and maintaining national sovereignty. By definition, this
discourse of nationalism is antithetical to furthering integration, and thus primarily results
in a principled rejection of the European project. However, since the focus of the eu in
the early 1990s shifted away from market liberalisation to political unification, the current
set-up of the eu infringes on the national sovereignty of its member states. Many far right
parties therefore not only condemn the furthering of European integration in itself, but
also negatively evaluate the current functioning of the eu, where ‘Brussels’ often serves as
an umbrella term for the all too meddlesome European institutions. Euroscepticism of
radical right parties is thus in the first place a principled opposition directed against further
integration towards (ideally) a federal union. Yet, sovereignty-based objections also lead to
dissatisfaction with the current eu.
I expect the fundamental ideological premises that structure parties’ eu positions to
be mirrored at the level of citizens for two reasons. First, left–right ideology is related to

Original quote in French: ‘Bouge l’Europe’. This was the official name of the PCF list in the 1999 EP elections.
European Parliament (1999). Website on European Parliament Elections 1999.
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/election/listcand/ccfr.htm, accessed on July 4, 2016.

6

7
Original quote in Dutch: ‘100% Sociaal: Nee tegen deze EU’. Socialist Party (The Netherlands) (2014). Spanning
4/2014 (official publication of SP scientific bureau). https://www.sp.nl/spanning/2014/spanning-42014-100-sociaalnee-tegen-deze-eu, accessed on July 4, 2016.

European United Left/Nordic Green Left (2016). ‘Another Europe is possible’. Website header. http://www.guengl.eu,
accessed on July 4, 2016.
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certain values and principles, which are shared by parties and citizens at similar ideological
positions. To the extent that eu attitudes are also driven by these underlying values, I would
expect parties and citizens at similar left–right positions to partially share these attitudes as well.
Second, various studies have shown that elites shape public opinion with regard to European
integration (Gabel and Scheve, 2007; Ray, 2003; Steenbergen et al., 2007), while there is
also evidence for bottom-up influences where citizens’ preferences steer party positioning
(Carrubba, 2001). Even though patterns in public attitudes are less tightly structured than
the positions of parties (Converse, 1964), this mutual influence can be expected to reinforce
the similarities between parties and citizens.
Only few empirical studies examine whether Euroscepticism forms a different attitude for
left-wing as opposed to right-wing citizens. Lubbers and Scheepers (2010) distinguish three
types of attitudes towards Europe. While their study does not theorise on the relationships
between different kinds of Euroscepticism and left–right orientations, and while they employ
a different typology than I do, their results suggest that distrust towards the current eu is
stronger among left-wing citizens, whereas citizens on the right are more fundamentally
opposed to the European integration (Lubbers and Scheepers, 2010). In a Dutch case study,
Boomgaarden et al. (2011) distinguish as many as five dimensions of eu support. Of these
five, only one appears to be related to left-right in a curvilinear way. All in all, the research on
this topic remains scarce and the results are quite inconclusive.
My general expectation concerning the relationship between citizen ideology and
attitudes towards the eu is as follows:
H1a:

The relationship between left-right ideology and dissatisfaction with the current
eu is curvilinear, with citizens at the far right and far left being least satisfied.

H1b:

The relationship between left-right ideology and opposition to eu strengthening is
linear, with opposition being strongest among far right-wing citizens, and decreasing
as citizens are positioned more to the left.

In addition to the object of citizens’ opposition, there is also good reason to distinguish
between the motivations of left-wing and right-wing citizens for being Eurosceptic. In the
previous chapter I have shown that left-wing and right-wing citizens in Western Europe are
sensitive to different drawbacks of European integration, with the left being more fearful of
losing social benefits than the right, and the right more afraid of eroding national identity
than the left. Yet, the survey items ask people directly how fearful they are that European
integration will have consequences such as a ‘loss of social security’ and a ‘loss of national
identity’. Someone could state that she is not afraid that the eu will lead to a loss of national
identity, because she thinks national identities will stay intact, or because she simply does not
care about these identities. Moreover, the questions pertain to the eu in general, rather than
to more specific forms of Euroscepticism. For a more definitive test of the origins of different
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eu attitudes among left and right leaning citizens, we should look at correlations between
independent measures of Euroscepticism and economic and cultural attitudes respectively,
and assess to what extent these correlations differ between left-wing and right-wing citizens.
To my knowledge only one study directly examines this matter. In a French case study, Jocelyn
Evans (2000) compares voters of the French Communist Party (pcf) and the Front National
(fn) in how their Euroscepticism relates to economic and cultural attitudes. He finds that
for pcf voters Euroscepticism is more closely related to economic attitudes than for fn voters
(and vice versa for cultural attitudes). This indicates that Euroscepticism has different roots for
radical left and radical right voters, but as of yet we do not know to what extent this finding
can be generalised to other countries, to larger groups of citizens and to the more recent time
period.
In general, I expect that for left-wing citizens economic concerns (i.e. regarding
redistribution and the role of the government in the economy) are a relatively more important
reason for being Eurosceptic than for right-wing citizens, whereas for right-wing citizens
cultural concerns (i.e. regarding immigration and national identity) are a more important
predictor of their views towards the eu. However, the attitudinal roots of Euroscepticism also
depend on the specific dimension of Euroscepticism under consideration. Previous research
on the relation between Euroscepticism and economic and cultural issue dimensions has
shown that eu attitudes are consistently and strongly related to cultural positions (Kriesi et
al., 2008; Van der Brug and Van Spanje, 2009), and less so to economic attitudes (Costello
et al., 2012; Garry and Tilley, 2014). No study has however distinguished between different
dimensions of eu attitudes. It is likely that their relationship to economic attitudes only exists
for specific dimensions of Euroscepticism. As argued, economic objections against the eu are
mainly directed at how the eu currently functions, but not at the principle of European
integration in and of itself. On the other hand, cultural objections against the eu are directed
at both the current eu and its possible future strengthening. Therefore, I formulate different
sets of hypotheses for the two dimensions of Euroscepticism and how they are motivated by
economic concerns (here conceptualised as attitudes regarding national income redistribution)
and cultural concerns (conceptualised as anti-immigrant sentiments). Dissatisfaction with the
current eu is expected to be related to both economic and cultural concerns, but to different
degrees depending on ideological positions, as is formalised in the following hypotheses:
H2a:

Support for redistribution has a positive effect on dissatisfaction with the current
eu, but this effect is strongest among far left-wing citizens, and decreases as
citizens are positioned more to the right.

H2b:

Anti-immigrant sentiments have a positive effect on dissatisfaction with the
current eu, but this effect is strongest among far right-wing citizens, and decreases as
citizens are positioned more to the left.
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With regard to opposition towards further eu strengthening, I expect cultural concerns
to be dominant for all citizens, for three reasons. First, the most obvious consequence of
the deepening and particularly the widening of the eu is increasing diversity. The opening
of borders facilitates labour migration within the eu, and the enlargement of the eu to
member states in Central and Eastern Europe has particularly facilitated such migration
from the new to the old member states. In addition, in this context member states have
less control on the influx of asylum seekers which is of particular concern to citizens with
strong monoculturalist attitudes. Second, opposition to further European integration is
a more principled eu attitude, and is therefore likely to be related to one’s value system
or worldview. Citizens with an internationalist, cosmopolitan worldview hold values of
openness and cooperation beyond national borders. They view the national level as but one
level to solve collective action problems, and are open to politics at a higher – European –
level. On the other hand, citizens with a communitarian, nationalist worldview consider
the nation to be the only political unit that protects their interests (Evans, 2000; Teney et
al., 2013). These opposed worldviews drive positions on the cultural dimension as well
as support for the idea of further European integration, thus reinforcing the relationship
between the two attitudes. Third, I expect opposition to eu strengthening not to be
related to economic attitudes, precisely because with regard to redistributive concerns,
strengthening can be seen as both a threat and a solution. As we have seen, many radical left
parties aim at a different Europe rather than no Europe at all. Typical left-wing objections
to the eu are thus not necessarily extended to the European project as such.
H3:

Anti-immigrant sentiments have a positive effect on opposition to eu
strengthening, and this effect is equally strong for all citizens irrespective of their
left–right positions.

Data
To test the hypotheses I draw on data from two waves of the European Election Study
(ees 2009 and 2014) and two waves of the European Social Survey (ess 2008 and 2012).9
I combine different data sources for two reasons. First, the ees and ess have different
assets in terms of the included items. The ees 2009 allows me to distinguish between two
dimensions of Euroscepticism based on various survey items. These data are suitable to
map the two eu dimensions and study their relationship to left–right self-placement (H1a
and H1b). However, in these surveys the measures of attitudes towards immigration and

The EES data of 2009 (Van Egmond et al., 2009) and 2014 (Schmitt et al., 2015) can be accessed online via
the EES homepage (http://eeshomepage.net/). The ESS data of 2008 and 2012 are accessible at http://www.
europeansocialsurvey.org/.

9
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redistribution have very skewed distributions. This makes them ill-suited for testing how
their relationship with Euroscepticism differs between left-wing and right-wing citizens
(H2a, H2b and H3). For this purpose I use the ess 2008, which enables me to construct more
refined and balanced scales to measure attitudes towards redistribution and immigration,
and thus to assess how the relationship between these attitudes and Euroscepticism differs
between left- and right-wing citizens. By necessity, in the ess analyses I use single-item
measures of the two dimensions of Euroscepticism identified in the ees 2009.
Second, recent years have been particularly turbulent for the eu and its member states.
The Eurozone crisis has left an imprint on a wide range of citizens’ attitudes (e.g. Bermeo
and Bartels, 2013). Although the ees 2009 and ess 2008 were conducted during the
global financial crisis (from 2007 onwards), the subsequent debt crisis in the Eurozone
(from December 2009 onwards) has been found to have the largest impact on eu attitudes
(Braun and Tausendpfund, 2014). Therefore, I present replications of all analyses on the
basis of the ees 2014 and the ess 2012 in order to assess to what extent the findings
hold during the Eurozone crisis. By necessity, these analyses are based on fewer items to
measure core concepts. Finally, I assessed whether the results hold outside times of crisis by
replicating the analyses for two pre-crisis waves (ees 2004 and ess 2004, again by necessity
relying on fewer items). The results strongly resemble the main findings, particularly those
of 2008/2009. For reasons of conciseness, I refer the reader to Appendix F for these results.
The hypotheses are developed on the basis of the structure of Western European
party systems, so the analyses are limited to fifteen Western eu member states: Austria,
Belgium, Denmark, Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Italy, Ireland, Luxembourg, The
Netherlands, Portugal, Spain, Sweden, and Great Britain. The ess analyses are conducted
using twelve countries, since Austria and Luxembourg were not included in either of the
ess waves, and Greece is included in 2008 but replaced by Italy in 2012.

Variables
Measuring Euroscepticism

Different operationalisations of Euroscepticism appear in the literature. In many instances,
the choice of indicators depends to a large extent on the practical availability of survey items.
Many studies have used the eu membership evaluation question, the principal advantage
of which is its wide availability (Anderson, 1998; Gabel, 1998; Hakhverdian et al., 2013;
Steenbergen et al., 2007). Other studies use support for further integration (Evans, 1999;
Kriesi et al., 2008) or the desired speed of integration (De Vries and Edwards, 2009), while
still others use some form of eu institutional trust (Armingeon and Ceka, 2014). Given
my theoretical argument, I expect the outcomes of these studies to be in part a function of
the specific sub-dimension of Euroscepticism tapped by the item. Constructing an index
of multiple items does not by definition solve this. If one combines items on confidence in
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the current functioning of the eu with items on further integration (e.g. Garry and Tilley,
2014), this is likely to introduce noise into the relationships with covariates such as ideology.
Combining items that load on the same theoretical sub-dimension, however, will improve
the reliability and validity of the findings, and this is what I aim for in my operationalisation.
European Election Study 2009

On the basis of the eu-related questions included in the ees 2009, I discern two dimensions
of Euroscepticism. I tested the scales for reliability by using Cronbach’s alpha (α), and for
validity by using Mokken scale analysis (Loevinger H-value).10 First, dissatisfaction with
the current functioning of the eu is measured by the following four items (α = .77, H =
.40): ‘How satisfied are you, on the whole, with the way democracy works in the European
Union?’ (1–4), ‘Agree/Disagree: You trust the institutions of the European Union?’ (1–5),
‘Agree/Disagree: The European Parliament takes into consideration the concerns of European
citizens’ (1–5), and ‘How much confidence do you have that the decisions made by the eu are
in the interest of your country?’ (1–4). Second, opposition to further European integration is
measured by two items (α = .64, H = .58): ‘European unification has gone too far or should
be pushed further’ (0–10) and ‘In general, do you think that enlargement of the European
Union would be a good thing, a bad thing, or neither good nor bad? (1–3). All items were
recoded in such a way that high scores reflect negative attitudes towards the eu. Subsequently,
they were standardised and then added up to form scales. The resulting scales were again
standardised, in order to obtain fully comparable scales representing the two eu dimensions.
Left–right ideology is measured by using the familiar left–right self-placement scale,
which ranges from 0 to 10. I standardise the left–right scale and include it in the analysis in
combination with its quadratic term.
European Election Study 2014

Not all items of the ees 2009 reappear in the 2014 ees wave. Dissatisfaction with the current
eu is in 2014 measured by two items: ‘You trust the institutions of the eu’ (1–4), and ‘The
European parliament takes into consideration the concerns of European citizens’ (1–4) (α =
.77, H = .47). These items have the same question wording, yet a slightly different response
scale.11 Opposition to eu strengthening is measured by a single item: ‘European unification
has gone too far or should be pushed further’ (0–10). Left–right ideology is measured on the
same 0 to 10 scale as in the ees 2009.

Cronbach’s alpha values are inflated by the number of items. Given the small set of items, α>.6 is taken as the cut-off
value for sufficient reliability. Mokken scale analysis tests to what extent items measure the same latent construct. The
fit of the scale is expressed in the Loevinger H coefficient, which is considered sufficient at >.3, medium at >.4, and
good at >.5.

10

11
The main difference is that the 2014 items have no neutral category. For my main purpose of analysing the relationship
with left–right placement, this is not problematic. It does however make a comparison of the absolute levels more
difficult.
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European Social Survey 2008/2012

The ess 2008 and 2012 both include two items that measure eu attitudes, which can be
matched to the two eu dimensions. As a proxy for dissatisfaction with the current eu, I use
the item ‘distrust in the European Parliament’, measured on a scale from 0 (complete trust)
to 10 (no trust at all). Conceptually, trust – like dissatisfaction – is based in large part on
current evaluations (Hardin, 1999). Though the European Parliament constitutes a pars pro
toto, the item overlaps in content with the two ees items that are included in the ‘dissatisfaction
with the current eu’ scale in 2009 and 2014 (on institutional (dis)trust and on the European
Parliament). For opposition to eu strengthening, I use the item ‘European integration has
gone too far, or should go further’ (0–10), which is very similar to one of the two items I used
in the ees 2009.
Left–right ideology is again measured by the self-placement scale, running from 0 (left)
to 10 (right). For measuring support for redistribution and anti-immigrant attitudes, the
ess 2008 enables me to use three-item scales. In 2012, the immigration scale consists of the
same three items, but attitudes towards redistribution are measured by a single item (see Table
3.1). Items were standardised before combining them into a scale, which is constructed by
adding up the items and dividing the resulting scale by three (the number of items). Higher
scores on these scales represent supportive attitudes regarding redistribution and negative
attitudes regarding immigration. Again, to enable the comparison of effect sizes of indicators
within and across models, both the independent and dependent variables are standardised.
Table 3.1 Items used in scales for support for redistribution and anti-immigrant sentiments
ess 2008

ess 2012

Government should reduce differences in income levels (1-5)

X

X

For a fair society, differences in standard of living should be small (1-5)

X

Differences in income are acceptable if to reward talent and effort (1-5)

X

Support for redistribution

α=.57

-

Immigrants make country a better or a worse place to live (0-10)

X

X

Country’s cultural life is undermined or enriched by immigrants (0-10)

X

X

Immigration is good or bad for the economy (0-10)

X

X

α=.86

α=.85

Anti-immigrant sentiments

Source: European Social Survey 2008/2012.
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Control variables

Hypotheses H1a and H1b are concerned with the functional form of the relationship
between left-right ideology and eu opposition, not with establishing a causal relationship
between variables. I therefore do not include any control variables in the first part of
the analyses based on the ees 2009/2014 (but see Appendix G for a replication of these
analyses including demographic controls, which shows that the results are highly robust).
Hypotheses H2a, H2b and H3, on the other hand, make predictions about the motivations
leading to Eurosceptic attitudes. Here I do include a set of demographic controls, consisting
of age, gender, level of education (measured in five categories), and social class (measured
in nine categories).12

Method
The relationship between Euroscepticism, ideology and issue attitudes is studied by means
of several linear regressions. Though H1a and H1b focus on relationships rather than
causal effects, I model Euroscepticism as the dependent variable as this enables me to
gauge the curvilinear nature of the horseshoe model, and ensures consistency with the
analyses for H2a, H2b, and H3. The data sets include respondents from twelve to fifteen
countries. I present pooled models including country fixed effects to control for the nested
structure of the data, a strategy that fits my interest in relationships at the individual level.13
Yet, I am aware that the ideological underpinnings of Euroscepticism may differ between
countries due to macro-economic factors (Garry and Tilley, 2014), the presence of leftwing or right-wing Eurosceptic parties (De Vries and Edwards, 2009), or possibly also due
to a general Eurosceptic ‘mood’ in a country. This chapter focuses on common patterns
within countries rather than between countries, but I do present country-specific analyses
to assess to what extent the pooled results hold for individual countries.14

Education is measured as the highest level completed (five levels based on the International Standard Classification
of Education (ISCED), combining levels 5 and 6). Class is measured in nine categories based on the International
Standard Classification of Occupations (ISCO08).

12

13
Hausman tests comparing fixed to random effects models are significant for five of the eight main models (based
on both the EES 2009/2014 and ESS 2008/2012), indicating that fixed effects are in most cases preferable. To
account for the nested structure, fixed effects are also preferable over clustered standard errors given that the latter
method has been shown to produce over-conservative results (see Huang, 2016 for a simulation study), particularly
inflating the level-1 standard errors, and particularly when within-cluster sample sizes are large. Appendix E shows
that despite considerable inflating of standard errors, most findings are robust to the estimation of clustered standard
errors (in fixed effects models).
14
Though all countries included are EU member states, they are not all Eurozone members. Since particularly in
times of crisis we might expect different opinion dynamics in Eurozone and non-Eurozone countries, I assessed
whether the results hold equally in both categories of countries (see Appendix I for the results and a discussion). The
results are highly robust for the Eurozone countries, and moderately robust for the non-Eurozone countries (though
deviations can be explained by the particularity of these countries, which are Sweden, Denmark and Great Britain).
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Results
Left-right and the two dimensions of Euroscepticism

Table 3.2 displays the results of a pooled regression of the two dimensions of Euroscepticism
on left-right self-placement for 2009 and 2014. In 2009 left-right ideology is negatively and
significantly related to dissatisfaction with the current eu (b= - .06), indicating that citizens
who identify as left-wing are less satisfied with the current eu than right-wing citizens.
The curvilinear term is significant and positive (b= .03), indicating that dissatisfaction is
stronger among citizens at the ideological extremes.
Table 3.2 Relation of two dimensions of Euroscepticism to left-right self-placement
Dissatisfaction with current EU

Opposition to EU strengthening

2009

2014

2009

2014

Left-right (z)

-0.06 (.01)***

-0.01 (.01)

0.06 (.01)***

0.05 (.01)***

Left-right (z)2

0.03 (.01)***

0.02 (.01)**

0.01 (.01)

0.03 (.01)***

Constant

-0.04 (.01)***

-0.08 (.01)***

-0.02 (.01)*

-0.06 (.01)***

N (respondents)

12,042

12,500

12,042

12,500

N (countries)

15

15

15

15

Note: Fixed effects model of 15 countries. Left-right self-placement is standardized before quadrating.
One-tailed significance indicated by asterisks: *** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05 (standard errors in
parentheses).
Source: European Election Study 2009/2014.

Figure 3.1a gives insight in the substantive strength of the relationships. The predicted value of a far left-wing citizen (0) on the eu dissatisfaction scale is .21, whereas this is -.06 for
a citizen of the far right (10). This gives partial support to H1a. Left-wing citizens are, as
expected, more dissatisfied than the political centre. For citizens of the far right, however,
there is no significant difference – but at least the far right is certainly not more satisfied
than citizens in the centre. In 2014 there is stronger support for H1a. The linear relationship of dissatisfaction with the current eu to left–right is again negative, but no longer
significant (b= -.01), while the curvilinear term remains significantly positive (b= .02). As
Figure 3.2a shows, this results in the familiar U-shaped relationship. Left-wing citizens are
still the most dissatisfied, yet the differences between the far left and the far right have become less pronounced. My analyses cannot tell whether this is because the left has become
more satisfied or the centre and right less so, as I cannot compare absolute levels between
2009 and 2014 due to measurement differences (see footnote 31).15 However, recent studies have documented a strong rise in Euroscepticism during the Eurozone crisis (Armin-

15
I ran additional models for 2009 where I used the same 2-item scale (‘Trust in EU institutions’ and ‘The European
parliament considers the concerns of citizens’) as in 2014. The results are very similar, yet still not comparable in
absolute terms due to different response scales.
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geon and Ceka, 2014; Braun and Tausendpfund, 2014). This suggests that the shape of the
relationship changed mainly because of rising dissatisfaction among the right and centre.
Figure 3.1 Predicted values of two dimensions of Euroscepticism across left-right scale in 2009
3.1a. Dissatisfaction with current EU

3.1b. Opposition to EU strengthening

Source: Based on fixed effects model of 15 countries (ees 2009)

Figure 3.2 Predicted values of two dimensions of Euroscepticism across left-right scale in 2014
3.2a. Dissatisfaction with current EU

3.2b. Opposition to EU strengthening

Source: Based on fixed effects model of 15 countries (ees 2014)
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The results for opposition to eu strengthening show a very different pattern. On this
dimension, right-wing citizens are significantly more Eurosceptic in both 2009 (b= .06)
and 2014 (b= .05) than left-wing citizens. In 2009 the coefficient of the curvilinear term
is not significant. Thus, as Figure 3.1b shows, the relationship is linear, with the predicted
values running from -.13 for the far left to .11 for the far right. In 2014 the curvilinear
term is significant and positive (b= .03). Yet, as Figure 3.2b shows, opposition to eu
strengthening is still clearly stronger for the right. The predicted value of support for eu
strengthening runs from -.04 for the far left to .19 for the far right. I thus find strong
support for H1b in both years: opposition to strengthening of the eu is predominantly
a right-wing attitude. Yet, it is important to note the tendency towards increased leftwing opposition in 2014. After the Eurozone crisis, we see glimpses of a horseshoe pattern
for both eu dimensions, while Euroscepticism among the left and right was clearly more
distinct before the Eurozone crisis broke out. I will return to this finding in the discussion.
These pooled results mask some cross-national heterogeneity. Country-specific graphs
for 2009 (Appendix D1/D2) show that in Great Britain and to some extent in Austria, the
right is the most Eurosceptic on both dimensions. Both countries have witnessed a drastic
shift of Euroscepticism from the left to the right in recent decades (Evans, 1998; Pelinka,
2004). In Portugal and Sweden, I find that the left is most negative on both dimensions.
Nevertheless, the majority of countries conform to the patterns found in the pooled results.
The country-specific results of 2014 (Appendix D3/D4) show less pronounced differences
between the two eu dimensions. In Finland, Greece and again Portugal and Sweden, both
dimensions spark mainly opposition from the left. In Italy we now see that, similar to Great
Britain and Austria, the right is the most negative on both dimensions.
What motivates left-wing and right-wing Euroscepticism?

The second set of analyses assesses to what extent the motivations for Euroscepticism are
different for left- and right-wing citizens. These analyses are conducted by means of pooled
fixed effects regression models, employing the ess 2008 and 2012, and include a set of
demographic control variables. The crucial tests of my second set of hypotheses rely on the
interaction effects between left–right ideology and two (economic and cultural) attitude scales
on the two dimensions of Euroscepticism. These interactions are presented in Table 3.3.
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Table 3.3 Interactions between left-right and support for redistribution and anti-immigrant sentiments
Distrust in EP

Opposition to EU strengthening

2008

2012

2008

2012

Age

0.00 (.00)***

0.00 (.00)***

0.00 (.00)***

-0.00 (.00)

Gender (Male=1)

0.08 (.01)***

0.08 (.01)***

-0.06 (.01)***

-0.04 (.01) **

Education (1-5 ISCED scale)

0.01 (.01)

-0.02 (.01)***

0.01 (.01)

-0.02 (.01)**

Elementary occupations

0.01 (.03)

-0.01 (.03)

-0.00 (.03)

0.01 (.03)

Machine operators

0.05 (.03)

0.14 (.03)***

0.13 (.03)***

0.11 (.03)***

Craft and trade workers

0.04 (.03)

0.08 (.03)**

0.09 (.03)**

0.07 (.03)*

Skilled agricultural

0.04 (.04)

0.08 (.05)

0.00 (.04)

0.08 (.05)

Service/shop/sales

-0.01 (.03)

0.00 (.03)

0.01 (.03)

0.01 (.03)

Class (Ref.=Clerks)

Technicians

-0.01 (.03)

0.03 (.03)

-0.00 (.03)

0.04 (.03)

Professionals

-0.09 (.03)***

-0.04 (.03)

-0.09 (.03)***

-0.04 (.03)

-0.02 (.03)

0.03 (.03)

-0.03 (.03)

-0.05 (.03)

Left-right

Legislative/managerial

-0.09 (.01)***

-0.08 (.01)***

-0.04 (.01)***

-0.04 (.01)***

Support for redistribution

0.04 (.01)***

0.03 (.01)***

0.02 (.01)***

0.01 (.01)

Left-right*Redistribution

-0.05 (.01)***

-0.04 (.01)***

-0.02 (.01)***

-0.02 (.01)**

Anti-immigrant sentiments

0.28 (.01)***

0.30 (.01)***

0.36 (.01)***

0.37 (.01)***

0.01 (.01)

0.03 (.01)***

0.00 (.01)

0.02 (.01)***

Left-right*anti-immigrant
sentiments
Constant

-0.30 (.04)***

-0.24 (.04)***

N (respondents)

17,887

17,785

17,887

-0.07 (.04)*

17,785

0.09 (.04)*

N (countries)

12

12

12

12

Note: Fixed effects model of 12 countries. Left-right self-placement, support for redistribution and
anti-immigrant sentiments are measured by standardised scales. One-tailed significance indicated by
asterisks: *** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05 (standard errors in parentheses).
Source: ess 2008/2012.

I find support for H2a in both 2008 and 2012. Distrust in the European Parliament – as
a proxy for current eu dissatisfaction – is positively affected by support for redistribution
in both years (b= .04 and .03, effect for centrist citizens), and this effect is stronger for
left-wing than for right-wing citizens as is shown by the negative interaction term (b= -.05
and -.04). To facilitate interpretation, Figures 3.3a and 3.4a show these results graphically.
In both waves I find that for left-wing citizens, support for redistribution has a positive
effect on distrust in the ep. This effect decreases as citizens are more right-wing, supporting
the expectation in H2a that economic concerns are more important predictors of current
eu dissatisfaction among left-wing than among right-wing citizens. Interestingly, among
far right-wing citizens I find an inverse (negative) effect. Support for redistribution makes
them more satisfied with the current eu. This unexpected negative effect suggests opposition
to the increased regulatory role of the eu that exists among right-wing citizens with strong
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neoliberal preferences. Additional inspection of the marginal effects by country (displayed
in Appendix E) shows this effect is particularly marked in Great Britain (indeed a country
where this critique is salient), though in 2012 it is significant in none of the countries.
The positive effect of support for redistribution on current eu dissatisfaction on the left is
consistent across countries. In 2008 it is positive in all twelve countries, and significantly so
in seven of them (Table E1a). In 2012 (Table E1b) the results across countries are slightly
less consistent, but I still find a positive and significant effect in six out of twelve countries.
These findings thus generally support H2a, as they show that concerns about redistribution
mainly play a role for left-wing (and to a lesser extent for centrist) citizens.
Unexpectedly, for opposition to eu strengthening I find a similar – yet much less
pronounced – pattern, indicating that for left-wing citizens this dimension is affected by
redistributive attitudes too, albeit to a much lesser degree. Figures 3.3b and 3.4b display the
marginal effect of support for redistribution on opposition to eu strengthening alongside
citizen ideology. The graphs look very similar between the two years. For left-wing citizens,
there is a weak positive effect of support for redistribution on opposition to eu strengthening.
Country-specific results show that in 2008 this effect is mostly driven by Sweden, Finland,
Denmark and France, where it exists among left-wing (and centrist) citizens (Appendix
E, Table E2a). In 2012, the effect again appears among left-wing citizens in Sweden and
Finland, and to a lesser extent in The Netherlands, Belgium and Ireland (Table E2b).
Redistributive concerns are thus somewhat related to opposition to eu strengthening, but
much less strongly and consistently than to dissatisfaction with the current eu. In most
countries, there is no effect of support for redistribution on opposition to eu strengthening,
neither for left-wing nor for right-wing citizens. This lends credibility to the expectation
under hypothesis H3 that opposition to eu strengthening as a more principled attitude is
not so much related to economic concerns but rather to cultural attitudes (such as antiimmigrant sentiments) for all citizens regardless of their ideology.
I find mixed support for H2b. Anti-immigrant sentiments have a strong and positive
effect on distrust in the European Parliament in both years (b= .28 and b=.30, effect for
centrist citizens). However, the expectation in H2b that this relationship is stronger for rightwing citizens is only corroborated in 2012, and not in 2008 (b= .01 (n/s) in 2008, b= .03 in
2012). Turning to the marginal effects plots, Figure 3.5a and 3.6a show graphically how the
patterns differ between 2008 and 2012. In 2008 (Figure 3.5a) the effect of anti-immigrant
attitudes on distrust in the ep is equally strong for left-wing and right-wing citizens. In 2012,
however, the effect clearly becomes more strongly positive towards the right of the left–right
scale (Figure 3.6a). Comparing the 2008 and 2012 graphs shows that this change is due
to an increase in the effect on the right.16 During the Eurozone crisis, the eu opposition of
right-wing citizens has become even more firmly anchored in cultural positions.
Strictly, we cannot draw this conclusion from these graphs as they are standardised within years. Additional analyses
(not shown here) standardising the dependent variables across the two waves combined show a very similar pattern.
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Figure 3.3 Marginal effect of support for redistribution on two EU dimensions by left-right in 2008
3.3a. Distrust in European Parliament

3.3b. Opposition to EU strengthening

Source: Based on fixed effects model of 12 countries (ess 2008)

Figure 3.4 Marginal effect of support for redistribution on two EU dimensions by left-right in 2012
3.4a. Distrust in European Parliament

3.4b. Opposition to EU strengthening

Source: Based on fixed effects model of 12 countries (ess 2012)
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Figure 3.5 Marginal effect of anti-immigrant sentiment on two EU dimensions by left-right in 2008
3.5a. Distrust in European Parliament

3.5b. Opposition to EU strengthening

3

Source: Based on fixed effects model of 12 countries (ess 2008)

Figure 3.6 Marginal effect of anti-immigrant sentiment on two EU dimensions by left-right in 2012
3.6a. Distrust in European Parliament

3.6b. Opposition to EU strengthening

Source: Based on fixed effects model of 12 countries (ess 2012)
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Similar differences between 2008 and 2012 can be observed for opposition to eu
strengthening and anti-immigrant sentiments (Figures 3.5b and 3.6b). The 2008 result
is in line with H3 that anti-immigrant sentiments have an equally strong effect on eu
strengthening attitudes for the left, centre and right, while in 2012 the effect is somewhat
stronger on the right. Another important finding is that in both years the effect of
immigration attitudes is much stronger with regard to opposition to eu strengthening
than with regard to current eu dissatisfaction. This underlines the particular importance
of cultural attitudes as a predictor for support or opposition to the furthering of European
integration. Tables E3a/E3b and E4a/E4b in the Appendix show the effect of immigration
attitudes on the two dimensions of Euroscepticism for left- and right-wing citizens per
country (in 2008 and 2012). These results demonstrate the remarkable consistency of the
effects across the two eu dimensions, across left-right ideology, and across countries.

Conclusion
The issue of European integration is often regarded as a potential new line of conflict in
Western European societies, cross-cutting the existing conflict dimensions and possibly
forging new alliances between Eurosceptic actors. Indeed, when looking at very general
measures of eu support and opposition, ideological extremes seem to agree in their
Euroscepticism, as is commonly illustrated by the well-known horseshoe shaped relationship
between left–right positions and Euroscepticism. However, party-level research has shown
that the similarities between left-wing and right-wing Eurosceptic parties are rather
superficial in nature. Even though these parties can sometimes be united in their opposition
to the eu, the nature of their Euroscepticism differs tremendously. This chapter has shown
that the same applies to citizens. While at first glance citizens on the ideological extremes
appear united in their opposition to the eu, substantial differences exist between left-wing
and right-wing citizens in the objects of their Euroscepticism, as well as in the motivations
that underpin their Euroscepticism.
The first source of variation concerns the nature of Euroscepticism itself. Previous
studies have shown that Euroscepticism is a multidimensional attitude: Citizens can
oppose the eu in some regards but not in others. I have shown that when unpacking
general Euroscepticism into two sub dimensions – dissatisfaction with the current eu and
opposition to eu strengthening – the horseshoe falls apart. Left-wing citizens are relatively
more dissatisfied with the current eu than right-wing citizens, whereas right-wing citizens
oppose future strengthening the eu more than their left-wing counterparts.
Second, left-wing and right-wing citizens also differ in their motivations for being
Eurosceptic. Again, the results depend on the specific eu dimension under study. For leftwing citizens, support for redistribution increases dissatisfaction with the current functioning
of the eu, whereas their socio-economic attitudes have no effect on rejecting further eu
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integration in principle. Rather, the opposition to eu strengthening of both left-wing and
right-wing citizens is driven mainly by their cultural attitudes, and this directly explains why
they take such different positions particularly on this principled eu dimension: In terms of
cultural attitudes, left-wing ideology is associated with multiculturalism and international
solidarity rather than nationalism – and in this respect left-wing citizens fundamentally differ
from right-wing citizens. For right-wing citizens, both eu dimensions are anchored solely in
cultural attitudes. As a consequence, their eu attitudes demonstrate less ambivalence.
These findings have implications for our understanding of the origins and nature of
Euroscepticism, and carry recommendations for future empirical research on Euroscepticism.
To start with the latter, I have shown that when studying the correlates of eu attitudes, it is
crucial to distinguish between different dimensions of Euroscepticism. Extant research relies
mostly on available indicators of Euroscepticism, and to the extent that these indicators
represent different dimensions of Euroscepticism, they can produce fundamentally different
results. For instance, previous research has produced inconsistent findings on whether eu
attitudes are best interpreted as part of a cultural dimension of conflict, or whether they
relate to both the cultural and the economic dimensions of the political space. Though
there is evidence that citizens’ positions on a socio-economic dimension matter for their
Euroscepticism (e.g. Costello et al., 2012; Garry and Tilley, 2014), this relationship does
not come out as strongly in other studies (Kriesi et al., 2008; Van der Brug and Van Spanje
2009). My findings imply that studies using indicators reflecting more principled eu
attitudes (such as attitudes towards eu strengthening) are likely to find weaker relationships
to economic attitudes (and stronger relationships to cultural attitudes) than studies that
operationalise Euroscepticism as evaluations of the current eu.
As noted, the results of this chapter give insight into how ‘Europe’ produces ambivalence
among the political left. Generally, the Western European left combines economically leftwing and culturally progressive positions. The present findings indicate that at the level
of citizens, these attitudes are in conflict with regard to Europe: Egalitarians are sceptical
towards the current functioning of the eu, while their culturally more cosmopolitan and
universalist attitudes lead to a positive evaluation of European integration as an ideal.
Left-wing citizens might therefore reject the current eu, but can at the same time find
themselves supporting a different and ‘better’ (i.e. more social and solidary) Europe. These
findings at the citizen level have implications for parties as well. Radical left Eurosceptic
parties will have to pursue a rather complex and nuanced combination of critical positions
on European issues, particularly when compared to the more categorical opposition to
Europe voiced by the radical right.
In addition, my findings tentatively indicate that the economic crisis might cause shifts
in how Euroscepticism is ideologically embedded. The type of eu criticism held by leftwing and right-wing citizens appears to have become more similar in 2014 as compared
to 2009 (and 2004, see Appendix F), as right-wing citizens are increasingly dissatisfied
with the current eu, and left-wing citizens in some countries seem to have picked up some

75

3

76

Chapter 3

more opposition to eu strengthening. At the same time, the motivations for left-wing and
right-wing Euroscepticism remain distinct. Economic concerns remain relevant only to
those on the left, whereas cultural concerns have become more important for the right than
for the left. In the near future, it is certainly possible that shared foes provide a basis for
temporary Eurosceptic coalitions. Yet, due to the differences in the underlying reasoning,
the formation of a stable Eurosceptic front cross-cutting the left–right dimension seems
unlikely.
Finally, this chapter’s findings bear implications for electoral behaviour. Studies on
‘eu issue voting’ have identified an effect of Euroscepticism on voting for pro- or antieu parties (De Vries, 2007a; 2010; Tillman, 2004). Also, Kriesi et al. (2008; 2012) have
argued that Euroscepticism, as part of a more general globalisation cleavage, is becoming
increasingly important for voting for radical right and radical left parties in particular.
Most studies to date on the effect of eu attitudes on voting however concentrate on the
effect of general Euroscepticism on party choice in general. Hence, we do not know to what
extent ideologically different anti-eu parties (or pro-eu parties) mobilise a similar type of
Eurosceptic sentiment. The finding that left-right ideology is an important structuring
factor of the motivations and manifestations of public Euroscepticism raises the suspicion
that the Euroscepticism (or eu support) mobilised by parties with a left-wing and a rightwing ideology might actually be rather different. In Part II of this dissertation, I turn to
this question by studying the effect of the two eu dimensions identified in this chapter
on electoral support for radical and mainstream parties. The following chapter starts by
comparing the support base of left-wing and right-wing Eurosceptic parties across Western
Europe.
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PART II:
THE dETERmInAnTs Of
ELECTORAL suPPORT

Chapter 4

Same interests, different values?
The electorates of left-wing and right-wing
Eurosceptic parties compared1
Introduction
Across Western Europe political parties with critical positions towards the eu are on the rise
at both ends of the political left-right spectrum. Euroscepticism is the common denominator
of electorally successful parties as diverse as the radical left Syriza in Greece (36% of the vote
in the 2015 national elections) and the radical right Front National in France (with 25% the
largest French party in the 2014 European elections). These successes raise the question to
what extent these parties are profiting from a similar electoral potential, created by European
integration and the pressures of globalisation more broadly. To answer this question, the
present chapter directly compares the support bases of left-wing and right-wing Eurosceptic
parties.
Euroscepticism has been described as (part of) a new political conflict line in Western
Europe which challenges the dominant left-right dimension. Van der Eijk and Franklin
(2004: 33) call European integration a ‘“sleeping giant” that has the potential, if awakened, to
impel voters to political behaviour that [because of its degree of orthogonality with left/right
orientations] undercuts the bases for contemporary party mobilisation in many, if not most,
European polities’. For Kriesi and colleagues (2012: 3), European integration is part of a more
profound process of ‘transformation of territorial boundaries’ which forms ‘a new “critical
juncture” which results in the formation of a new structural conflict between “winners” and
“losers” of globalization or “denationalization”’. This conflict revolves around economic
competition, cultural diversity and political integration, creating a potential electorate of
predominantly lower educated citizens who feel threatened in their social position as well
as their national identity. As this new social divide does not fit familiar left-right politics
(Lefkofridi et al., 2014; Van der Brug and Van Spanje, 2009), it provides opportunities for
parties mobilising on the basis of these ‘new’ issues. Eurosceptic parties at the far left and the
A single-authored article on the basis of this chapter has received an invitation to revise and resubmit to a peerreviewed journal. The revised version is currently in preparation.
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far right appear the most likely candidates to appeal to this yet unexploited electoral potential.
But to what extent does this mean that left-wing and right-wing Eurosceptic parties draw
(increasingly) similar voters? The common ground for these parties lies in defending the
socio-economic interests of socially vulnerable groups. Maintaining and expanding the
welfare state is at the ideological core of the far left, yet parties of the radical right have
more recently also shifted to protectionist positions, be it on welfare chauvinist rather
than genuinely egalitarian grounds. Yet, as these different underpinnings already suggest,
a large difference exists between the left and right when it comes to the values on which
their Euroscepticism is premised. In Western European public opinion, Euroscepticism
is strongly associated with questions of national identity and cosmopolitan and tolerant
dispositions (Hooghe and Marks, 2004). While nationalist Euroscepticism relates closely
to the nativism that is a core characteristic of the radical right (Mudde, 2007), left-wing
ideology is traditionally associated with a more international and solidary outlook, and
left-wing Euroscepticism is generally not linked to nativist concerns (Hooghe et al, 2002).
The difference is exemplified by the position-taking of the Dutch radical left and radical
right during the Greek bailout crisis of July 2015. Where the radical right Freedom Party
scapegoated the Greeks as yet another reason to exit the eu, the radical left Socialist Party
opposed the eu bailout regime mainly because in the end it would harm the Greek people,
meanwhile stressing the need for international solidarity. Hence, though both the far left
and far right take Eurosceptic positions, these are based on fundamentally distinct values
on a nationalism-cosmopolitanism dimension.
The central expectation guiding this chapter is that due to these value differences,
the Eurosceptic right is better equipped to mobilise the ‘globalisation losers’ than the
Eurosceptic left. Kriesi et al. (2012: 20) have suggested that electoral competition on
globalisation is driven much more by a cultural logic than by an economic logic, and this
is supported by many recent studies which suggest that globalisation-related attitudes are
more strongly related to values than to utilitarian considerations (Bechtel et al., 2014;
Hainmueller and Hiscox, 2006; 2007). The dominance of cultural considerations is
underlined by the ease with which radical right parties have adopted welfare chauvinism
to respond to the economic fears of the globalisation losers (De Lange, 2007; Kitschelt,
2004; Lefkofridi and Michel, 2014). The left, in contrast, has not demonstrated similar
agility in taking up the losers’ cultural fears. As Grande and Kriesi (2012: 19) put it, ‘The
predicament for the left in trying to mobilise ‘losers’ is [their] (…) legacy of support for
multiculturalism’.
As of yet there is little empirical research comparing the supporters of left-wing and
right-wing Eurosceptic parties (but see Hobolt and De Vries, 2016; Lubbers and Scheepers,
2007). The present chapter fills this void by systematically examining to what extent
support for these parties is driven by a new divide defined by education and Euroscepticism.
First, education is the core social characteristic structuring attitudes towards European
integration (Hakhverdian et al., 2013), as it relates to both the social positions and to the
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values that underlie the globalisation divide. As I expect the value-based mobilisation by the
Eurosceptic right to be most successful, I expect the lower educated to be overrepresented
among Eurosceptic right – but less so among Eurosceptic left – supporters. Second, I focus
on Eurosceptic attitudes as the most evident common ground for supporting left-wing
and right-wing Eurosceptic parties. Building on the findings in Chapter 3 with regard to
the two eu attitude dimensions, I hypothesise that supporters of left-wing and right-wing
Eurosceptic parties are all dissatisfied with the current eu, yet they have diverging preferences
when it comes to the furthering of the process of European integration, which is opposed
by those on the right, but not necessarily by those on the left. Again, and as is supported
by the findings of Chapter 3, these differences are expected to arise because left-wing and
right-wing Eurosceptic voters crucially diverge in terms of cosmopolitan versus nationalist
values, to which particularly opposition to further eu strengthening is closely related.
This chapter first tests its expectations in cross-sectional analyses based upon the
European Election Study (ees) data of 2009 and 2014. These analyses are combined with
a longitudinal analysis spanning 25 years based on the five-yearly ees waves from 1989 to
2014. This longitudinal perspective is important as divisions over European integration are
becoming increasingly salient over time (Hooghe and Marks, 2009), and could thus have
led the similarities between the supporters of left-wing and right-wing Eurosceptic parties
to have increased over the past decades.
The findings show that left-wing and right-wing Eurosceptic parties draw highly
distinct electorates. While right-wing Eurosceptic parties draw lower educated voters, the
Eurosceptic left instead draws voters with a mixed – or in some countries even higher –
educational profile, and this difference is somewhat more marked in recent years. The eu
attitudes of the supporters of both party families also diverge. While the supporters of rightwing Eurosceptic parties categorically reject Europe both in its current and potential future
forms, supporters of the Eurosceptic left, on the other hand, are critical of the eu as it
currently functions, but generally not opposed to furthering the European project. Again,
these differences have increased rather than diminished over the past decades.
These findings are relevant in several ways. First, we know much more about the
supporters of Eurosceptic right-wing parties (which mostly belong to the radical right) than
of Eurosceptic left-wing parties (but see Ramiro, 2016), though the latter have also attained
considerable electoral successes across Western Europe (March and Rommerskirchen, 2012).
We know particularly little about the differences between the two electorates, and how these
differences have developed in times of increasing politicisation of globalisation and European
integration. This chapter’s findings largely contradict the image of voters of Eurosceptic leftwing parties as typical ‘losers of globalisation’. Second, the findings show that to the extent
that realignment is taking place, it is not along a fully-fledged cross-cutting dimension that
might reposition former foes to friends. Euroscepticism creates divides among voters, but no
new lasting alliance. This implies that in contexts where Euroscepticism becomes a salient
issue, it potentially contributes to party system fragmentation.
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Theory
Many studies have now shown that divides over globalisation-related issues such as European
integration are strongly rooted in an opposition between lower and higher educated citizens
(Hainmueller and Hiscox, 2006; Hakhverdian et al., 2013; Hooghe and Marks, 2005; Kriesi
et al., 2012; Mayda and Rodrik, 2005; Margalit, 2012). Different mechanisms have been
proposed to explain this education gap, the principal ones related to diverging interests or
values of the different educational groups. In the following section, I will first discuss these
two approaches to the globalisation divide. Then I will explain how right-wing and left-wing
Eurosceptic parties mobilise different aspects of the conflict in the light of their ideological
positions, resulting in different hypotheses on the educational background of their supporters.
Finally, I will formulate theoretical expectations on how the two dimensions of Euroscepticism
affect right-wing and left-wing Eurosceptic party support differently.
The new conflict: interests or values?

Central to the ‘losers of globalisation’ thesis is that processes of globalisation and European
integration create new lines of division between social groups on the basis of diverging
interests. In knowledge-based, post-industrial societies, these social groups are increasingly
defined by human capital in the form of educational levels and occupational skills (Bonoli,
2006). Utilitarian explanations of public Euroscepticism point to such human capital as ‘a
strong indicator of a citizen’s ability to adapt to the occupational competition introduced by
a liberalised eu labor market’ (Gabel, 1998: 337). The lower educated not only have less
‘convertible’ resources (Kriesi et al., 2008), but also lack ‘transnational competences’ (Koehn
and Rosenau, 2002), which makes them more vulnerable to market forces, and less able to
reap the benefits of globalisation. In combination with decreasing welfare state protection, the
lower educated strata experience mainly negative impacts of open borders (Azmanova, 2011;
Kriesi et al., 2008). As the impact of globalisation and European integration becomes more
pervasive over time, the gap between higher educated ‘winners’ and lower educated ‘losers’ is
widening (Hakhverdian et al., 2013).
However, accumulating evidence shows that the divide is not only about winning and
losing in terms of their economic interests, but that it has a strong link to underlying values of
cosmopolitanism versus nationalism and questions of inclusive or exclusive identity (Hooghe
and Marks, 2004; Kriesi et al., 2012; Teney et al., 2013). These cultural values and dispositions
are strongly related to levels of education. Education improves cognitive abilities, including the
ability to look at societal issues from different angles (Bobo and Licari, 1989), but it primarily
has a socializing effect, as educational environments stimulate the development of core values
such as tolerance and openness (Van de Werfhorst and De Graaf, 2004; Stubager, 2008);
Kriesi et al. (2012: 14) call this the ‘liberalizing effect’ of education. Various studies that look at
the relation between education and globalisation-related attitudes emphasise the role of values.
In their most recent work, Kriesi and colleagues argue that the globalisation divide is driven
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much more by a cultural logic than by economic concerns (2012). Concrete evidence for this
argument is provided by several studies. Margalit (2012) finds in a survey experiment that
lower educated citizens particularly disapprove of international economic integration when
they are primed on cultural (as opposed to economic) issues. Bechtel et al. (2014) find that
the higher support for the Eurozone bailouts among higher educated in Germany rests on
cosmopolitan and altruist values rather than on economic self-interest, which has little effect.
Hainmueller and Hiscox (2007) show that the anti-immigrant attitudes found among the
lower educated are dictated to a large extent by cultural values rather than by labor-market
competition.
Parties of the Eurosceptic right strongly appeal to the values of the ‘losers of globalisation’.
The principal Eurosceptic actors on the right belong to the radical right party family, which
is primarily defined by its nativism, ‘an ideology, which holds that states should be inhabited
exclusively by members of the native group (‘the nation’) and that non-native elements
(persons and ideas) are fundamentally threatening to the homogeneous nation-state’ (Mudde,
2007: 19). This nativism translates into a rejection of European integration as one concrete
form of denationalisation. Right-wing Eurosceptic parties however also increasingly appeal
to the interests of the lower educated. In the last two decades many radical right parties have
adopted a ‘new winning formula’ combining their exclusionary, nationalist discourse with
welfare state protectionism (Kitschelt, 2004; De Lange, 2007). In doing so, they appeal to
lower educated citizens in less skilled occupations, who tend to experience more negative
consequences of globalisation than the higher educated (Kriesi et al., 2012). So, according to
both interest and value logics, lower levels of education makes a voter more likely to support
the Eurosceptic right. Extant research (focusing on the radical right) supports this (for an
overview, see Ivarsflaten and Stubager, 2013).
H1a:

Level of education has a negative effect on the electoral support for right-wing
Eurosceptic parties.

Left-wing Eurosceptic parties share with right-wing Eurosceptic parties the economic
protectionism and defence of welfare state provisions. Added to this, the Eurosceptic left
opposes the integration and liberalisation of markets, as well as, more recently, the austerity
measures implemented in the Southern European member states. Thus, the Eurosceptic left
– like the Eurosceptic right – can be expected to appeal to the social groups vulnerable to
the process of globalisation. At the same time, the nativist values that characterise right-wing
Euroscepticism are not commonly associated with the left. Quite to the contrary, parties of
the radical left are traditionally characterised by their internationalist outlook, which translates
into a belief in European cooperation and solidarity (March and Mudde, 2005). Many radical
left parties, including the Dutch Socialist Party, the German Die Linke, and the Spanish
Podemos, proclaimed solidarity with Syriza and the Greeks during the 2015 bailout crisis.
Syriza-leader Tsipras, in turn, interpreted the Greek ‘no’ in the July 2015 bailout referendum
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on implementing eu austerity measures as a preference ‘not (…) for a break with Europe, but
for a return to the founding principles of European integration’.2 Thus, Eurosceptic parties of
the radical left are ambivalent with regard to the new conflict line. In line with their socialist
tradition, they aim to defend the interests of those social groups that feel threatened or harmed
by European integration and are thus critical of the eu as it currently functions. Yet, at the
same time left-wing ideology is associated with a universalist worldview, and the left generally
values the idea of international solidarity and cooperation between European countries in
itself.
This has implications for my expectations regarding the educational profile of the
supporters of the Eurosceptic left. Following the interest logic, the Eurosceptic left should
draw lower educated voters (with their more vulnerable social positions). Yet, according to the
value logic, their fundamentally international outlook appeals more to higher educated voters
(who tend to have more cosmopolitanist values). The findings of (scarce) extant research on
radical left support point in this latter direction. Three cross-national studies find a positive
effect of education on the radical left vote (Lubbers and Scheepers, 2007; Ramiro, 2016)
and on supporting radical left ideology (Visser et al., 2014). The study by Ramiro (2016) at
the same time finds some evidence suggesting that the radical left also appeals to the lowest
educational group (in a non-linear relationship). Given these findings as well as the existing
research suggesting that values play an important role in the divide over European integration,
I expect the Eurosceptic left’s appeal to the lower educated to be at least weaker than that of
the Eurosceptic right, where this ambiguity is absent.
H1b:

In comparison to right-wing Eurosceptic parties, level of education has a weaker
negative or even a positive effect on the electoral support for left-wing Eurosceptic
parties.

Two dimensions of Euroscepticism

Euroscepticism is the most obvious common feature of the electorates of Eurosceptic parties
of both the left and right, and indeed, both party types have been shown to draw Eurosceptic
voters (Lubbers and Scheepers, 2007). Yet, recent studies have shown that Euroscepticism
among voters is clearly multidimensional (Boomgaarden et al., 2011). As Chapter 3 has
shown, a basic distinction between dissatisfaction with the current functioning of the eu and
opposition to eu strenghtening is crucial to understand the relationship between eu attitudes
and left-right ideology. Hence, it is likely that support for left-wing and right-wing Eurosceptic
parties is driven by different dimensions of Euroscepticism as well. A distinction between
different dimensions of Euroscepticism is rarely made in the literature on eu issue voting.
In most cases, Eurosceptic attitudes are conceptualised as a single pro/anti-eu dimension
Tsipras, A. (2015, July 8). Speech to the European Parliament. http://www.primeminister.gov.gr/english/2015/07/08/,
accessed on July 4, 2016.
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(Evans, 1998; De Vries, 2010).3 Using such a conceptualisation, the finding that Eurosceptic
parties from the left and right draw equally Eurosceptic voters could obscure the fact that
the Euroscepticism among voters at both ends of the spectrum may be of a different nature,
directed at very different objects.
At the party level, such differences in the kind of Euroscepticism exist between left-wing
and right-wing Eurosceptic parties, as was discussed extensively in the previous chapter. Rightwing Eurosceptic parties are rather unambiguous in their Euroscepticism. These parties tend
to oppose both the furthering of European integration as well as the current functioning of
the eu. They criticise the concrete consequences of the eu, ranging from increasing (migrant)
competition on the labour market to an all too intrusive and bureaucratic ‘Brussels’ interfering
in national affairs. But they also oppose the supranational aims of the European project more
fundamentally, as these aims are incompatible with their preference for maintaining national
sovereignty in the long run. Many left-wing Eurosceptic parties, in contrast, are mainly critical
of the ‘really existing eu’ (March and Rommerskirchen, 2012). Their critique follows an
interest logic, which means they are not necessarily against a European project in principle,
as long as it would be designed to cater to the interests of their constituency. The majority of
left-wing Eurosceptic parties has adopted a softer Eurosceptic profile over time, or what is
referred to as a ‘contingent opposition to European integration framed in fundamentally prointegrationist terms’ (Almeida, 2012: 95).
Still, even if many left-wing Eurosceptic parties tend to be ‘fundamentally prointegrationist’, expecting their voters to support the strengthening of eu integration might be a
stretch too far, for two reasons. First, positions among voters are known to be more diffuse than
among political parties. Even though left-wing Eurosceptic parties may appeal to voters who
are critical of the practice but positive about the furthering of European integration, among
their voters the distinction between the two dimensions might not be that strict. Second,
there exists variation and ambiguity among far left parties on the eu strengthening dimension:
although many are (implicitly) favourable, some more orthodox-communist exceptions
exist, most notably the Communist Party of Greece (kke) and the Portuguese Communist
Party (pcp), that fundamentally reject European integration in both its principle and practice
(Charalambous, 2011). Therefore, the expectation is that, compared to the Eurosceptic right,
the effect of opposition to eu strengthening on supporting left-wing Eurosceptic parties is at
least weaker, and possibly inverted (to a negative effect).
Research at the voter level regarding these propositions is scarce. Hobolt and De Vries
(2016) find that supporters of Eurosceptic left-wing parties are on average slightly more
supportive of liberal immigration policies than all other voters – which underlines their
universalist, solidary worldview – but these authors do not look at the effect of different
dimensions of Euroscepticism. There is one previous study that includes different indicators
Van Spanje and De Vreese (2011) provide a notable exception. Their study unpacks the effect of different dimensions
of Euroscepticism on voting for Eurosceptic parties, but they do not distinguish between different party types.
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of Euroscepticism to explain support for radical left and radical right parties (Lubbers
and Scheepers, 2007), but no allusion is made to the conceptually distinct nature of these
indicators. The study finds that distrust in the European Parliament contributes to support
for the radical left and the radical right, while sovereignty-based Euroscepticism only leads to
support for the radical right (but not for the radical left). This appears to be in line with the
theoretical argument outlined above, which leads to the following hypotheses.
H2:

Dissatisfaction with the current eu has a positive effect on the electoral support
for Eurosceptic parties (both left-wing and right-wing)

H3a:

Opposition to eu strengthening has a positive effect on the electoral support for
right-wing Eurosceptic parties.

H3b:

In comparison to right-wing Eurosceptic parties, opposition to eu strengthening
has a weaker positive or even a negative effect on the electoral support for leftwing Eurosceptic parties.

Even though I have no a priori reasons to expect differences between left- and right-wing
parties for dissatisfaction with the current eu (H2), the analyses will test for such differences
for both eu dimensions.
The conflict over time

Voter realignment is by definition a process, and is therefore best assessed over a longer time
span. As globalisation-related issues have become more salient over the past decades (Kriesi
et al., 2012), determining the direction of developments (towards more similarities or more
differences between left-wing and right-wing Eurosceptic electorates) is a crucial test. If
globalisation and European integration create common ground for left-wing and right-wing
Eurosceptic parties, we would expect both to increasingly draw support from lower educated,
Eurosceptic voters. Yet, the above discussion makes clear that this is a valid expectation only
insofar the divide is related to the interests of lower educated, socio-economically vulnerable
‘losers’ versus the higher educated ‘winners’. Given that I expect the value logic to be dominant,
however, an increasing overlap between the right-wing and left-wing Eurosceptic electorates
is unlikely.
If we more closely inspect the actual Euroscepticism articulated by parties at the left
and the right, it appears that they are not moving closer together. Radical right parties began
to voice more fundamental eu opposition in the early 1990s, as ‘national debates over the
ratification of Maastricht provided the incentive structure for positional realignment of the
radical right’ (Almeida, 2012: 138; see also Mudde, 2007). It has been argued that many leftwing Eurosceptic parties, on the other hand, have moderated their positions with time. Since
their main critique of the eu is directed at its socio-economic consequences, the left had its
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most unequivocal case against European integration when it was primarily a market making
project (up until the Maastricht Treaty in 1992, see Hooghe and Marks, 2009). As the eu’s
potential as a supranational regulatory institution became apparent, many radical left parties
have attenuated their principled opposition to the project of European integration, or even
taken up pro-integrationist positions (Almeida, 2012: 95).
There is thus no indication that the character of eu opposition among far left and far
right parties is converging over time. Particularly when it comes to their opposition to the
strengthening of the eu, therefore, we might find that their supporters are becoming more
different rather than more similar.

Data
The European Election Studies, conducted every five years at the European elections from
1989 to 2014, offer a rich source of attitudinal data across all Western eu member states.4 For
testing hypotheses H1 to H3 I use the 2009 and 2014 waves. As was explained in the previous
chapter, the 2009 wave offers the most complete data to operationalise key concepts, whereas
the 2014 wave allows me to look beyond the Eurozone crisis that struck Europe from 2009
onwards. For the longitudinal picture, I analyse the 1989 to 2014 waves, which stretch from
before the Maastricht Treaty (1992) to after the economic crisis of the late 2000s (see Table
4.1). The countries included in the analyses are all Western European countries that are eu
members and have left- or right-wing Eurosceptic parties, namely Belgium, The Netherlands,
Luxembourg, Germany, France, Italy, Austria, Great Britain, Ireland, Spain, Greece, Portugal,
Denmark, and Sweden.
Table 4.1 Overview of sample size, number of countries and number of parties per EES wave
N (respondents)

N (countries)

N (RR parties)

N (RL parties)

Wave 1: 1989

7,073

11

7

14

Wave 2: 1994

8,927

12

10

9

Wave 3: 1999

9,311

14

12

18

Wave 4: 2004

9,643

10

9

13

Wave 5: 2009

14,380

13

13

17

Wave 6: 2014

16,327

14

13

15

Total

65,661

14

23

33

Note: Germany stands for West-Germany in 1989. East-Germany is included from 1994 onwards.
Sweden and Austria joined the EU in 1995, and are included from 1999 onwards.
Source: European Election Study 1989-2014.

All waves of the European Election Study (as well as documentation) were obtained through www.eeshomepage.net (Van der
Eijk et al., 1993; Schmitt et al., 1997; Van der Eijk et al., 1999; Schmitt et al., 2004; Van Egmond et al., 2009; Schmitt et al., 2015).
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Selection of parties

The focus of this chapter is on electoral support for parties that have a clearly left-wing
or right-wing profile and take a Eurosceptic position. Appendix J gives an overview of
all parties that can be classified as such and that appear in the ees in any of the years
under study. To classify parties in terms of their Eurosceptic and left-right positions, I use
the Chapel Hill Expert Survey (Bakker et al., 2015) and its predecessor by Leonard Ray
(1999). Parties are considered Eurosceptic when they take a position lower than 4 (the
centre) on the 1 to 7 European integration scale, and they are considered left-wing or
right-wing when holding positions between respectively 0 to 3 or 7 to 10 on the general
left-right scale. Table A1 shows the parties per country and wave that can be classified as left
and right Eurosceptic parties. In practice, virtually all parties belong to the radical left and
radical right party families, though there are a few exceptions (the British Conservatives5,
the Irish Greens until 2004 and the Dutch Reformed Party). At the same time, not all
radical (left or right) parties are Eurosceptic. The Spanish radical left iu is included only
until 1999, after which it no longer classifies as Eurosceptic. Finally, Finland is excluded
from the analyses because it has no party with a clear left- or right-wing and Eurosceptic
profile.6
Variables

The dependent variable, support for Eurosceptic parties, is measured by the propensity to
vote (ptv) question. Respondents are presented a list of their country’s national political
parties with the request to indicate on a 0 to 10 scale from ‘not at all probable’ to ‘very
probable’ how likely it is that they will ever vote for that party.7 Such electoral utility
measures are a solution precisely in the case of smaller parties, when survey samples often
include too few respondents reporting to have voted for these parties. ptvs have been
validated to reflect actual party choice very closely (Van der Eijk et al., 2006). All ptv items
for left-wing and right-wing Eurosceptic parties are included as dependent variables. In
case of multiple parties that classify as Eurosceptic at either the left or the right in the same
wave in one country, observations were stacked so that both parties are included (with the
same respondent included twice in the data set).
Education is measured in three categories, representing the age at which respondents
completed their education. Respondents that left school at 15 or earlier are seen as lower
educated, 16 to 19 years is the middle category, and respondents who studied until age 20

Although the only mainstream party in the selection, the British Conservative Party has been referred to as the
functional equivalent of a radical right party, mainly due to its Eurosceptic position (Kriesi et al., 2012).

5

6
The Finnish radical left VAS is not Eurosceptic according to the CHES. The True Finns, on the other hand, are
Eurosceptic but not take a rather centrist left-right position (between 5.4 and 6.8 over the years).
7

Until 2004, the response scale ran from 1 to 10; the variables from these waves were rescaled to 0 to 10 scales.
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or older are considered higher educated.8 I use this rather rough indicator because the ees
does not measure substantive educational levels. However, these age categories have been
used in many earlier studies and reflect the differences between compulsory, secondary and
higher education (Hakhverdian et al., 2013). Next to education, I include a set of sociostructural controls. Social class is measured by respondents’ self-identification. In the 1989
to 2009 waves, four categories are included (working class, lower middle class, middle
class, upper middle class or upper class; the latter two categories are merged, as ‘upper
class’ contains only few (<2%) respondents).9 In 2014, social class is measured on a 1 to 10
scale (from ‘the lowest level in society’ to ‘the highest level in society’). The class measures
are standardised in order to make them comparable between waves. Additionally, age and
gender are included as control variables.
In the 2009 and 2014 analyses, the two eu attitude dimensions are measured by the
same sets of items as in Chapter 3. Table 4.2 gives an overview of these scales along with the
tests for reliability and validity by means of Cronbach’s alpha and Mokken scale analysis.
Again, the analyses based on 2014 by necessity include fewer-item scales. Additionally, in
both waves I control for other political orientations that are central to the platforms of the
respective parties, which are support for redistribution, anti-immigrant sentiments and
political trust. As not all items of 2009 reappear in 2014, the operationalisations of these
attitudes are different between 2009 and 2014. Finally, subjective left-right distance is
included, measured as the absolute difference between the left-right self-placement of the
respondent and the placement by this same respondent of the party in question (on 0 to
10 scales). All attitudinal items are standardised to enable comparison of the effect sizes.
In the longitudinal analyses from 1989 to 2014 the two eu dimensions are measured
by single items. Dissatisfaction with the current eu is measured by ‘satisfaction with
democracy in the eu’. Opposition to eu strengthening is measured by the statement that
‘European unification has gone too far or should be pushed further’ (0-10) from 1999 to
2014. In 1989 and 1994, the item used reads: ‘In general, are you for or against efforts
made to unify Western Europe? (1-4)’. The wording is different, but both items are related
to the process of unification rather than probing an evaluation of how the eu currently
functions. The items are standardised within waves in order to enhance comparability of
the coefficients between waves.

For the group of respondents that is still in education, those of 20 years and older are assigned to the 20+ category,
whereas respondents under 20 are left out of the analyses (as it is unknown when they will finish).

8

9
Unfortunately the EES does not offer a more objective measure of social class. In interpreting the results, we have to
bear in mind the possibility of endogeneity, as one’s party preference might influence the social position one identifies
with. I think this is acceptable given its function as control variable.
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Table 4.2 Overview of attitudinal items used in analyses of 2009 and 2014 EES waves

Dissatisfaction current eu

2009

2014

‘How satisfied are you with the
way democracy works in the
EU?’ (1-4)

‘Agree/Disagree: You trust the
institutions of the EU?’ (1-4)

‘Agree/Disagree: You trust the
institutions of the EU?’ (1-5)
‘Agree/Disagree: The
European Parliament takes into
consideration the concerns of
European citizens’ (1-5)

‘Agree/Disagree: The
European Parliament takes
into consideration the concerns
of European citizens’ (1-4)

‘How much confidence do you
have that the decisions made by
the EU are in the interest of your
country?’ (1-4)

Opposition to eu strengthening

Cronbach’s α= .77 / Loevinger
H = .40

Cronbach’s α= .77 / Loevinger
H = .58

‘European unification has gone
too far or should be pushed
further’ (0-10)

‘European unification has gone
too far or should be pushed
further’ (0-10)

‘EU enlargement is good or bad’
(1-3)
Cronbach’s α= .64 / Loevinger
H = .47
Support redistribution

‘Income and wealth should be
redistributed towards ordinary
people’ (1-5)

You are fully in favour of/
opposed to the redistribution of
wealth from the rich to the poor
in [country] (0-10)

Anti-immigrant sentiments

‘Immigration to [country] should
be decreased significantly’ (1-5)

You are fully in favour of/
opposed to a restrictive policy
on immigration (0-10)

Political trust

‘How satisfied are you with the
way democracy works in your
country?’ (1-4)

You trust the [national
parliament] (1-4)

Note: Mokken scale analysis indicates medium (H>.4) to good (H>.5) fit. Cronbach’s alpha values point
to reliable scales (α>.6).

Method

The data have a hierarchical structure, as respondents are nested in parties, and – in the
longitudinal analyses – in survey waves. To account for this structure, in 2009 and 2014 I run
pooled regression models including party-level fixed effects. The longitudinal models have a
more complex structure: here I run hierarchical regression models including a random intercept
at the party-wave level. In addition, fixed effects are then included for wave and party separately.10
Alternatively, I estimated the models with country fixed effects (instead of party fixed effects). The results are highly
similar.

10

The electorates of left- and right-wing Eurosceptic parties

93

The presented results are based on separate models for left-wing and right-wing Eurosceptic
parties, but a fully stacked model (combining the vote propensity scores of both left and
right in one model) will be used to check if the differences between the left and the right
are statistically significant.
The results for each individual party are presented in Appendix K and Appendix L
to assess to what extent the pooled results accurately reflect tendencies in the individual
countries, and are discussed in the section ‘Robustness checks’. Some between-country
variation is to be expected, as previous research has shown that the effect of Euroscepticism
on voting behaviour is stronger in some countries than in others depending specifically on
the salience and polarisation of eu-related issues (De Vries, 2010).

Results
Cross-sectional analyses

I start by comparing the support bases of left-wing and right-wing Eurosceptic parties
cross-sectionally, in 2009 and 2014. The analysis unfolds in three steps. Model 1 includes
only level of education (next to age and gender), in order to test the full effect of education
both as an indicator of social position (interest logic) and as a socialising or cultural factor
(value logic) (hypotheses H1a and H1b). Model 2 adds subjective social class in order to
assess how the effects change upon its inclusion. This allows me to disentangle the interest
and value mechanisms: If the education effect changes when I include social class, this
suggests that the overall education effect runs at least partially through social positions (in
line with the interest logic).
Table 4.3a displays the models explaining the probability to vote for a right-wing
Eurosceptic party. The results in Model 1 show that, in line with H1a, education has the
expected negative effect on supporting these parties. With the middle level as the reference
category, the differences are stronger between the higher and middle educated (b= -.82
in 2009, b=-.79 in 2014) than between the middle and lower categories (b=.21 in 2009,
b=.08 (n/s) in 2014). Of the control variables, male and younger voters are relatively more
supportive of the Eurosceptic right, which is consistent with previous findings (Werts et al.,
2012). Adding the subjective social class variable (Model 2) barely alters the coefficients of
education, which suggests that the causal mechanism of the education effect does not run
through social positions, but possibly rather through cultural capital or socialisation. This
could also explain why the effect of education is driven mainly by the higher educated: It
is not so much those in precarious positions that are more supportive of the Eurosceptic
right (interest logic), but rather those who are extensively socialised in an educational
environment (value logic). This is further supported by the finding that subjective social
class itself plays no important role in explaining Eurosceptic right-wing support, as it has a
small negative effect which is only significant in 2014.
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9,328
13

N (respondents)
N (parties)

9,328
13

2.75***
(0.11)

0.18*
(0.08)
-0.79***
(0.07)
-0.06
(0.03)

9,328
13

2.74***
(0.10)

0.06
(0.08)
-0.32***
(0.07)
-0.07*
(0.03)
-1.00***
(0.03)
0.19***
(0.03)
0.22***
(0.03)
-0.03
(0.03)
0.54***
(0.03)
-0.03
(0.03)

10,010
13

3.03***
(0.30)

0.08
(0.09)
-0.79***
(0.07)

Note: OLS regression models with party-level fixed effects. *** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, *p<0.05 (standard errors in parentheses).
Source: European Election Studies 2009 and 2014.

2.76***
(0.11)

0.21**
(0.08)
-0.82***
(0.07)

Model3
-0.01***
(0.00)
0.04
(0.05)

Model 1
-0.01***
(0.00)
0.34***
(0.06)

Model 2
-0.01***
(0.00)
0.09
(0.06)

Model 1
-0.01***
(0.00)
0.09
(0.06)

Constant

Political satisfaction (z)

Opposition to immigration (z)

Support for redistribution (z)

Dissatisfaction with current EU (z)

Opposition to EU strengthening (z)

Left-right distance (z)

Subjective class (z)

High education

Education (ref=middle)
Low education

Male

Age

2014

2009

Table 4.3a Regression models explaining the probability to vote for Eurosceptic right-wing party

10,010
13

3.01***
(0.32)

0.05
(0.10)
-0.76***
(0.07)
-0.08**
(0.03)

Model 2
-0.01***
(0.00)
0.35***
(0.06)

10,010
13

2.88***
(0.46)

-0.03
(0.09)
-0.24**
(0.07)
-0.06*
(0.03)
-0.86***
(0.03)
0.31***
(0.03)
0.26***
(0.04)
-0.18***
(0.03)
0.46***
(0.03)
-0.14***
(0.04)

Model 3
-0.01***
(0.00)
0.29***
(0.06)
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11,468
17

N (respondents)
N (parties)

11,468
17

3.77***
(0.10)

-0.13
(0.08)
0.26***
(0.06)
-0.49***
(0.03)

11,468
17

-0.10
(0.07)
0.08
(0.06)
-0.25***
(0.03)
-1.15***
(0.03)
-0.03
(0.03)
0.24***
(0.03)
0.30***
(0.03)
-0.16***
(0.03)
-0.08**
(0.03)
3.22***
(0.09)
10,183
15

4.47***
(0.25)

-0.05
(0.10)
0.01
(0.08)

Note: OLS regression models with party-level fixed effects. *** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, *p<0.05 (standard errors in parentheses).
Source: European Election Studies 2009 and 2014.

3.82***
(0.10)

0.06
(0.08)
0.03
(0.06)

Model3
-0.01***
(0.00)
-0.15**
(0.05)

Model 1
-0.02***
(0.00)
-0.14*
(0.06)

Model 2
-0.03***
(0.00)
-0.16**
(0.06)

Model 1
-0.03***
(0.00)
-0.17***
(0.06)

Constant

Political satisfaction (z)

Opposition to immigration (z)

Support for redistribution (z)

Dissatisfaction with current EU (z)

Opposition to EU strengthening (z)

Left-right distance (z)

Subjective class (z)

High education

Education (ref=middle)
Low education

Male

Age

2014

2009

Table 4.3b Regression models explaining the probability to vote for Eurosceptic left-wing party

-0.26***
(0.09)
0.04
(0.07)
-0.08**
(0.03)
-1.18***
(0.03)
0.13***
(0.03)
0.17***
(0.04)
0.48***
(0.03)
-0.30***
(0.03)
-0.21***
(0.04)
3.89***
(0.22)
10,183
15

-0.14
(0.10)
0.12
(0.08)
-0.31***
(0.04)

10,183
15

4.35***
(0.26)

Model 3
-0.02***
(0.00)
0.03
(0.06)

Model 2
-0.02***
(0.00)
-0.12*
(0.06)
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Model 3 shows, in line with H2 and H3a, that both dimensions of Euroscepticism
have positive effects on supporting the Eurosceptic right. Both for dissatisfaction with the
current eu (b=.22 in 2009, b=.26 in 2014) and opposition to eu strengthening (b=.19 in
2009, b=.31 in 2014) the effects are stronger in 2014 than in 2009. Of the remaining
explanatory variables, by far the largest effect is that of left-right distance to the party (b=1.00 in 2009, b=-.86 in 2014). Second largest is the effect of opposition to immigration
(b=.54 in 2009, b= .46 in 2014), which is the core issue of radical right parties (Ivarsflaten,
2008). Furthermore, in 2014 supporters of the Eurosceptic right are less supportive of
redistribution (b=-.18), which suggests that their support is not based upon the economic
interests of the lower strata. The effect of political trust is rather small and inconsistent (b=
-.03 (n/s) in 2009, b= -.14 in 2014), which can be due to the use of different indicators
across waves.
Table 4.3b displays the same models for left-wing Eurosceptic parties. Education,
when not controlled for social class (Model 1) has no effect on supporting the Eurosceptic
left. This supports H1b that the effect of education is weaker for Eurosceptic left than
for Eurosceptic right support. This difference is significant in a stacked model including
both left-wing and right-wing Eurosceptic parties (for higher education p<.001 in both
years, for lower education p<.01 in 2009, n/s in 2014). Furthermore, when subjective
social class is added to the equation (Model 2), the effect of education turns positive.
Controlled for social class, in both years the Eurosceptic left parties draw higher educated
voters (b=.26 in 2009, b=.12 (n/s) in 2014), while receiving relatively less support from the
lower educated (b=-.13 (n/s) in 2009, b=-.14 (n/s) in 2014), in comparison to the middle
group (in 2014 the differences between the lower and higher educated are significant).
The education effect disappears when I include political attitudes (Model 3), indicating
that these attitudes function as mediating variables. The results indicate that the effect of
education on support for Eurosceptic left-wing parties is simultaneously negative (through
social class) and positive (through cultural capital). This latter, value-based effect makes that
the Eurosceptic left speaks (at least partially) to a different voter group than the Eurosceptic
right: the higher educated.
Of the political attitudes, dissatisfaction with the current eu has a positive effect on
support for Eurosceptic left parties independent of other issue positions (b=.24 in 2009,
b=.17 in 2014), as expected under H2 (in a fully stacked model, in 2009 there is no
significant difference between left and right, but in 2014 the effect is significantly lower on
the left, with p<.001). Opposition to eu strengthening has very small effects, which differ in
direction between the two waves. In 2009, those who oppose eu strengthening are slightly
less likely to support a Eurosceptic left-wing party (b= -.03 (n/s)). In 2014, they are slightly
more likely to do so (b=.13). In both years, the effects are significantly different from
those found on the right (p<.001 in both years). These results lend support to hypothesis
H3b as they show that opposition to the strengthening of the European Union has an
inverted (in 2009) or at least weaker (in 2014) effect on support for the Eurosceptic left
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than for the right. The remaining attitudes have effects in the expected directions. Again,
left-right distance is by far the strongest predictor of support for Eurosceptic left-wing
parties (b= -1.15 in 2009, b= -1.18 in 2014). Supporters of the Eurosceptic left are in
favour of national redistribution (b=.30/b=.48), are favourable towards immigration (b=
-.16/b= -.30), and have lower political trust (b= -.08/b= -.21). Political trust is the only
attitude of which the effect is not significantly different between left and right (stacked
model). Furthermore, it is important to note that supporters of the Eurosceptic left have
significantly more positive attitudes towards immigration, which contradicts the idea that
they appeal primarily to the ‘losers of globalisation’.
Longitudinal analyses (1989-2014)

We now take a longitudinal look at the relationships between education, Eurosceptic
attitudes and supporting Eurosceptic parties of the left and the right. First, the effect of
education is analysed over time (controlling for age, gender and class, as in Model 2).
Second, the effects of the two eu dimensions are assessed over time, additionally controlling
for left-right distance (mimicking Model 3 as closely as possible with the longitudinal data).
Figure 4.1 Marginal effect of education on support for right-wing and left-wing Eurosceptic party, 1989-2014

Source: European Election Studies 1989-2014

Figure 4.1 displays the marginal effect of education on support for Eurosceptic parties from
1989 to 2014. For electoral support for left-wing Eurosceptic parties, across the whole
period (except 1994) the effect of being higher educated is positive and significant, whereas
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the lower educated until 2004 do not differ from the middle group. In 2009 and 2014,
the education gap increases, as the Eurosceptic left continues to draw higher educated
supporters, but loses ground among those with lower education. For right-wing Eurosceptic
parties, there is an education gap across all waves, which decreases in 1994 but from there
increases somewhat until 2014. Again, it are particularly the higher educated who diverge
as they are significantly less supportive of right-wing Eurosceptic parties. All in all, the
education gap is much larger for the Eurosceptic right, but to the extent that it exists for
the left, it is in the opposite direction. This supports the expectation in H1 that education
has a much weaker, and even inverted effect on Eurosceptic left-wing electoral support as
compared to Eurosceptic right-wing support. Rather than moving more closely together, the
differences between the electorates persist, and, if anything, increase somewhat with time.
More similarities exists between the Eurosceptic left and right support base when it
comes to dissatisfaction with the current eu (Figure 4.2). The indicator used is only available
from 1994 to 2009. Over this 15-year period there is no clear trend. Overall, the effect of
dissatisfaction with the current eu is positive for both the Eurosceptic left and right, which
is in line with hypothesis H2. The effect decreases for both the left and the right in 2004,
but returns to similar levels (around b=.20) in 2009.11
Figure 4.2 Marginal effect of dissatisfaction with current EU on support for right-wing and left-wing
Eurosceptic party, 1994-2009

Source: European Election Studies 1994-2009

11
These coefficients are similar, though not identical to those presented in Tables 3a and 3b, due to differences in
model specification.
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Turning to opposition to further eu strenghtening, the results show clear-cut differences
between left and right. Figure 4.3 displays how the relationship of opposition to eu
strengthening to supporting right-wing and left-wing Eurosceptic parties follows a highly
different trajectory over time. On the left, opposition to eu strengthening and Eurosceptic
left support are positively related in the earlier waves (1989 to 1999), but the relationship
becomes insignificant (and even slightly negative) in the 2000s, indicating that this more
principled eu opposition is no longer an important factor in voting for the Eurosceptic
left. The effect turns (weakly) positive and significant again in 2014, but, as noted above,
this effect is inconsistent across countries. On the right, the relationship in1989 is twice
as strong as on the left, and increases in 2014. Whereas from 1989 to 1999 opposition to
eu strengthening was related to both left-wing and right-wing Eurosceptic support, from
the 2000s onwards it has become more of an exclusively right-wing attitude. There is thus
a long-term development towards the pattern suggested by hypotheses H3a and H3b, that
opposition to further eu strengthening is more relevant for right-wing than for left-wing
Eurosceptic party support.
Figure 4.3 Marginal effect of opposition to EU strengthening on support for right-wing and left-wing
Eurosceptic party, 1989-2014

Source: European Election Studies 1989-2014
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Robustness checks
The results were tested for robustness in several ways. First, the analyses were run on a
subset of only those Eurosceptic parties that belong to the radical left and radical right
party families (leaving out the Dutch Christian orthodox sgp, the British Conservatives,
and the Irish Greens). The results are highly similar. If anything, for the Eurosceptic right
the effect of education becomes more pronounced upon the exclusion of these parties.
Second, I checked to what extent the results are consistent across individual parties in
2009 and 2014. In general, the effects on the right are much more robust than the effects
on the left. Appendix K displays model 1for each right-wing party separately (Tables K1a
and K1b). Education has a negative effect on supporting a right-wing Eurosceptic party for
12 out of 13 parties in 2009, and in 9 out of 12 parties in 2014 (the British Conservatives
being an exception in both years, as education has a positive effect instead). Turning to
model 3, the effects of the two eu dimensions are also rather consistent across parties of
the Eurosceptic right (see Tables K2a and K2b). In both waves, the effects are positive for
almost all parties, and significantly so in about two-third of the cases.
For left-wing Eurosceptic parties, there is much more between-party variation. In the
pooled models, education had no effect when not controlled for social class. Additional
analyses show that this null result is the average of an equal share of positive, negative, and
insignificant effects among the individual parties (Appendix L1). Still, hypothesis H1b
that the effect of education is weaker or inverse for supporting the Eurosceptic left as
compared to the Eurosceptic right holds in most countries. With regard to H2, in 2009 the
effect of dissatisfaction with the current eu is consistent across individual parties (Appendix
L2a), while the party-specific results in 2014 are somewhat less consistent (Appendix L2b).
With regard to H3b, the analyses reveal that for most Eurosceptic left-wing parties there
is no effect of opposition to eu strengthening; Again, in 2014 the results become more
inconsistent, with the effect turning positive in a few cases (Appendix L2b). Paradoxically,
the crisis seems to have increased ambivalence towards Europe among the supporters of
Eurosceptic left-wing parties.12

Conclusion
The recent successes of both left-wing and right-wing parties with a clear Eurosceptic
profile raise the question to what extent Euroscepticism as well as broader anti-globalisation
sentiments offer common electoral potential for parties with otherwise very different
ideologies. In this chapter I have argued that although left-wing and right-wing Eurosceptic
It could also (partially) be a methodological artefact because I have fewer indicators in 2014 than in 2009 to measure
current EU dissatisfaction (2 instead of 4 items).
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parties can be expected to appeal to similar interests – those of the socio-economic groups
most vulnerable to globalisation pressures – there is a fundamental distinction when it
comes to the values underpinning their Euroscepticism – in terms of cosmopolitanism and
tolerance versus nationalism and exclusivism. Given the repeated finding by recent studies
that values are crucial in explaining Eurosceptic (and other globalisation-related) attitudes,
I hypothesised that there are important differences between supporters of left-wing and
right-wing Eurosceptic parties.
The findings show that, rather than drawing on a common ‘loser’ potenial, both
party families indeed draw highly distinct supporters in terms of social positions as well as
attitudes. The findings suggest in several ways that these differences are understandable by
these supporters’ values with regard to nationalism versus cosmopolitanism. First, while the
effect of education is negative for right-wing Eurosceptic parties, for left-wing Eurosceptic
parties education has no effect at all, but the effect turns positive once controlled for social
positions. So when differences in social positions are kept constant, it are actually the
higher educated who are more likely to support the Eurosceptic left. Given that education
is strongly related to cosmopolitan, universalist values, it is likely that this appeal is based
upon a shared cosmopolitan worldview. Second, the education effect for the Eurosceptic
right mainly separates the higher educated from the middle and lower categories. The
education effect thus does not seem to tap the interests of the lower educated ‘losers of
globalisation’, but rather reflects a characteristic that distinguishes the higher educated
from the rest. This characteristic likely is the set of values or worldview socialised in higher
education, which can explain why the higher educated refrain from supporting right-wing
Eurosceptic parties. Third, supporters of left-wing and right-wing Eurosceptic parties share
a dissatisfaction with the functioning of the current eu. Yet, they stand very differently
towards the furthering of European integration. On the right there is consistent opposition
towards further European integration, whereas on the left the effects are weak, inconsistent
and in some cases even inverted – again, this indicates that supporters of the Eurosceptic
left and right differ when it comes to more cultural, value-based eu attitudes. Finally, the
differences between the supporters of the Eurosceptic left and Eurosceptic right in terms
of education and Euroscepticism have continually existed over the past decades. While
the Eurosceptic right is tightening its grip on the fundamentally Eurosceptic voters, the
Eurosceptic appeal on the left is weakening, as the effect of opposition to eu strengthening
decreases with time.
These findings refine the common horseshoe understanding of Euroscepticism and
the political space (Hooghe et al., 2002). Although all (left- and right-wing) parties in
this chapter were selected on the basis of their generally Eurosceptic position, studying
their electorates in more detail reveals that these parties appeal to different kinds of
Euroscepticism. This has implications for the kind of voter realignment we can expect on
the basis of a pro-/anti-eu dimension (Van der Eijk and Franklin, 2004) or in the form
of a new globalisation cleavage (Kriesi et al., 2008; 2012). Rather than creating common
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ground for left- and right-wing radicals, the eu dimension – and attitudes towards eu
strengthening in particular – underlines important differences between the supporters of
Eurosceptic parties of the left and right. To the extent that voters base their vote choice
on European issues, this is thus not likely to create new alliances that cross-cut left-right
politics (between left-wing and right-wing Eurosceptic parties). Rather, it would serve to
reinforce the divisions within the left-wing and right-wing ideological blocks (between proand anti-eu parties), and would thereby contribute to the fragmentation of the political
landscape.
The findings also emphasise the ambivalent position in which left-wing Eurosceptic
parties find themselves, in line with the conclusions of Chapter 3. The radical left is
traditionally associated with the interests of those on the losing side of globalisation. Yet,
the international and solidary outlook which forms part of their ideological core implies a
fundamentally supportive position on European integration. The more these fundamental
values come to dominate the debate on Europe, the harder it becomes for the Eurosceptic
left to formulate an unequivocal message. Right-wing Eurosceptic parties, in contrast, are
more likely to profit from the new divide. A central defining characteristic of the radical
right party family, to which most right-wing Eurosceptic parties belong, is its nativism
(Mudde, 2007). This ideology dovetails directly with the values driving the globalisation
divide. This is in line with the conclusions of Kriesi and colleagues (2012), who state that
‘the successful mobilisation of the globalization losers, which is driving the restructuring of
the political space in West European countries, is mainly done by appealing to the cultural
and political anxieties of these losers’ (Grande and Kriesi, 2012: 15-6). For the Eurosceptic
left, the mixed message of supporting the eu in principle but objecting to its practices
might prove more difficult to sell to their (potential) supporters.
Finally, the finding that left-wing and right-wing Eurosceptic parties draw support on
the basis of different kinds of Euroscepticism raises the question whether such differences
exist among mainstream parties as well. The horseshoe model posits radical anti-eu parties
versus a pro-eu mainstream, thus suggesting that mainstream parties are alike in their
eu support. While we know that the ideological motivations for mainstream parties’ eu
positions are diverse (Marks and Wilson, 2000; Hooghe et al., 2002), we do not know
whether this is reflected in a diversity in the type of eu support they mobilise. Given the
findings of this chapter, such diversity is to be expected, particularly for attitudes towards
eu strengthening. This question is the main focus of the following chapter.
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A pro-EU mainstream versus
anti-eu extremes?
Exploring the diverse nature of EU issue
voting across the left-right spectrum
Introduction
There are fundamental differences in the way Euroscepticism manifests itself at the political
left and the political right. Studies on Euroscepticism at the party level have shown that leftwing and right-wing parties criticise different aspects of the eu and ground this criticism
in different arguments (Conti and Memoli, 2012; Hooghe et al., 2002). The previous
chapters have demonstrated that similar differences exist at the level of voters. Depending
on ideology, citizens’ Eurosceptic attitudes are based on different motivations and directed
at different objects (Chapter 3). Among left-wing citizens, the principal objections to the eu
are of an economic, anti-liberal character – and these objections lead to a criticism directed
at how the eu currently functions rather than an opposition to the furthering of European
integration as such. Among their right-wing counterparts, cultural, nationalist objections
are the main reasons for Euroscepticism. Consequently, their Euroscepticism is much
more principled and directs itself primarily at the strengthening of European integration.
These ideological differences also play out when explaining electoral support for left-wing
and right-wing Eurosceptic parties (Chapter 4): Support for Eurosceptic parties of the
radical left is driven by dissatisfaction with the eu, but not so much by opposition to eu
strengthening, whereas Eurosceptic parties of the radical right draw support on the basis of
both dimensions of Euroscepticism.
We do not know, however, to what extent electoral support for parties of the political
mainstream is also driven by different eu dimensions. Studies on the effect of eu attitudes
on voting behaviour – or ‘eu issue voting’ – have shown that eu support can indeed have
a positive effect on support for mainstream parties over and above other political attitudes
(De Vries, 2007a; 2010). Yet, most studies on eu issue voting do not explore differences
between party families, nor do they distinguish between different dimensions of eu
support (e.g. Gabel, 2000; Hobolt et al., 2009; Tillman, 2004). This is surprising given the
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evidently heterogeneous nature of mainstream parties’ eu positions. This is illustrated, for
instance, by the approaches of the two government parties to the 2016 referendum about
the Ukraine-eu Association Agreement in the Netherlands. Whilst the social democrats
framed the ‘Yes’-vote rather idealistically as a vote for democracy and human rights, the
liberal conservative vvd downplayed the Treaty as being mostly concerned with free
trade. Thus, similar to what I found with regard to support for left-wing and right-wing
Eurosceptic parties, it is likely that support for pro-eu parties is also driven by different
kinds of eu attitudes, in line with their distinct ideological predispositions.
The eu issue voting literature has greatly advanced our knowledge of the extent to
which – as well as the conditions under which – eu issue voting exists, by studying how eu
support in general affects voting behaviour in general. The present research aim, however,
requires a more specific approach that simultaneously distinguishes between party
families and between different eu dimensions. This chapter provides such an approach.
Specifically, I assess how the two dimensions of eu attitudes identified in the previous
chapters – opposition to eu strengthening and dissatisfaction with the current eu – affect
electoral support for pro- and anti-eu across the left-right spectrum. Where Chapter 4
compared electoral support for radical left and radical right anti-eu parties, I now include
all main party families (radical left, green, social democratic, Christian democratic, liberal,
conservative and radical right) in order to make two kinds of comparisons.1 First, I compare
mainstream left to mainstream right support, to assess whether variation exists in the eu
dimensions driving electoral support for different mainstream party families. Second, I
look at the dynamics within the left-wing and right-wing political blocks, exploring
whether supporters for left-wing pro- and anti-eu parties are divided over different aspects
of the eu than are supporters for right-wing pro- and anti-eu parties.
For two reasons, the eu positions of mainstream parties are more ambivalent than those
of most radical parties. First, in their role as government parties, Christian democratic,
liberal, social democratic, conservative and (more recently) green parties have carried
further the project of European integration, and are responsible for it in the eyes of voters.
They do however generally not enthusiastically propagate their commitment to Europe. In
reaction to rising public Euroscepticism, mainstream parties’ preferred strategy is often one
of depoliticisation rather than firm position-taking (Hooghe and Marks, 2009). Second,
mainstream parties’ ideologies give reason for ambivalence with regard to Europe as well.
Generally speaking, left-wing parties are critical of the neo-liberal tendencies of the marketoriented eu, but at the same time see merits in eu-level regulation and supranational
policy-making. Among right-wing parties, the internal market is a treasured achievement
while eu threats to national sovereignty are the main source of disapproval. Thus, all
mainstream parties have reasons to both favour and oppose European integration, which
I restrict the radical left and radical right party families to those parties taking distinctively left or right as well as
Eurosceptic positions (as will be explained in the Data section).
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fuels their ambivalence and internal dissent. This raises the question to what extent voters’
eu attitudes actually motivate mainstream party support to a similar extent as anti-eu
party support. Due to mainstream parties’ more ambivalent positions compared to anti-eu
parties, less clear-cut expectations can be formulated on how eu attitudes of voters should
drive support for different mainstream party families. Furthermore, it is well possible that
the effects we find are weaker than the effects found for anti-eu parties.
Therefore, this chapter takes a more explorative empirical approach than the previous
chapters. The theory section discusses how ideological motivations lead each mainstream
party family to take different and often ambivalent positions on Europe, relating this to
the dimensions of opposition to eu strengthening and current eu dissatisfaction. Then,
I use the European Election Studies of 2009 and 2014, as well as the 1994 wave for a
longitudinal perspective, to analyse the relationships between electoral support and the two
dimensions of Euroscepticism. The empirical analyses consist of two parts. The central part
of the analyses is formed by a direct test of eu issue voting, using pooled regression models
over fifteen Western European eu member states to assess how the two dimensions of
Euroscepticism influence electoral support while controlling for relevant demographic and
attitudinal variables. However, if we would only look at the actual effect of Euroscepticism
on electoral support, we might overlook important heterogeneity in Eurosceptic attitudes
between voter groups which exists without these attitudes (yet) being salient enough to
directly influence the vote. Therefore, I start with a descriptive overview of the average
positions on the two eu dimensions among voters of the seven party families.
The findings show that there is good reason to study eu issue voting in a multidimensional
framework, as the two dimensions yield different results. For dissatisfaction with the
current eu, the horseshoe model of a pro-eu mainstream pitted against anti-eu radicals
remains intact. In contrast, the effect of attitudes towards eu strengthening is more positive
for parties of the mainstream left than for the mainstream right. Also, such principled
eu attitudes are a more divisive factor between mainstream and radical right parties than
between the mainstream and radical left. These findings reveal heterogeneity in the kind of
eu support held by voters in the centre of the horseshoe, and thereby nuance the idea that
mainstream parties draw on an undifferentiated pro-eu support base. In the conclusion I
will reflect on the implications of these findings and place them in the broader debate on
the politicisation of European integration.

Theory
eu issue voting, like voting behaviour in general, is a matter of political supply and
demand, where voters decide to support a party because it shares their positions towards
European integration. In Chapter 4 we have seen that the connection between supply
and demand goes beyond general Euroscepticism: The ideologically different eu positions
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of left-wing and right-wing anti-eu parties are reflected in the fact that different kinds
of Euroscepticism motivate voters to support these respective party families. This theory
section discusses the supply and demand side in turn. I start by describing the positions of
each mainstream party family towards Europe, and then discuss how this chapter expands
on the literature on eu issue voting.
Mainstream party positions: Ambivalence and differentiation

Perhaps the most important insight on mainstream party positions towards Europe is that
unlike the often unambiguous eu critiques voiced by anti-eu parties, mainstream parties
tend to send ambivalent signals when it comes to their eu preferences (Edwards, 2008; Gabel
and Scheve, 2007). On the one hand, mainstream parties have a fundamental commitment
to the eu, as their participation in national governments has involved responsibility for
initiating and pursuing the European project from the 1950s onwards. Parties of the centre
right (above all the Christian democrats) but later also the centre left have thus linked their
fate to the eu, and are held accountable for its functioning by voters (Hooghe et al., 2002).
At the same time, growing politicisation and increasing Euroscepticism withholds these
parties from taking a firm pro-eu stance. Instead, mainstream parties tend to depoliticise
the issue of European integration (Hooghe and Marks, 2009).
However, the eu positions of mainstream parties are not produced merely by the
strategic tension between carrying government responsibility and adjusting to a Eurosceptic
public, but are probably even more a consequence of the deeper ideological constellations
that define the different party families of the political mainstream (Marks and Wilson,
2000). Ideological considerations produce ambivalence within parties, with which I mean
that contradictory arguments with regard to Europe exist within the same party. Also, the
different ideological roots of party families lead to differentiation between parties, in the sense
that different mainstream party families take different kinds of eu positions. There is broad
agreement in the literature that two ideological conflict dimensions are relevant for party
positions on European integration: A state-market dimension, structuring conflict between
those who favour more interventionism and regulation versus those who wish to minimise
the role of the state, and a nationalism-cosmopolitanism dimension, dividing those who
defend national sovereignty from those holding supranational ideals (Hooghe et al., 2002;
Kriesi et al., 2012). In the previous chapters, we have seen that these dimensions explain
the different nature of Euroscepticism among left-wing and right-wing Eurosceptic parties.
As the following discussion will show, they are equally helpful to understand the variation
between mainstream party families in where they stand on the different dimensions of
eu support. Also, ideological positions help understand mainstream parties’ ambivalence
towards the eu. Other than radical left and radical right parties, which focus on the issues
on which they have most to gain, mainstream parties appeal to broader electorates and
therefore are expected to formulate positions on both the economic and cultural dimension,
which makes them prone to ambivalence (Bornschier, 2011).
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The social democratic party family exemplifies such ambivalence. Social democratic
ideology traditionally combines a strong preference for economic interventionism with
an internationalist outlook. Due to Europe’s initial focus on market integration, social
democrats were not among the greatest Euro-enthusiasts in the early years of integration.
Yet, with the ec’s course shifting to more eu-level regulation from the 1980s onwards,
they came to see possibilities for a Social Europe that curbs the negative consequences of
market liberalisation. This shift went hand in hand with the introduction of the Third Way
in social democracy, which entailed the growing belief in the ability of market processes
rather than traditional state-led socialism to provide social justice. Social democrats thus
developed an ‘acquired taste for Europe’ (Almeida, 2012). Even though the division
between Third Way and traditional socialists still internally divides social democrats in the
extent to which they are reconciled with the eu’s current economic set-up, broad consensus
exists on the conviction that solutions can be found in the strengthening and improving
of the eu, reinforced by the internationalist principles inherent to left-wing ideology. This
is illustrated by the Party of European Socialists’ pledge to ‘build a European Union with
lasting common political, social and economic realities, not only provisional cooperation
between governments’ (pes Declaration of Principles, 2011).2
For similar reasons as social democrats, green parties have also turned more supportive
of European integration over time – they experienced the greatest positional change of all
party families (Bakker et al., 2015) – realising that their core (environmental and social)
policy objectives are most effectively advanced at the supranational level. The distinctly
cosmopolitan worldview that characterizes green parties reinforces their pro-integrationist
stance, supporting the eu’s ideal of open borders and a ‘uniting of the peoples’ (Edwards,
2008). Although their strong egalitarianism leads them to remain critical of the current
eu and its negative social consequences, they propose solutions at the European level. In
the words of the Flemish green party (Groen!), ‘the current European Union is both the
problem and the cure’ (Groen!, European Manifesto, 2014).3
For liberal parties, the diachronic development has been somewhat the opposite to that of
the left. Though the liberals form a rather diverse party family, their common denominator is
market liberalism. There is a high level of agreement on the economic advantages of integrating
the European internal market, which implicates strong liberal support for the current eu as
well as for the furthering of the European integration process. Yet, breaches in the liberal party
family have appeared over sovereignty versus supranationalism in reaction to the increasingly
regulatory path of the eu. Some conservative liberal parties with a more national orientation
shied away from their initial Euro-enthusiasm (e.g. the Dutch vvd and the Danish Venstre),
Party of European Socialists (PES) (2011). Declaration of Principles. http://www.pes.eu/about_pes_document#middle,
accessed on July 4, 2016.

2

3
Original quote in Dutch: ‘De huidige Europese Unie is zowel een probleem als de oplossing’, Groen! Party
manifesto European Elections 2014. https://www.groen.be/sites/www.groen.be/files/uploads/Bestandsbijlages/
programma/2014, accessed on July 4, 2016.
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while more social liberal parties, which see social regulation as necessary corrective to market
processes, only became more supportive of European integration (e.g. the Dutch d66 and
the Danish Radikale Venstre; see Almeida, 2012). In the Netherlands, for instance, the social
liberal d66 recognizes that ‘Europe is increasingly our inland’, and wants this Europe to be
‘powerful and federal’ (d66 election manifesto, 2012),4 whereas the conservative liberal vvd
states that it ‘doesn’t need vague visions on Europe’, as it is ‘against the European Union as a
superstate’ (vvd election manifesto, 2012).5 Thus, although liberal ideology is fundamentally
supportive of the principle of European integration, more recently sovereignty concerns have
led some liberal parties to moderate their support for eu strengthening.
Christian democrats and conservatives are often studied as a single party family, which
their cooperation in the European People’s Party would support. However, while they agree
on the benefits of international economic integration, they are rather different with regard
to supranationalism. For one, Christian democrats support a social market economy, or ‘a
mixed economy based on capitalist dynamics tempered by socio-economic interventionism’
(Almeida, 2012: 115). They do not eschew shifting policies to the eu level, inspired by the
subsidiarity principle. The individual is part of various communities of which the nation
is but one, and policies should be installed on the most appropriate level (Almeida, 2012).
Most Christian democratic parties are thus rather supranationalist (with the exception of
the German csu; Marks and Wilson, 2000). This combination of economic liberalism and
supranationalism explains why the Christian democratic party family has been the most
consistent advocate of European integration since its initiation, supporting the eu in both its
current set-up and in its future deepening. However, Christian democrats’ pro-integrationist
line has diluted somewhat due to its alliances with conservative parties in the European
People’s Party (Hanley, 2002). The Dutch cda in its most recent (2012) manifesto stated
that ‘European integration is not a goal in itself’, emphasizing the eu’s primary importance
as an internal market for a trade country as the Netherlands.6 The German cdu, on the other
hand, formulated as its main objective to ‘continue the road to peaceful and democratic
unification of Europe’ (cdu election manifesto 2013-2017).7 Most ambivalence among
Christian democratic parties thus seems to lie on the level of eu strengthening, while most
parties are supportive of the current eu.

Original quote in Dutch: ‘D66 wil een krachtig federaal Europa’ (…) ‘Wij onderkennen dat Europa steeds meer ons
binnenland wordt.’ D66 Party Manifesto 2012. https://d66.nl/publicaties/verkiezingsprogramma-2012/, accessed on
July 4, 2016.

4

Original quote in Dutch: ‘De VVD heeft geen behoefte aan vage vergezichten over Europa. Wij zijn (…) tegen de
Europese Unie als superstaat.’ VVD Party Manifesto 2012. http://files.vvd.nl/verkiezingsprogramma-2012-2017.pdf,
accessed on July 4, 2016.

5

Original quote in Dutch: ‘Het Europese integratieproces is geen doel op zichzelf’. CDA Party Manifesto 2012.
https://d2vry01uvf8h31.cloudfront.net/CDA/Documenten/CDA_Verkiezingsprogram_2012-2017.pdf, accessed on
July 4, 2016.

6

Original quote in German: ‘den Weg fortzusetzen, der für eine friedliche und demokratische Einigung Europas steht’.
CDU Party Manifesto 2013. https://www.cdu.de/sites/default/files/media/dokumente/regierungsprogramm-20132017-langfassung-20130911.pdf, accessed on July 4, 2016.
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Conservative parties share with Christian democrats and liberals their support for the
eu as an internal market, but deviate in their nationalist orientation (Marks and Wilson,
2000: 455). Conservative parties prefer a sovereign state with as little eu interference as
possible. Links to the eu should be held merely for economic purposes, similar to trade
commitments with other states. The Portuguese Partido Popular (cds-pp), for instance,
prefers to see Portugal as a ‘pivot point between geo-economic and culturally different
spaces, like the European Economic Community, Brazil, and the African states with
Lusiadic [Portuguese] roots’ (cds-pp Declaration of Principles).8 The conservatives are thus
in principle opposed to any further integration that goes beyond economic interest. Their
support for the current eu is rather ambiguous, as they approve of the economic set-up
whilst at the same time criticising the already too large influence of ‘Brussels’.
Table 5.1 summarises party positions along an economic and a political dimension,
and their expected implications for the two dimensions of eu support distinguished in
this dissertation. The positions of radical left and radical right Eurosceptic parties are also
included, based on the discussion in the previous chapters.
Table 5.1 Summary of party positions on European integration
Economic dimension

Political dimension

Current EU

Strengthening

Greens

Pro-state/regulation

Supranationalism

-

+

Social
democrats

Pro-state/regulation
(but: Third way)

Supranationalism

+/-

+

Christian
democrats

Pro-market/liberalisation

Supranationalism

+

+

Liberals

Pro-market/liberalisation

Mixed

+

+/-

Conservatives

Pro-market/liberalisation

Sovereignty

+/-

-

Radical Left

Pro-state

Mixed

-

+/-

Radical Right

Mixed

Sovereignty

-

-

eu issue voting

Given the above discussion, I expect that there are differences between mainstream party families
in the extent to which they attract voters on the basis of their eu support, and particularly in the
kind of eu support this involves. The diverse eu positions of mainstream party families are likely
to be reflected in the eu dimensions that drive electoral support for each of the mainstream
party families. However, given their higher internal ambivalence, the positive effect of eu
support for mainstream parties is likely to be weaker than the negative effects for radical parties.
8 Original quote in Portuguese: ‘defendemos que Portugal funcione como placa giratória entre espaços geoeconómicos e culturais diferenciados, como a Comunidade Económica Europeia, o Brasil, e os Estados africanos de
raiz lusíada’. Partido Popular (CDS-PP). Declaration of Principles. http://www.cds.pt/principios.html, accessed on July
4, 2016.
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To date we know little about the potential variation in eu issue voting between party
families and between different eu dimensions. Most of the eu issue voting literature to
date has conceptualised eu support as a single dimension, and has revolved around the
question whether eu issue voting exists, and under which conditions (De Vries, 2007a).
Evidence has been found across Europe. Evans (1999; 2002) finds that eu support affected
vote choice in several national elections in the uk in the 1990s. Tillman (2004) shows
clear effects of eu attitudes on voting in three new member states – Austria, Finland and
Sweden – around the time of their accession in 1995. De Vries (2007a) nuances these
findings by demonstrating in a study of four West European countries that eu issue voting
in national elections occurs in contexts where party polarisation on the issue is combined
with high salience among voters. However, evidence of a more general existence of the
phenomenon is provided by Gabel (2000), who studies 1996 Eurobarometer data across
the eu-15 and finds evidence for eu issue voting in 13 out of 15 member states. While
most studies are based on 1990s data, eu issues have remained salient (Hoeglinger, 2016)
and public Euroscepticism has anything but decreased in the new millennium (Eichenberg
and Dalton, 2007; Hakhverdian et al., 2013). There is thus a firm basis to expect effects
of eu attitudes on electoral support across Western Europe in the period under study here.
Yet, to what extent is eu issue voting for different parties based on different types of
eu attitudes? To answer this question, we have to fill two gaps that remain in the empirical
literature to date. First, the above cited studies are confined to demonstrating the effect
of general eu support – or distance scores to parties – on vote choice as a whole. It thus
remains unclear to what extent some party families succeed better in mobilising support on
the basis of eu issues than others. Second, almost all studies use a single measure of general
eu support as the main explanatory variable. Consequently, we do not know what kind of
eu attitudes lead to supporting ideologically different party families. Conceptualising eu
support as a single dimension does not do justice to the diverse attitudes that parties and
voters can hold in relation to the eu, which follow patterns explainable by their ideology.
To my knowledge only a single study considers the effect on party preference exerted by
different dimensions of eu support (Van Spanje and De Vreese, 2011), yet this study does
not distinguish between party families. Only by combining the distinction of party families
with the distinction of dimensions of eu support it is possible to gain insight in the specific
kind of eu attitudes that motivate supporters of different mainstream parties, and the
degree to which and way in which they differ from supporters for radical parties.

Data and method
To investigate the effects of different dimensions of Euroscepticism on electoral support, I
take an approach similar to Chapter 4. The main analysis is based on the European Election
Study waves of 2009 and 2014, which contain items on support for political parties, several
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attitudes regarding European integration, and a range of important demographic and
attitudinal control variables. For a longitudinal view, I include the 1994 wave, by necessity
using fewer indicators for Euroscepticism as well as fewer attitudinal controls.9 This is the
earliest ees wave where indicators for both eu dimensions are available.
My analysis covers the fifteen Western European eu member states. In each member
state, I categorised the parties into seven commonly distinguished party families: Social
democrats, Christian democrats, liberals, conservatives, green parties, radical left parties
and radical right parties. The latter two categories consist only of those radical parties that
hold Eurosceptic positions (in line with the classification in Chapter 4). This means that
a few radical left parties were left out of the analysis in some of the years (the Finnish vas,
Spanish iu in 2009/2014, and the Danish sf in 2014). Also, the British Conservatives
were classified in the radical right category, due to their highly Eurosceptic stance and
distinctly right-wing position. The Chapel Hill Expert Survey categorisation of parties was
used as a reference for determining both party family and eu position (Bakker et al., 2015).
Appendix M displays the categorisation of the parties included in this study. These are all
parties that were both classifiable into one of the seven party families and included in the
voting behaviour questions of the European Election Study in 1994, 2009 or 2014.
Method

To keep the analyses in line with the previous chapters, eu attitudes are coded in the negative
direction, indicating dissatisfaction with the current eu and opposition to eu strengthening.
For supporters for mainstream parties I thus expect these attitudes to be lower, and their
effects on party support to be negative. To facilitate interpretation of the results, I present
all findings in graphs demonstrating the overall pattern across party families.
The analysis consists of two parts. I start with a descriptive overview of the average
positions on dissatisfaction with the current eu and opposition to eu strengthening among
the voters of the seven party families. Voting behaviour in the last general elections in one’s
country is used to categorise voters. This first descriptive step is included for two reasons.
First, my theoretical argument relies on the assumption that different voter groups hold
different kinds of eu attitudes in the first place. Second, even in the absence of eu issue
voting it is possible that large differences exist between supporters of different parties in
how they think about the eu, and this is important to know in itself in the light of the
potential for future mobilisation.
After discussing the descriptive results, I turn to regression models explaining electoral
support for each of the party families across the fifteen countries. The regression models
have the propensity to vote (ptv) as the dependent variable, which asks respondents

9 In chapter three the longitudinal analyses were conducted over all six EES waves from 1989 to 2014. I chose to refrain
from presenting the results over the full time span because interpretation for seven party families becomes rather
complex.
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to indicate on a 0 to 10 scale how likely it is that they will ever vote for a party (this
operationalisation is explained in Chapter 4). On the right-hand side, the models include
the two eu dimensions as well as controls for the demographic and attitudinal variables
deemed most important for explaining electoral support.
The models are based on a stacked data set (combining the ptvs for each party family
into one dependent variable) with respondent-party combinations as the unit of analysis. The
dependent variable is thus the abstracted propensity to vote, and the effects per party family
are estimated by interacting each of the independent variables (including the controls) with
party family dummies. To control for the clustered structure of the data (with respondents
nested in parties) I include party fixed effects.10 The results of the models are presented as
marginal effects plots, which demonstrate to what extent the two eu dimensions directly
contribute to electoral support for each of the party families. In Appendix N, a stepwise
build-up of models is presented per party family.
Variables

As most operationalisations are identical to those used in Chapter 4, I give only a limited
explanation here (see the Data section of Chapter 4 for details). In the regression models, the
two eu dimensions are measured by constructing multiple-item indices, with the number
of items differing between the 2009 and 2014 waves. Dissatisfaction with the current eu
is measured by four (in 2009) or two (in 2014) items respectively, while opposition to eu
strengthening is measured by two items or a single item. As attitudinal control variables, I
include left-right distance to the party in question, support for redistribution, anti-immigrant
sentiments, and political trust – all measured by single-item operationalisations. In the 1994
analyses, both eu dimensions are measured by a single item,11 and the attitudinal controls
are limited to left-right distance and satisfaction with national democracy. All attitudinal
variables are standardised in order to facilitate the comparison of effect sizes. Demographic
controls are included for age, gender, educational level and subjective social class.
In the descriptive analyses unstandardised scales are used, and the eu indices include
only those items that are present in both 2009 and 2014 (two for current eu dissatisfaction,
one for opposition to eu strengthening). The items in the current eu dissatisfaction scale
were measured by five-point scales in 2009 and four-point scales in 2014. To enable a
comparison, all items were rescaled to a 0 to 5 scale, and subsequently summed up to a
0 to 10 scale. This makes these scales comparable to the eu strengthening item, which is
originally measured on a 0 to 10 scale. Both scales are presented as ranging from -5 to +5, in
order to distinguish supportive (-5) from opposing (+5) attitudes.
10

Alternatively, I estimated the models with country fixed effects. The results are highly similar.

Dissatisfaction with the current EU is measured by the item ‘How satisfied are you with the way democracy works in
the EU? (1-4)’; Support for EU strengthening is measured by the item ‘In general, are you for/against efforts being made
to unify Western Europe? (1-4)’. Both items are rescaled from -5 to +5 in the descriptive analyses and standardised in
the multivariate analyses.
11
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Results
Descriptive results

Figure 5.1 displays the distribution of the two dimensions of Euroscepticism for voters of
the seven party families in 2009. The graphs are presented by year to be able to directly
compare the two dimensions, which show distinct patterns. For dissatisfaction with the
current eu a clear divide appears between voters for mainstream parties – which show
similar levels of eu satisfaction – and voters for radical anti-eu parties – which show
marked dissatisfaction. This creates a pattern in line with the familiar horseshoe. Yet, it
is remarkable that dissatisfaction is a less important divisive factor among (radical and
mainstream) left-wing parties than among right-wing parties, which is particularly caused
by the lower dissatisfaction among radical left voters than among radical right voters. This
contrasts with the finding in chapter three that eu dissatisfaction is equally important for
radical left and radical right electoral support, and underlines that some attitudes that
exist among voter groups are more strongly mobilised by some parties than others. Even if
radical left voters are not as dissatisfied as their right-wing counterparts, their dissatisfaction
can still form an equally important motivation for their electoral support.
Figure 5.1 Average position on two EU dimensions by party voted for in last general election, 2009
5.1a. Dissatisfaction with current EU

Source: European Election Study 2009

5.1b. Opposition to EU strengthening
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There is less uniformity among mainstream voters when it comes to opposition to eu strengthening.
Particularly green but also social democratic voters are supportive of this dimension, while the
average support among mainstream right voter groups is lower: Christian democratic voters
specifically stand out as less supportive of eu strengthening. At the same time, this type of eu
opposition is a more contentious dimension at the right side of the spectrum: The difference
between mainstream and radical right-wing voters is much larger than this same difference on
the left. Opposition to eu strengthening is thus a far more important divisive factor within the
right-wing political block.
In 2014, Euroscepticism increased across the board on both dimensions (Figure 5.2), which
is in line with other studies and has been explained as a Eurozone crisis effect (Armingeon and
Ceka, 2014; Braun and Tausendpfund, 2014). Yet, the patterns of difference remain similar.
Although dissatisfaction with the current eu increased particularly among social democratic
and conservative voters, the overall pattern is still resembles a horseshoe, with dissatisfaction
concentrating at the extremes. For opposition to eu strengthening, a strong increase in opposition
is again found among the social democrats and conservatives, while only the green voters remain
supportive. Possibly due to the crisis, mainstream voters have moved closer to radical voters in
their eu attitudes, and the differences thus evened out somewhat. Yet, we still see differences
between the left and the right: There is much less variation between mainstream and radical
voters on the political left than there is on the right, where the divide is still by far largest.
Figure 5.2 Average position on two EU dimensions by party voted for in last general election, 2014
5.2a. Dissatisfaction with current EU

Source: European Election Study 2014

5.2b. Opposition to EU strengthening
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Figure 5.3 presents similar figures for the 1994 ees wave. Particularly the level of opposition
to eu strengthening is much lower than in later years; all voter groups score on average below
the midpoint of the scale.12 Thus, the increase in Euroscepticism which has been documented
more generally (Eichenberg and Dalton, 2007; Hakhverdian et al., 2013) appears to be most
marked for more principled opposition to the European project as such. In terms of the patterns
of differences between voter groups, the 1994 wave shows a clear horseshoe shape in both eu
dimensions. This is particularly due to radical left voters, who have the highest average score on
both dissatisfaction with the current eu and opposition to its future strengthening. This is in line
with the idea of the eu as a ‘moving target’: In the early 1990s, European integration was still
predominantly framed as an economic project, and this explains why it spurred much opposition
on the left. Also, this explains why mainstream right-wing voters – and the conservative voters in
case of the strengthening dimension – are particularly positive towards the eu at this time point.
All in all, these descriptive analyses support the intuition that competition for voters revolves
around partially different eu dimensions at the left and the right. To assess whether these
differences actually translates into the motivations of electoral support for different parties, I now
turn to multivariate regression models.
Figure 5.3 Average position on two EU dimensions by party voted for in last general election, 1994
5.3a. Dissatisfaction with current EU

5.3b. Opposition to EU strengthening

Source: European Election Study 1994

Note that strengthening opposition is based on a 1-4 scale item in 1994 (as opposed to the 0-10 item in 2009-2014).
Additional analyses show that the high support is not an artefact of this measurement difference: Opposition is also
much lower in the 1999 wave, which includes the same 0-10 item as the 2009 and 2014 waves (see Appendix O).
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Regression results

Figure 5.4 and 5.5 present the marginal effects of the two dimensions of eu opposition on
support for each of the seven party families in 2009 and 2014. These marginal effects are
based on regression models controlling for demographic characteristics, political attitudes
(towards immigration, redistribution, and political trust), and the left-right distance of a
voter to each of the parties. Thus, the marginal effect reflects what the specific eu dimension
adds to explaining electoral support for each of the party families.
The results are quite similar across the two waves. Dissatisfaction with the current eu
has a similar negative effect for all of the mainstream parties, indicating that their supporters
are motivated by eu satisfaction (Figure 5.4a and 5.5a). This is the case in both 2009 and
2014, and the only noteworthy difference is that the effect is somewhat weaker among the
greens. Thus, even if the descriptive analyses showed in 2014 an increase in dissatisfaction
among social democratic and conservative voter groups, all mainstream parties still draw
supporters on the basis of eu satisfaction. Possibly, this is because the dissatisfied voters
have turned to the Eurosceptic alternatives at the extremes: The effect of dissatisfaction on
radical left and radical right support is positive in both 2009 and 2014. Thus, controlling
for other political attitudes, dissatisfaction with the current eu is a divisive factor on both
the left and the right, distinguishing radical from mainstream supporters.
Figure 5.4 Marginal effect of two EU dimensions on electoral support, 2009
5.4a. Dissatisfaction with current EU		

Source: European Election Study 2009

5.4b. Opposition to EU strengthening
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For opposition to eu strengthening more heterogeneity exists between the left and the right
(Figure 5.4b and 5.5b). The differences between mainstream parties appear to be structured
by ideology: For the conservatives and the Christian democratic parties, the effect of
opposition to eu strengthening is not significant (or barely so in 2009), while it has a clear
negative effect for green and social democratic parties. Thus, only mainstream left-wing
support is driven strongly by positive attitudes about further eu integration in both waves.
An exception to this are the liberal supporters, who are also motivated by their support
for eu strengthening, especially in 2014. Apparently, the tendency of some conservative
liberal parties towards a more sovereigntist orientation does by no means overpower the
pro-integrationism that drives liberal party supporters. The eu strengthening dimension is
a more important divisive factor in the right block than on the left, and this divide is driven
mainly by the contrast between liberal and radical right support.
Figure 5.5 Marginal effect of two EU dimensions on electoral support, 2014
5.5a. Dissatisfaction with current EU		

5.5b. Opposition to EU strengthening

5

Source: European Election Study 2014

Notwithstanding the higher ambivalence in mainstream parties’ eu positions, the effects of eu
attitudes on electoral support are not evidently larger for radical Eurosceptic parties than for
mainstream parties. Particularly on current eu dissatisfaction, mainstream parties are equally
successful in mobilising eu supporters as radical parties are in attracting its opponents. On the
eu strengthening dimension, only the mainstream left and the liberals successfully mobilise
eu supporters. On this dimension, Christian democratic and conservative parties might be
in a more difficult position to attract voters due to their higher level of intra-party dissent.
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Going back in time, Figure 5.6 shows the regression results for the 1994 wave. It is
immediately clear that eu attitudes had less impact on electoral support at this time point.
Current eu dissatisfaction contributes only weakly to support for radical left and radical right
parties. Among the mainstream parties, only the Christian democrats, liberals, and the social
democrats (marginally) draw supporters that are relatively satisfied with the eu’s functioning.
A flattened horseshoe thus appears. The eu strengthening dimension shows a more diffuse
image. Opposition to eu strengthening leads to supporting both radical left and radical
right Eurosceptic parties. Among the mainstream parties, support for this same dimension
positively affects support for green, Christian democratic and conservative parties only. In
sum, compared to 2009 and 2014, opposition is in 1994 stronger on the radical left, whereas
support is stronger among the voters for the mainstream right. Again, this could be explained
by the fact that the nature of the eu has changed over time. In 1994 voters primarily saw the eu
as an economic union, and eu support was thus more of a right-wing affair. Yet, an exception
in this respect is the opposition to eu strengthening that drives radical right support as well
as the pro-integrationism among green voters – this pattern is more in line with the later leftliberal versus right-conservative axis that structures opposition to eu strengthening.
Figure 5.6 Marginal effect of two EU dimensions on electoral support, 1994
5.6a. Dissatisfaction with current EU		

Source: European Election Study 1994

5.6b. Opposition to EU strengthening
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Conclusion
The ideologically grounded differences between the eu attitudes that motivate support
for radical left and radical right Eurosceptic parties raise the question to what extent such
ideological differences also motivate support for parties of the political mainstream. The
horseshoe model suggests that mainstream parties form a pro-eu block without much
internal differentiation. Yet, the ideological bases of the different mainstream party families
lead to distinct considerations with regard to Europe, similar to (though possibly less
pronounced than) the differences between the radical left and the radical right. These
ideological considerations however also make mainstream parties more prone to holding
ambivalent eu positions. More than radical parties they need to position themselves on both
the state-market and cosmopolitanism-nationalism dimensions, which have conflicting
implications with regard to European integration (Marks et al., 2006). For these reasons, I
expected to find differences in the kind of eu motivations that lead to support for different
mainstream parties, as well as weaker effects of eu attitudes on mainstream as compared to
radical party support, due to their more ambivalent positions towards European integration.
The findings show that over and above other political attitudes and controlling for
demographic characteristics, eu support positively contributes to electoral support for
mainstream parties. Yet, the findings show that it is important to distinguish between
different eu attitude dimensions. For current eu dissatisfaction the horseshoe model
of a pro-eu mainstream pitted against anti-eu radicals remains intact, as it negatively
affects support for each of the mainstream parties, left and right, to an equal degree –
thus indicating relative eu satisfaction among mainstream party supporters. Also, this
eu dimension plays a similar role in structuring preferences within the left and the right
political blocks, distinguishing radical from mainstream parties on both sides. In contrast,
for the eu strengthening dimension the pattern is more diverse. In both 2009 and 2014,
support for eu strengthening has a positive effect on supporting green and social democratic
parties, while its effect on supporting Christian democratic, conservative, and liberal parties
is smaller and mostly insignificant (with the exception of the liberals in 2014, when its
effect is clearly positive). This suggests that mainstream parties vary along ideological lines
in the kind of eu support they mobilise. In addition, attitudes towards eu strengthening
are a more important distinctive factor on the right – where they juxtapose particularly
the supporters of liberal and radical right parties – than on the left, where the contrast
between radical and mainstream parties’ supporters is much smaller. This is in line with
the eu positions taken by these parties. Liberal parties are rather supportive of further eu
strengthening, while radical right parties are outright opposed to it; left-wing radical and
mainstream parties do not diverge as much in their positions towards European integration
in principle. As a result, the effect of citizens’ attitudes towards eu strengthening on their
support for different parties does not follow the familiar horseshoe pattern.
Overall, there is little evidence that the effects of eu attitudes on electoral support are
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smaller (in absolute size) in the case of mainstream parties than for radical parties. Only
in one instance was the effect weaker for mainstream party support than for Eurosceptic
party support (the effect of eu strengthening on conservative and Christian democratic
support). More generally, however, the negative effects of eu opposition on support for
mainstream parties are of a similar size as the positive effects on radical anti-eu support.
So, does this mean that we can expect mainstream parties to profit from the awakening of
the ‘sleeping giant’ (Van der Eijk and Franklin, 2004) if they would emphasise their proeu positions more clearly? In any case, this depends on how pro- and anti-eu attitudes are
distributed at the demand side. We know from the literature that Euroscepticism in general
has increased in the 1990s and 2000s (Eichenberg and Dalton, 2007). The findings of this
chapter suggest that this increase is largest on the eu strengthening dimension, as average
opposition on this dimension is much higher across voter groups in 2009/2014 as opposed
to 1994. For green, social democratic and liberal parties, which appeal to eu supporters on
the basis of their support for eu strengthening, this means that more explicitly emphasising
their pro-integrationist positions could be a risky strategy, as the pool of voters sharing this
support might be limited and already exhausted. Support for eu strengthening currently
does not contribute to conservative and Christian democratic party support. For these
parties, the best strategy might be to stick to an ambiguous, depoliticised position, as
they are internally divided on this dimension, and find themselves caught between the
pro-integrationist liberals and the fundamentally Eurosceptic radical right. Assuming such
a more neutral position might make them a suitable alternative for Eurosceptic rightwing voters who consider the radical right a bridge too far. However, the more salient
fundamental opposition to European integration becomes, the more the radical right will
profit – as they are the only outspoken defenders of such principled opposition.
The advantageous position of radical right anti-eu parties is reinforced by two
developments. First, as the diachronic findings in this chapter underline, the eu is a moving
target (Marks, 2004). From the 1990s onwards, the main focus of European integration
has moved from creating an internal market to building a supranational community. The
shift from economic to political and cultural implications has gone hand in hand with
an increase in Euroscepticism, particularly at the right-wing of the political spectrum (as
demonstrated in Chapter 2). The arguments to oppose Europe have changed, and so have
the parties that mobilise these arguments. In this chapter, this development is reflected in
the differences between the 1994 and 2009/2014 waves. As the descriptive graphs show
most clearly, in 1994 opposition to the eu was relatively high among radical left voters,
while it was relatively low among supporters of the mainstream right. In 2009 and 2014,
opposition is most marked among the radical right, while – particularly principled –
opposition decreased among the left-wing voter groups. Thus, similar to Chapter 2, we
again see that Euroscepticism is becoming a more right-wing attitude over time.
Second, the changing arguments for Euroscepticism tie into the broader development
of increasing salience of values and cultural attitudes for political competition in Western
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Europe (Kriesi et al., 2008; 2012). In Chapter 4 I suggested that this development places
radical right parties in a better position to mobilise voters on eu issues than radical left
parties, for which cultural attitudes lead to ambivalence towards Europe. This development
could influence not only the fortunes of parties at the flanks, but have its consequences for
the structure of the political space as a whole. If the political debate turns more and more to
values, and – relatedly – to the fundamental question of whether one aims to continue with
the integration process or to step out of it altogether, this could shift the main axis of party
competition over eu issues. The main divide may not lie between radical anti-eu parties
and mainstream pro-eu parties, but rather between a left-liberal and a right-conservative
block – or between those who perceive eu integration as an opportunity and those who see
it as a threat (Azmanova, 2011). As a consequence, conservative and Christian democratic
parties could shift towards more sceptical positions with regard to furthering integration,
in order to compete with their radical right competitors on this dimension – but it is
questionable how far they can credibly stretch this (and are willing to do so) in view of their
ideological and historical attachments. Meanwhile, green, liberal and social democratic
parties could become the obvious defenders of the European project – yet, they run the risk
of exhausting the reservoir of fundamentally pro-eu voters.
All mainstream parties, thus, remain caught in-between their ideological attachment to
the European project on the one hand, and strategies to cope with growing Euroscepticism
on the other. Given that the Eurosceptic side of the conflict currently has fair wind,
depoliticising the eu dimension is likely to remain the smartest strategy for both the
mainstream left and mainstream right.
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Conclusion
Introduction
As European integration has become a topic of increasingly heated political debate, scholars
have questioned its impact on the structure of political conflict (Kriesi et al., 2008, 2012; Marks
and Steenbergen, 2004). The reason for this lies not only in the sudden rise of this ‘new’ issue,
but also in its apparent cross-cutting alignment in relation to traditional left-right politics.
Where many new issues are adopted by parties of either a left-wing or a right-wing profile – as
has been the case for the environment, law and order, or immigration policy – political parties
on both the left and right flanks across Western Europe take distinctly Eurosceptic positions.
This horseshoe or ‘inverted U’-shaped relationship has become a dominant image to describe
how Eurosceptic party positions relate to left-right ideology. In terms of the consequences of
this constellation, the cross-cutting nature of the eu dimension has been put forward as a reason
for both its low politicisation (De Vries, 2007b) and its (sleeping) potential to fundamentally
restructure voter alignments (Van der Eijk and Franklin, 2004) or to contribute to a structural
cleavage between ‘winners’ and ‘losers’ of globalisation (Kriesi et al., 2008; 2012).
Yet, to be able to draw conclusions about the potential for voter realignment due to
European integration, we should study the applicability of the horseshoe model at the level of
public opinion. As explained in the introduction, there are reasons to suspect that this model
is actually a rather superficial representation of much more complex relationships, which
moreover are subject to change over time. This is the case not only because left-right ideology
itself has multiple interpretations, but also because Euroscepticism is a multidimensional
attitude, at both the party and the citizen level. Particularly in public opinion research only few
studies have taken these nuances into account, which has resulted in seemingly contradictory
results. For these reasons, this dissertation has presented an elaborate study of the relationship
between Euroscepticism, left-right ideology and party preferences among Western European
citizens.
The four empirical chapters have aimed to shed light on the degree, nature, origins and
consequences of Eurosceptic attitudes among citizens at the left and right sides of the political
spectrum (both in terms of ideology and party preferences). This concluding chapter starts by
taking stock of the applicability of the horseshoe model to public opinion on the basis of this
dissertation’s findings. Thereafter, I discuss how the findings of these chapters contribute to the
broader literature, followed by suggestions for future research. Finally, I discuss the societal and
political implications of my findings.
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The pros and cons of the horseshoe model
While the existence of a horseshoe-shaped relationship between left-right and Euroscepticism
has been documented by several accounts at the party level (Aspinwall, 2002; Halikiopoulou
et al., 2012; Hooghe et al., 2002), public opinion studies to date have yielded inconsistent
findings as to whether this model is applicable to citizens as well. Part I of this dissertation has
aimed to resolve these inconsistencies by means of two complementary empirical chapters.
First, it has extensively and consistenly mapped the relationship in public opinion across
time and space (Chapter 2). Second, it disentangled the main concepts that constitute the
relationship by distinguishing between two dimensions of Euroscepticism and between
different (economic and cultural) motivations for Euroscepticism among left-wing and
right-wing citizens (Chapter 3). Part II has studied the applicability of the horseshoe model
to Euroscepticism and electoral support, by analysing the effect of the two dimensions of
Euroscepticism on support for left-wing and right-wing Eurosceptic parties (Chapter 4),
and for mainstream and radical party families more generally (Chapter 5). In what follows,
I review the results that speak in favour and against the horseshoe model. Taken together,
the findings in this dissertation call for a refinement rather than a rejection of this model.
A complete summary of the dissertation’s findings by chapter is included separately after
this concluding chapter in the English Summary.
Part I of the dissertation has provided a nuanced image of the relationship between
left-right ideology and Eurosceptic attitudes in public opinion. In favour of the
horseshoe model speaks the finding that in many Western European member states, a
long-term development towards a U-shaped relationship is visible in public opinion
when looking at Euroscepticism in its most general form (Chapter 2). Even though the
asynchronous development of Euroscepticism at the left and right extremes reflects that
their Euroscepticism has different roots and is a reaction to different aspects of European
integration, at the surface the similarities between citizens at the far left and the far right
are increasing. The fact that these similarities are superficial does not mean that they are
irrelevant or without political consequences. As the coalition government formed in Greece
in 2015 between the radical left Syriza and the right-wing nationalist Independent Greeks
shows, even shallow similarities can form the basis for uncommon political alliances.
However, the horseshoe model is not blindly applicable, and several findings suggest
that it should be refined. First, the relationship between Euroscepticism and ideology
is not inherent or immutable (Marks, 2004). Euroscepticism can be high among either
left-wing or right-wing citizens, or among both at the same time, depending on when
and where we study it (Chapter 2). Changes in the relationship are not random, but
related to real-world developments and changes in the nature of the European Union in
particular. Second, Euroscepticism on the left and right is driven by different ideological
motivations (Chapter 3). While eu attitudes among left-wing citizens are based on both
socio-economic concerns (related to equality and the welfare state) and cultural concerns

Conclusion

(related to nationalism, cosmopolitanism, multiculturalism), for right-wing citizens only
cultural attitudes matter. These differences in their motivations explain not only why the
relationship between Euroscepticism and left-right has changed over time, but also why
Euroscepticism manifests itself along different eu attitude dimensions for left-wing and
right-wing citizens. Euroscepticism at the far left mainly reflects dissatisfaction with the
current eu, whereas right-wing citizens stand out for their opposition to eu strengthening.
Thus, the horseshoe model does not reflect the eu as a cross-cutting issue which juxtaposes
radical to moderate citizens, but masks a more intricate pattern of relationships between
left-right ideology and different types of Euroscepticism. When studying more specific
dimensions of Euroscepticism, the horseshoe largely falls apart.
Part II of this dissertation has shown that the horseshoe model has similar pros and
cons for our understanding of the relationship between Euroscepticism and electoral
support. Generally speaking, the model is applicable to electoral support over the whole
period under study (from 1989 to 2014). In each of the six waves that were studied,
negative attitudes towards the eu (either dissatisfaction with the current eu or opposition
to eu strengthening, or both) have been found to increase the likelihood of supporting
left-wing and right-wing Eurosceptic parties (Chapter 4). In the 2009 and 2014 waves,
there is a clear symmetry: Dissatisfaction with the current eu increases support for leftwing and right-wing Eurosceptic parties to a similar degree, whereas for all mainstream
parties the effect runs in the opposite direction (Chapter 5). This symmetrical U-shaped
relationship exists despite the fact that current eu dissatisfaction is stronger among citizens
with a left-wing ideology than among those who identify as right-wing, as was found
in Chapter 3. Apparently, even though left-wing citizens are more critical of the current
eu than right-wing citizens, left-wing Eurosceptic parties do not profit from the greater
electoral potential they have on this dimension in comparison to right-wing Eurosceptic
parties. This might be due to the fact that the Eurosceptic left has a more complex story to
tell regarding the eu than the right, and therefore puts less emphasis on eu issues – whereas
for right-wing Eurosceptic parties it is easier to put their eu opposition front and centre.
Nevertheless, those citizens dissatisfied with the current eu are roughly equally likely to
support a Eurosceptic left-wing or right-wing party, which suggests that the horseshoe
model applies to Eurosceptic electoral support.
Again, however, the findings call for a refined and conditional use of the horseshoe
model. While the results for dissatisfaction with the current eu suggest that citizens
base their electoral support on a simple pro/anti-eu dimension, this is contradicted by
the effects of opposition to eu strengthening on electoral support. This more diffuse eu
attitude generally has negative effects for left-wing and liberal parties (so these supporters
are relatively enthusiastic about strengthening), and insignificant or positive effects for all
remaining right-wing parties (which thus on average attract more sceptical supporters).
Rather than creating a horseshoe-shaped divide between radical and mainstream parties,
this dimension thus reinforces a left-liberal to right-conservative axis of political conflict.
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The different patterns for the two eu dimensions can be understood from the different
ideological motivations in which they are anchored. As Chapter 3 has shown, eu
strengthening opposition is strongly rooted in cultural attitudes, and therefore connects
to the nativist appeal of right-wing Eurosceptic parties, while left-wing and liberal parties
are characterised by culturally more liberal or cosmopolitanist views. Dissatisfaction with
the current eu relates to both economic and cultural concerns, and thus resonates with
the critiques of both left-wing and right-wing Eurosceptic parties. Thus, not all types of
Eurosceptic attitudes are mobilised by parties at both sides of the left-right spectrum.
Particlarly more diffuse, culturally driven forms of Euroscepticism are concentrated at the
political right.
In sum, the horseshoe model is useful to describe the general tendency of opposition
to Europe to manifest itself at the margins of the political spectrum. Yet, the model is not
universally applicable, neither over time, nor across countries, nor to different types of eu
attitudes. Particularly, the model fails to capture the different nature of left-wing and rightwing Euroscepticism. Opposition towards European integration does not create a new
dimension that unites Eurosceptics of different ideological backgrounds against a common
foe. Rather, beyond the superficial similarities lie fundamentally different views on the
European project. Thus, the findings of this dissertation show that in order to understand
political competition over European integration, it is crucial to take into account what lies
underneath the very general image of the horseshoe.

Contributions to the literature
By studying the relationship between Euroscepticism and the dimensionality of the
political space, this dissertation is anchored in three streams of literature – and its findings
consequently speak to each of these. In the first place, the findings contribute to the literature
on the ideological structure of political conflict over European integration (Hooghe et al.,
2002; Marks and Steenbergen, 2004), which brought up the horseshoe model and posited
the eu dimension as a ‘sleeping giant’ (Van der Eijk and Franklin, 2004). Second, the
findings are relevant to the literature on the emergence of a globalisation cleavage, which
sees Euroscepticism as part of a broader ‘demarcation versus integration’ conflict (Kriesi
et al., 2008, 2012). Third, with public Euroscepticism as its focal point, this dissertation
contributes to the body of research on the correlates of public Euroscepticism.
European integration as a sleeping giant

In 2004 Van der Eijk and Franklin called the issue of European integration a sleeping giant.
It was considered ‘sleeping’ as at the time of writing conflict over ‘Europe’ appeared little
consequential for electoral competition. At the same time it was seen as a ‘giant’, as it could
have the potential, if awakened, to fundamentally shake up the lines of political conflict.
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This potential follows from the eu issue being perceived as a single dimension, orthogonal
to dominant left-right ideology. Not only could this cross-cutting nature lead to divides
within parties, but it could also turn former opponents into allies and vice versa. Political
entrepreneurs at the extremes would have the incentive to politicise the eu dimension,
while mainstream parties on the other hand would prefer to keep the issue depoliticised,
precisely because it could upset their dominant position on the left-right dimension.
Additionally, mainstream parties responding to public Euroscepticism would run the risk
of ending up with ‘strange bedfellows’ – extremist parties of the opposite political colour
(Green-Pedersen, 2012).
Even if more recent studies of politicisation of European integration have emphasised
its multidimensionality and its intricate relation to left-right ideology at the level of political
parties (Hoeglinger, 2016; Maag, 2015), the assumption seems to persist that at the level
of citizens pro/anti-eu attitudes boil down to a single dimension, or even a dichotomy.
Hoeglinger (2016: 126) asks, for instance, ‘why should political actors invest heavily in the
politicization of Europe if this issue is particularly difficult to own and does not help to
distinguish them clearly from their competitors?’. Although parties of different ideologies
have different arguments for their Euroscepticism, Hoeglinger contends, they will avoid
the risk of being associated with their political opponents in the eyes of their potential
voters – and this is one reason why they are ‘struggling with the awakening giant’, as his
book’s subtitle reads.
My findings suggest that citizens are actually aware of the ideological distinctiveness
of different kinds of eu critiques. Not only do citizens hold independent attitudes towards
different eu dimensions, which are rooted in (partially) distinct ideological motivations,
but their electoral preferences for parties that are known as pro- or anti-eu are also
structured by different kinds of eu attitudes. With regard to the sleeping giant thesis these
findings have two major implications. First, in case political entrepreneurs would succeed
in politicising ‘Europe’, this would not lead to a fundamental realignment of voters along
a single pro/anti-eu dimension that unites left-wing and right-wing Eurosceptics against a
common foe. Rather, depending on the ideological colour of the Eurosceptic entrepreneur,
different kinds of Euroscepticism would become salient, and these would more likely
lead to fragmentation within the left-wing respectively right-wing political blocks than to
alliances across these blocks. Second and relatedly, this could mean that the politicisation
of ‘Europe’ is not as limited as it now seems – it simply presents itself in a different way
than some had expected. Instead of introducing a whole new dimension of political
conflict, Euroscepticism is best understood in terms of its distinct sub dimensions which,
like many other issues, form part of a broader attitudinal package in line with left-wing
or right-wing ideology. Roughly put, the left-wing package of economic egalitarianism
combined with multiculturalism fits with its Euroscepticism focused on the eu’s current
short-comings without turning down the European project altogether. The right-wing
package of economic liberalism and nationalism is linked to a critique of shifting national
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authority to the European level, and more categorically rejects both the current eu and the
continuing of the integration process. As this dissertation has shown, citizens recognise
these manifestations of Euroscepticism as distinct and relate them to different ideological
motivations – and to support for ideologically distinct party families. Thus, the sleeping
giant seems to be awakening, but its political consequences are not so ‘gigantic’ as the
original thesis suggests. In part, this is certainly due to the fact that Europe for most citizens
is not the most salient of issues. Yet its limited impact is also understandable from the fact
that Eurosceptic positions overlap with existing ideological positions.
Globalisation ‘losers’ and the salience of the cultural dimension

The second stream of literature to which this dissertation’s findings speak is recent work
on the emergence of a cleavage dividing the ‘winners’ and ‘losers’ of globalisation, coined
and pursued by Kriesi and colleagues (2008; 2012; see also Azmanova, 2011; Teney et
al., 2013). This line of research sees attitudes towards European integration as part of
a broader ‘demarcation versus integration’ cleavage, related to issues of immigration,
economic liberalisation, political integration, and the increasing permeability of national
borders (Kriesi et al., 2008). The losers of globalisation are located in a ‘structural hole’ in
the two-dimensional political space, as their combination of economically and culturally
protectionist (or ‘demarcationist’) views finds scarce representation at the party level (see
also Van der Brug and Van Spanje, 2009). Similar to the sleeping giant thesis, this suggests
that due to globalisation, citizens’ attitudes are organised in a way that defies traditional
alignments of political competition. Kriesi and colleagues conclude that ‘[t]he ‘demarcation’
pole of the new cleavage has not yet been organized by a coherent political coalition which
forcefully mobilizes the globalization ‘losers’’ (Kriesi et al., 2012: 296).
My findings suggest that, apart from there being no coherent political coalition
representing the globalisation losers, neither is there a coherent Eurosceptic electorate.
Kriesi et al. (2012: 293-4) define different political coalitions in favour of demarcation at
the party level – a nationalist coalition driven by the radical right and some conservative
parties, and an interventionist coalition consisting of radical left parties, trade unions and
other far left actors. While the first coalition mobilises primarily on cultural issues such as
integration and takes a mixed position on the economic dimension, the latter focuses on
economic protectionism and interventionism, while taking a neutral position on cultural
issues (Kriesi et al., 2012: 293). The findings of this dissertation suggest that these two
coalitions are actually mirrored at the level of citizens in the form of two quite distinct
Eurosceptic electorates. Left-wing citizens are dissatisfied with the current eu but do not take
negative positions on the (more culturally driven) eu strengthening dimension (Chapter
3). Their dissatisfaction is linked to both economic and cultural attitudes. However, my
analysis of the support base of left-wing Eurosceptic parties shows that these supporters have
positive rather than negative attitudes towards immigrants (Chapter 4), and thus do not
share the nationalism that forms the core of the ‘losers of globalisation’ profile. Moreover,
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the supporters of left-wing Eurosceptic parties have no clear lower educated profile. In
contrast, at the right side of the spectrum I found highly different Eurosceptic potential.
Right-wing citizens more categorically reject the European project, and this rejection is
related solely to cultural concerns (and not at all to redistributive concerns, see Chapter 3).
Supporters of right-wing Eurosceptic parties even tend to oppose income redistribution
(Chapter 4). They do, however, disproportionally have a lower level of education. The
Eurosceptic right thus speaks to globalisation losers’ nationalist attitudes – and not to their
socio-economic preferences. The Eurosceptic left has its potential among citizens who hold
a more specific form of Euroscepticism, who strongly support income redistribution yet
do not hold nationalist attitudes, and who come from diverse educational levels. Though
Eurosceptic, their supporters do not fit the ‘loser’ profile as it is commonly characterised.
It thus appears that the radical right is more successful in mobilising the losers of
globalisation – and this is in line with the conclusions of Kriesi and colleagues (2012).
My findings also support the authors’ explanation for this success, which lies in the
fact that a cultural (rather than an economic) logic is currently most important in
structuring political conflict over globalisation (2012: 296). This dominance of cultural
arguments enables parties of the Eurosceptic right to incorporate economic fears – in a
welfare chauvinist line of reasoning. On the contrary, the left has difficulties responding
to nationalist Euroscepticism, and the salience of the cultural dimension over economic
concerns augments their ambivalence towards Europe. Indeed, my findings show that this
cultural logic is a much stronger structuring factor on the right than the economic logic is
on the left. In Chapter 3 and Chapter 4 I find strong associations between opposition to
eu strengthening, monoculturalist (anti-immigrant) attitudes, and supporting a right-wing
ideology or radical right Eurosceptic party – and these associations are consistent across
countries and over the recent time period. In addition, the finding that Euroscepticism has
greatly increased among right-wing citizens from the 1990s onwards (Chapter 2) suggests
that political and cultural concerns are increasingly salient. The economic logic, which drives
the link between Euroscepticism, economic concerns and support for left-wing ideology
and Eurosceptic parties, is much less strong as a structuring factor. These relationships
are repeatedly found to be less consistent across countries, and are diminishing over time.
This suggests that the cultural logic is dominant when it comes to Eurosceptic attitudes
and voting behaviour, which is in line with the literature emphasising the importance of
(cosmopolitan versus nationalist) values in explaining attitudes towards globalisation (e.g.
Bechtel et al., 2014; Hainmueller and Hiscox, 2007).
The sources of Euroscepticism

Finally, this dissertation has shed light on the sources of public Euroscepticism more
generally – and specifically how these may vary for different types of Euroscepticism.
The literature on the sources of Euroscepticism has proposed three broad groups of
explanations, summarised by Hooghe and Marks (2005) as ‘calculation, community and
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cues’. In the 1990s, most scholars focused on utilitarian explanations, under the expectation
that citizens would evaluate European integration in terms of the benefits they believe to
derive from it (Anderson, 1998; Eichenberg and Dalton, 1993; Gabel, 1998; Gabel and
Palmer, 1995). More recently, the focus has shifted to cultural explanations, which argue
that perceived threats to national identity and a general fear of other cultures induce public
Euroscepticism (Hooghe and Marks, 2004; 2005; McLaren, 2006; 2007). Third, public
Euroscepticism has been shown to increase in response to the presence of Eurosceptic
elites and ideological cues (De Vries and Edwards, 2009; Hooghe and Marks, 2005) or
as a generalisation of support for domestic political actors (Anderson, 1998; Harteveld et
al., 2013). An important question is what the relative importance of these explanations is,
and whether their weight has changed over time. Some hypothesise that identity factors
have become more important – as suggested by Kriesi et al. (2012) and the findings in
this dissertation – yet direct evidence of this claim is mixed (Lubbers and Jaspers, 2010;
Van Klingeren et al., 2013). Others argue that the recent financial crises have brought the
economy back in (Braun and Tausendpfund, 2014). My dissertation contributes to this
field of study by demonstrating that the explanations of Euroscepticism highly depend
on the specific dimension of Euroscepticism that is studied. eu attitudes that are more
diffuse in nature – such as whether one prefers to continue integration or to see the process
reversed – are likely to be driven by identity or cultural values. In contrast, eu attitudes that
are specific evaluations of the eu’s functioning are more likely to depend on economic or
utilitarian concerns – though cultural attitudes also have a large impact on this dimension.
The findings of extant research on the sources of Euroscepticism are likely to diverge as a
function of how they operationalise their dependent variable.

Suggestions for future research
The first recommendation following from my findings is that future studies on the sources
of Euroscepticism carefully specify their dependent variable, and if possible compare their
explanations across different eu attitude dimensions. This recommendation applies not only
to studies comparing utilitarian and value-based explanations, but also to scholars studying
the effect of political cues on public Euroscepticism. Ideologically different ‘senders’ may
have an impact upon different dimensions of Euroscepticism, and strike a chord with
different groups of citizens. Even if these recommendations might seem evident, as of
yet only few public opinion studies on the antecedents of Euroscepticism have taken the
conceptual difference between distinct eu dimensions into account (notable exceptions are
Boomgaarden et al., 2011; Lubbers and Scheepers, 2007; 2010).
These recommendations also apply to studies on the consequences of eu attitudes.
This dissertation has taken a first step by showing how distinct eu dimensions impact on
electoral support for different party families. Yet, the distinction is likely to matter for other
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types of electoral behaviour as well. Studies on voter abstention in European Parliament
elections to date have relied on one-dimensional measures of Euroscepticism, with mixed
results as to whether or not Eurosceptic attitudes increase abstention (Hobolt and Spoon,
2012; Hobolt et al., 2009; Schmitt, 2005). Future studies could disentangle the effects of
different eu dimensions. Hypothetically, a fundamental disengagement from the European
project could lead to abstention, as citizens have written off Europe altogether. In contrast,
dissatisfaction with the current functioning of the eu (particularly when combined with
a belief in ‘a different Europe’) might form an incentive for casting a vote. As voting in ep
elections presupposes some level of confidence in the eu’s democratic procedures, it could
prove crucial to distinguish between procedural and policy dissatisfaction in such studies.
Second, although this dissertation’s theoretical framework builds on the party
literature, its empirical focus has been limited to citizens’ attitudes. My finding that the
complex ideological structure at the party level is mirrored at the level of voters raises
the question to what extent these similarities are the result of actual effects running from
parties to voters or vice versa. The quite extensive literature on mass-elite linkages with
regard to Euroscepticism (Carrubba, 2001; De Vries and Edwards, 2009; Ray, 2003;
Steenbergen et al. 2007; Wessels, 1995) has found a reciprocal influence between parties’
and voters’ positions towards the eu. However, none of these studies has conceptualised
Euroscepticism multidimensionally – yet this dissertation has suggested that different kinds
of Eurosceptic cues can affect different groups of voters. As of yet, most efforts to collect
multidimensional data on parties’ eu positions have distinguished between different policy
dimensions (see for instance the Chapel Hill Expert Surveys) or policy directions (Maag,
2015) rather than theoretically different (e.g. specific versus diffuse) types of attitudes. The
basic distinction between dissatisfaction with the current eu and opposition to further
eu strengthening would be a valuable addition to future data collection efforts on party
positions. On a different note, with the current levels of electoral volatility it is remarkable
that most extant studies on mass-elite linkages focus on parties and their ‘own’ voters. In
case of newly salient issues, party-voter linkages are likely to change, and the new parties
that arise do not yet have their own voters to influence or be influenced by. To assess how
mass-elite linkages work in times of (possible) realignment, we should therefore not (only)
look at the link between parties and their own voters, but also take into account reciprocal
effects linking the spectrum of party positions to the structure of public opinion as a whole.
Third, not only supply side dynamics but also historical context and the countryspecific impact of European integration influence the way in which Euroscepticism connects
to left-right ideology among citizens (Brinegar et al., 2004; Diez Medrano, 2003; Garry
and Tilley, 2014; Hooghe and Marks, 2005, Lubbers and Scheepers, 2010). Although my
dissertation focused on general patterns across countries, the country-specific deviations I
encountered are of no less theoretical interest – and mark the relevance of distinguishing eu
attitude dimensions. For instance, while in most countries Euroscepticism on the left takes
the form of dissatisfaction with the current eu, in Sweden and Finland I also found more
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principled opposition to eu strengthening to be concentrated on the left (see Chapter 3).
The historical context of welfarism as a fundamental part of national identity might explain
this deviation (Bornschier, 2011). In 2014, I also found opposition to eu strengthening
to be highest on the left in Greece and Portugal. In these countries, the austerity measures
following the eu bailout programmes might play a role, as they might corrode the far
left’s belief in the prospects of a different, more social Europe. Not only do these findings
underline the importance of distinguishing between different eu dimensions, they also
indicate the relevance of historical context and country-specific developments. Yet, the
importance of political agency is not to be overlooked. Economic hardship is not the
exclusive breeding ground for left-wing Euroscepticism, but can just as well be fitted into a
right-wing nationalist discourse. This is demonstrated by Marine Le Pen’s Front National,
which attained unprecedented electoral success by putting a critique of neoliberalism,
austerity policy and the Euro central in its 2014 European Parliament election campaign
(Goodliffe, 2015). This suggests that the structure of public opinion is not explained by
structural conditions per se, but rather by how political actors make use of this context.
While the effect of structural societal developments is channeled by political actors, the
inverse is also possible. The potential for mobilisation of Euroscepticism at the left or right
might be enhanced or limited by the societal or historical context. In Spain, for instance,
the past of international isolation under the right-wing authoritarian Franco regime
makes Eurosceptic mobilisation on nationalist grounds unlikely. Although a comparable
argument long applied to the German case and the legacy of World War II, the recent
rise of the right-wing nationalist Alternative für Deutschland shows that such historical
limitations are not set in stone. Surprisingly, there is little research on the interaction effect
between exogenous context factors (historical context, macro-economic developments,
political events) and party supply on the structure of public opinion. Future research could
explore how the effect of party cueing is conditional on structural context, and vice versa.
Taking into account distinct dimensions of Euroscepticism could further enlighten this
strand of research, as the pattern of country differences can greatly differ depending on the
eu attitude under study.

Political and societal implications
This dissertation’s findings have implications not only for further academic research, but
also for the societal and political developments we can expect with regard to public opinion
on European integration. First, the finding that the relationship between Euroscepticism
changes over time in response to real-world developments implies that we can expect this
process of change to continue in the light of recent events. But how exactly? First, the debt
crisis and the subsequent Eurozone crisis that emerged in Europe from 2009 onwards could
reinforce Euroscepticism at both the left and right extremes (see Van Elsas and Van der
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Brug, 2015: 211). For left-wing citizens, the eu’s pressure on national governments to take
austerity measures and decrease budget deficits contributes to Euroscepticism, as they fear
a dismantling of the welfare state. On the right, the Eurozone crisis creates a sense of public
disaffection between the citizens of richer Northern and less affluent Southern member
states. Where the first feel they have to pay for the latter’s economic mismanagement, the
latter feel they are disproportionally made to suffer by the first. In both the Northern and
Southern countries this is likely to aggravate right-wing Euroscepticism, which denounces
any European involvement that goes beyond the national interest. Second, the more recent
refugee crisis from 2015 onwards, then, can be expected to reinforce such nationalist
Euroscepticism, as the influx of refugees in many Western European countries triggers calls
for closing the borders. On the other hand, for the (radical) left the refugee crisis leads to a
strong critique of the eu’s handling of this crisis (often combined with a call for more eulevel intervention). If we paint different types of Euroscepticism with a broad brush, these
crises are likely to only deepen the horseshoe by strengthening Euroscepticism at both the
left and right flanks.
Can we expect, under these circumstances, that Euroscepticism will continue to be
of a different nature for left-wing and right-wing citizens – or might the deepening of the
horseshoe mean that their Euroscepticism becomes more similar? Although the origins of
their Euroscepticism remain distinct, it is imaginable that the opposition of the radical
left will become more fundamental, and directed at the European project in itself. Easton
(1975: 446) has pointed out that, although distinct dimensions, enduring specific political
support can eventually spill over to diffuse political support. In line with this theory,
Wessels (2007) has shown that negative evaluations of eu authorities and institutions
can cumulate into a generalised opposition to the European regime, and even lead to an
erosion of European identity. Thus, the radical left’s critique of the current eu might, if
persistent enough, eventually translate into a rejection of the European project altogether –
or at least to calls for reversing (parts of ) the integration process. In response to the Brexit
referendum of June 2016, the Dutch radical left Socialist Party has called for a referendum
on the new to-be negotiated eu treaty after the uk leaves the Union, and has demanded the
abolishment of the European Commission to be part of the discussion.1 In France, not only
Le Pen’s Front National pleads for a ‘Frexit’: Parti de Gauche leader Jean-Luc Mélenchon
resolutely stated that ‘Either we change the eu, or we leave’.2 Although the radical left still
seems to prefer transforming the eu over an eu exit, the question is how long its dedication
to Europe will last if the eu would prove unable of fundamental reforms.

Nederlandse Omroep Stichting (NOS) (2016, June 24). ‘Ook SP wil referendum, maar dan over de macht van de EU’.
http://nos.nl/artikel/2113180-ook-sp-wil-referendum-maar-dan-over-de-macht-van-de-eu.html, accessed on July 4, 2016.

1

Original quote in French: ‘L’Union européenne, on la change ou on la quitte’. Interview Jean-Luc Mélenchon.
Poussielgue, G. (2016, June 24). ‘Brexit : «C’est le début de la fin d’une époque», selon Mélenchon’. Les Echos
http://www.lesechos.fr/politique-societe/politique/0211063316510-brexit-cest-le-debut-de-la-fin-dune-epoque-selonmelenchon-2009482.php, accessed on July 4, 2016.
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Even if the subsequent eu crises deepen the Euroscepticism on the left, the dominance
of the cultural logic creates an asymmetry in the horseshoe to the advantage of the
Eurosceptic right. The Brexit referendum of June 2016 has forcefully shown how culture
and identity can overrule utilitarian, economic arguments: While David Cameron and
the Remain camp tried to persuade voters with the benefits of eu membership for the
uk’s economy, the pro-Brexit campaign was more effective by exploiting the fears of
immigration and loss of national sovereignty and identity – with Brexiteers claiming their
victory on June 23 as constituting uk ‘Independence Day’.3 The power of cultural rhetoric
is also demonstrated by the success of radical right parties in the wake of the Eurocrisis:
Radical right parties were quick to absorb economic issues into their nationalist discourse
– by reframing welfare issues in welfare chauvinist terms, and turning criticism of the eu’s
handling of the Eurozone crisis into attacks on the ‘profiting Greeks’. In this way, cultural
and nationalist frames can remain dominant even when the economy is at the centre of the
political debate. For the radical left, in turn, the dominance of cultural framing lays bare
their ambivalence. Their fundamental ideology is inclusionary rather than exclusionary,
and with regard to Europe this yields a combination of dissatisfaction with the current eu
against a relatively pro-integrationist backdrop. As the pro-integrationism of the radical
left is driven by its positions on the cultural dimension, this ‘left-wing ambivalence’ is only
reinforced by the increasing salience of nationalist and cosmopolitan values in the debate
on Europe. As a consequence, the mobilisation of Euroscepticism might become more and
more a radical right affair.
Finally, the findings in this dissertation have implications for the current debates on
how to handle rising levels of opposition to the eu across eu member states, as well as
how to reduce the eu’s democratic deficit (e.g. Føllesdal and Hix, 2006).The superficial
nature of the horseshoe model of ideology and Euroscepticism implies that there is not one
uniform type of Eurosceptic voter. Rather, European citizens are in disagreement on what
it is they are sceptical about, as well as their motivations for being Eurosceptic in the first
place. Those on the radical right that categorically reject any form of regional cooperation
beyond a bare minimum are culturally motivated in their actions and beliefs. In sharp
contrast, citizens on the radical left can actually demand further integration in some areas
to align European policy with their redistributive ideals (see Van Elsas et al., 2016: 20).
What in current debates is conflated under the header of Euroscepticism actually refers
to radically different views on Europe. This has implications for how we should interpret
current political contestation on European matters. First, eu referenda, such as the June
2016 Brexit vote, do not do justice to citizens’ heterogeneous views on Europe. Politicians
should reconsider whether complex questions are suitable for the black-and-white format

3
Interview Nigel Farage. Engineer, C. (2016, June 24). ‘”It should be our independence day”. Farage calls for national
holiday in honour of Brexit’. Express. http://www.express.co.uk/news/politics/682969/nigel-farage-independence-daybrexit, accessed on July 4, 2016.
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of the referendum, as it is can be unclear what a ‘yes’ or ‘no’ vote actually means, and the
interpretation of the results is easily hijacked by the dominant political force. Second,
different views on Europe follow not only ideological but also national lines. Particularly,
in countries that profited from eu bailouts (such as Greece, Spain, Portugal), left-wing
Eurosceptic parties are most successful with their critique not on European integration as
such, but on the austerity measures implemented in exchange of the bailouts. In creditor
countries (such as Denmark, the Netherlands and the uk), the right-wing Eurosceptic
critique against intra-European redistribution finds more resonance (Hobolt and De Vries,
2016). In the wake of the Brexit referendum, the call for eu-wide reflection on the future
of Europe is likely to stumble upon more complex cross-national disagreement than simply
a ‘more’ or ‘less’ eu dichotomy. Finally, the different types of Euroscepticism at the left
and the right imply that no silver bullet exists for reducing the eu’s lack of representation.
Meeting the preferences of Eurosceptic publics could just as well entail the furthering of
integration into a political and fiscal union as it could mean stripping down the eu in
favour of national sovereignty – depending on the part of the public one aims to satisfy.
Rather than offering European citizens the choice of being either in favour of or against
the eu, the diverse nature of public Euroscepticism calls for a more comprehensive form of
policy contestation than the eu has hitherto seen.
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Appendix A: Exploratory factor analysis of EU attitude items in European Election Study
2009

Table A1. Exploratory factor analysis of EU attitudes
Factor 1

Factor 2

Factor 3

EU membership support (bad=2, good=0)

0.41

0.48

0.05

Dissatisfaction with democracy in EU

0.50

0.23

0.13

Distrust in EU institutions

0.66

0.25

0.00

Disagree: EP considers concerns of citizens

0.60

0.16

-0.02

Disagree: EU decisions are in interest country

0.55

0.34

0.12

European unification should go further/has gone too far

0.22

0.58

0.02

Disagree: EU should be enlarged

0.22

0.58

0.02

Eigenvalue

1.61

1.16

0.03

Source: European Election Study 2009, 15 Western European countries.

Table A1 displays an exploratory factor analysis on the basis of the ees data that will be
used throughout this dissertation to distinguish the two dimensions of Euroscepticism.
The first factor that appears involves attitudes related to the current eu. The second
dimension consists of attitudes related to the further strengthening of the eu, in terms of
both deepening and widening. eu membership support relates to both dimensions with
similar strength (with factor loadings of .41 and.48 respectively). This supports its wide
use as a measure of general Euroscepticism, as it substantively reflects both how citizens
evaluate the current eu and their principled attitudes towards strengthening.
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Appendix B: Relationship between left-right and Euroscepticism with time modelled continuously
Table B1. Left-right and Euroscepticism in 12 EU member states (1973-2010) with continuous time
variable and Maastricht dummy
Log odds (SE)
Constant

-.136 (.085)

Age

.005 (.000)***

Male

-.271 (.005)***

Left-right

-.120 (.007)***

Left-right²

.010 (.002)***

Time

-.022 (.003)***

Left-right * time

.000 (.000)

Left-right² * time

-.000 (.000)

Maastricht

-.511 (.187)**

Maastricht * left-right

.027 (.016)

Maastricht * left-right²

-.002 (.005)

Maastricht * time

.024 (.005)***

Maastricht * left-right * time

.001 (.000)***

Maastricht * left-right² * time

.000 (.000)

Variance (level 2: time)

.043 (.007)***

Variance (slope: left-right)

.000 (.000)***

Variance (slope: left-right²)

.000 (.000)***

N

676.504

Note: Dependent variable: EU membership good (0) or bad/indifferent (1). Coefficients are log odds.
Country fixed effects not displayed. One-tailed significance indicated by asterisks: *** p<0.001, **
p<0.01, * p<0.05 (standard errors in parentheses).
Source: Eurobarometer 1973-2010.
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Note: Based on random intercept models with continuous time variable and Maastricht dummy.
Source: Eurobarometer 1973-2010
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figure b1. Predicted probability of Euroscepticism in 12 EU member states (1973-2010)
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Appendix C: Relationship between left-right and Euroscepticism by country

Table C1. Left-right and Euroscepticism for Founding Members (1973-2010)
FR

BE

NL

DE

Left-right

-.109 (.013) -.079 (.014) -.059 (.011) .007 (.014)

Left-right

.023 (.003)

2

.001 (.004)

.019 (.004)

IT

LU

-.054 (.014)

-.079 (.022)

-.010 (.005) .044 (.003)

.018 (.007)

Time period
(ref: 1973-1982)
1983-1991

-.295 (.075) -.221 (.101) -.387 (.094) -.163 (.112) -.066 (.093)

1992-2000

.423 (.075)

.385 (.101)

-.010 (.093) .486 (.111)

2001-2010

.466 (.074)

.061 (.100)

.360 (.091)

Left-right*
1983-1991

.111 (.017)

-.006 (.018) -.009 (.016) -.014 (.018) .043 (.019)

.001 (.030)

Left-right*
1992-2000

.187 (.017)

.076 (.018)

.105 (.016)

.044 (.018)

.144 (.019)

.036 (.028)

Left-right*
2001-2010

.115 (.017)

.110 (.018)

.121 (.015)

.082 (.018)

.101 (.018)

.067 (.027)

Left-right²*
1983-1991

-.006 (.005) .006 (.006)

.003 (.006)

.014 (.006)

-.018 (.005)

-.006 (.010)

Left-right²*
1992-2000

-.006 (.005) .018 (.006)

.013 (.006)

.020 (.006)

-.023 (.005)

-.009 (.009)

Left-right²*
2001-2010

-.007 (.005) .012 (.006)

.007 (.006)

.025 (.006)

-.043 (.004)

.001 (.009)

N

63,244

68,491

93,852

55,407

24,631

57,287

.188 (.110)

.372 (.093)

-.149 (.107)
-.010 (.100)

1.128 (.092) .010 (.099)

Note: Dependent variable: EU membership good (0) or bad/indifferent (1). Coefficients are log odds.
Country fixed effects not displayed. Bold entries are significant at p<.05 (standard errors in parentheses).
Source: Eurobarometer 1973-2010.
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Table C2. Left-right and Euroscepticism for First and Mediterranean Enlargements (1973-2010)
DK

IE

GB

Left-right

SP

PT

-.431 (.019)

-.124 (.014)

-.183 (.016) -.438 (.034)

.071 (.020)

-.199 (.015)

Left-right

.047 (.007)

.006 (.004)

.006 (.003)

.026 (.004)

.021 (.005)

1983-1991

-.245 (.101)

-.573 (.123)

-.635 (.096) -.994 (.227)

1992-2000

-.694 (.101)

-1.405 (.124) -.419 (.096) -1.045 (.227) .700 (.090)

.740 (.114)

2001-2010

-1.132 (.100) -1.270 (.123) -.086 (.096) -.657 (.226)

Left-right*
1983-1991

-.046 (.024)

.026 (.018)

.117 (.020)

.054 (.038)

Left-right*
1992-2000

.138 (.023)

.034 (.019)

.278 (.020)

.221 (.038)

-.062 (.025) .147 (.018)

Left-right*
2001-2010

.303 (.023)

.037 (.019)

.326 (.021)

.296 (.038)

-.064 (.025) .158 (.018)

Left-right²*
1983-1991

-.008 (.009)

.016 (.005)

-.001 (.004) .001 (.010)

Left-right²*
1992-2000

-.007 (.009)

.013 (.005)

-.008 (.005) .006 (.010)

-.008 (.005) -.004 (.006)

Left-right²*
2001-2010

-.002 (.008)

.018 (.005)

-.006 (.005) .009 (.009)

-.013 (.005) -.001 (.006)

N

67,311

56,759

64,334

38,726

2

GR

.017 (.009)

Time period
(ref: 1973-1982)

.790 (.113)

37,518

Note: The reference period is 1980-1982 for Greece and 1985-1991 for Spain and Portugal. Dependent
variable: EU membership good (0) or bad/indifferent (1). Coefficients are log odds. Country fixed effects
not displayed. Bold entries are significant at p<.05 (standard errors in parentheses).
Source: Eurobarometer 1973-2010.
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48,944

.232 (.089)

Source: Eurobarometer 1973-2010.

Figure C1a. Left-right and Euroscepticism for the Founding Members (1973-2010)
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Source: Eurobarometer 1973-2010.
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Figure C1b. Left-right and Euroscepticism for the Founding Members (1973-2010).
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Source: Eurobarometer 1973-2010.

Figure C2a. Left-right and Euroscepticism for the First Enlargements (1973-2010)
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Source: Eurobarometer 1973-2010.
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Figure C2b. Left-right and Euroscepticism for the Mediterranean Enlargements (1973-2010)
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Appendices Chapter 3
Appendix D: Results by country (EES 2009, 2014)
Figure D1. Predicted dissatisfaction with current EU across left-right scale in 2009, by country

Source: European Election Study 2009
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Figure D2. Predicted opposition to EU strengthening across left-right scale in 2009, by country

Source: European Election Study 2009
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Figure D3. Predicted dissatisfaction with current EU across left-right scale in 2014, by country

Source: European Election Study 2014
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Figure D4. Predicted opposition to EU strengthening across left-right scale in 2014, by country

Source: European Election Study 2014
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Note: Marginal effects calculated on the basis of standardised left-right scale (left is +1.5 SD, centre is mean, right is +1.5 SD). *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
(standard errors in parentheses).
Source: ESS 2012.
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Table E1b. Marginal effect of support for redistribution on distrust in EP for citizens at left, centre and right (in 2012)

Note: Marginal effects calculated on the basis of standardised left-right scale (left is +1.5 SD, centre is mean, right is +1.5 SD). *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
(standard errors in parentheses).
Source: ESS 2008.
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Table E1a. Marginal effect of support for redistribution on distrust in EP for citizens at left, centre and right (in 2008)
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Note: Marginal effects calculated on the basis of standardised left-right scale (left is +1.5 SD, centre is mean, right is +1.5 SD). *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
(standard errors in parentheses).
Source: ESS 2012.
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Table E2b. Marginal effect of support for redistribution on opposition to EU strengthening for citizens at left, centre and right (in 2012)

Note: Marginal effects calculated on the basis of standardised left-right scale (left is +1.5 SD, centre is mean, right is +1.5 SD). *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
(standard errors in parentheses).
Source: ESS 2008.
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Table E2a. Marginal effect of support for redistribution on opposition to EU strengthening for citizens at left, centre and right (in 2008)
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Note: Marginal effects calculated on the basis of standardised left-right scale (left is +1.5 SD, centre is mean, right is +1.5 SD). *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
(standard errors in parentheses).
Source: ESS 2012.
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Table E3b. Marginal effect of anti-immigrant sentiments on distrust in EP for citizens at left, centre and right (in 2012)

Note: Marginal effects calculated on the basis of standardised left-right scale (left is +1.5 SD, centre is mean, right is +1.5 SD). *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
(standard errors in parentheses).
Source: ESS 2008.
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Table E3a. Marginal effect of anti-immigrant sentiments on distrust in EP for citizens at left, centre and right (in 2008)
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Note: Marginal effects calculated on the basis of standardised left-right scale (left is +1.5 SD, centre is mean, right is +1.5 SD). *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
(standard errors in parentheses).
Source: ESS 2012.
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Table E4b. Marginal effect of anti-immigrant sentiments on opposition to EU strengthening for citizens at left, centre and right (in 2012)

Note: Marginal effects calculated on the basis of standardised left-right scale (left is +1.5 SD, centre is mean, right is +1.5 SD). *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
(standard errors in parentheses).
Source: ESS 2008.
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Table E4a. Marginal effect of anti-immigrant sentiments on opposition to EU strengthening for citizens at left, centre and right (in 2008)
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Appendix F: Replication of analyses for pre-crisis year (EES 2004 and ESS 2004)

Table F1. Overview of operationalisations on the basis of EES 2004 and ESS 2004
EES 2004

ESS 2004

Dissatisfaction
with current EU

‘Satisfaction with democracy in the EU’
(1=Very satisfied – 4=Not satisfied at all)

‘How much do you trust the
European Parliament?’ (0=Complete
trust – 10=No trust at all)

Opposition to EU
strengthening

‘European unification should be pushed
further (1) or has gone too far (10)’

‘European integration should go
further (0) or has gone too far (10)’

Left-right
placement

Self-placement on left-right scale (1-10)

Self-placement on left-right scale
(1-10)

Support for
redistribution

Government should reduce
differences in income levels (1-5)

Anti-immigrant
sentiments
(α=.86)

Immigrants make country a better or
a worse place to live (0-10)
Country’s cultural life is undermined
or enriched by immigrants (0-10)
Immigration is good or bad for the
economy’ (0-10)

Source: European Election Study 2004 and European Social Survey 2004.

Table F2. Relation of two dimensions of Euroscepticism to left-right self-placement
Dissatisfaction with current EU
2004

Opposition to EU strengthening

2009

2014

2004

2009

2014

Left-right (z)

-0.07
(.01)***

-0.06
(.01)***

-0.01
(.01)

0.02
(.01)**

0.06
(.01)***

0.05
(.01)***

Left-right (z)2

0.02
(.01)**

0.03
(.01)***

0.02
(.01)**

0.00
(.01)

0.01
(.01)

0.03
(.01)***

Constant

-0.02
(.01)*

-0.04
(.01)***

-0.08
(.01)***

-0.03
(.01)**

-0.02
(.01)*

-0.06
(.01)***

N (respondents)

13,822

12,042

12,500

13,822

12,042

12,500

N (countries)

15

15

15

15

15

15

Note: Fixed effects model of 15 countries. Left-right self-placement is standardized before quadrating.
One-tailed significance indicated by asterisks: *** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05 (standard errors in
parentheses).
Source: EES 2004/2009/2014.
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Figure F1. Predicted values of EU opposition across left-right scale in 2004
1a. Dissatisfaction with current EU

1b. Opposition to EU strengthening

Appendices

Source: European Election Study 2004

0.00 (.03)

-0.00 (.04)
-0.08 (.03)**
-0.02 (.03)
-0.10 (.01)***
0.04 (.01)***
-0.05 (.01)***

0.01 (.03)
0.05 (.03)*

-0.04 (.03)
0.01 (.03)
-0.08 (.01)***
0.03 (.01)***
-0.03 (.01)***
0.28 (.01)***
0.01 (.01)*

-0.16 (.04)

18,649

14

Service/shop/sales

Technicians

Professionals

Legislative/managerial

Left-right

Support for redistribution

Left-right*Redistribution

Anti-immigrant sentiments

Left-right*anti-immigrant
sentiments

Constant

N (respondents)

N (countries)

0.03 (.03)

0.08 (.01)***

12

17,785

-0.24 (.04)***

0.03 (.01)***

0.30 (.01)***

-0.04 (.01)***

0.03 (.01)***

-0.08 (.01)***

0.03 (.03)

-0.04 (.03)

0.03 (.03)

0.00 (.03)

0.08 (.05)

0.08 (.03)**

0.14 (.03)***

-0.01 (.03)

-0.02 (.01)***

14

18,649

-0.01 (.04)

0.00 (.01)

0.36 (.01)***

-0.00 (.01)

0.01 (.01)

-0.02 (.01)***

-0.04 (.03)

-0.08 (.03)**

0.02 (.03)

-0.01 (.03)

0.05 (.04)

0.04 (.03)

0.05 (.03)

0.00 (.03)

-0.00 (.01)

-0.07 (.01)***

0.00 (.00)***

12

17,902

-0.05 (.03)

0.00 (.01)

0.36 (.01)***

-0.02 (.01)***

0.02 (.01)***

-0.04 (.01)***

-0.03 (.03)

-0.08 (.03)***

0.00 (.03)

0.01 (.03)

-0.00 (.04)

0.09 (.03)**

0.12 (.03)***

-0.01 (.03)

0.01 (.00)*

-0.06 (.01)***

0.00 (.00)***

2008

2012

12

17,785

0.09 (.04)*

0.02 (.01)***

0.37 (.01)***

-0.02 (.01)**

0.01 (.01)

-0.04 (.01)***

-0.05 (.03)

-0.04 (.03)

0.04 (.03)

0.01 (.03)

0.08 (.05)

0.07 (.03)*

0.11 (.03)***

0.01 (.03)

-0.02 (.01)**

-0.04 (.01) **

-0.00 (.00)

Note: Fixed effects model of 12/14 countries. Left-right self-placement, support for redistribution and anti-immigrant sentiments are measured by standardised
scales. One-tailed significance indicated by asterisks: *** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05 (standard errors in parentheses).
Source: ESS 2004/2008/2012.

12

17,902

-0.27 (.03)***

0.01 (.01)

0.27 (.01)***

0.01 (.03)

0.04 (.04)

0.05 (.03)

-0.04 (.04)

Craft and trade workers

0.05 (.03)

Skilled agricultural

0.01 (.03)
0.06 (.03)*

Elementary occupations

Machine operators

Class (Ref=Clerks)

0.06 (.01)***
0.00 (.00)

0.03 (.01)*
0.00 (.01)

Gender (Male=1)

Education (1-5 ISCED scale)

0.00 (.00)***

2004

0.00 (.00)***

0.00 (.00)***

Age

2012

Opposition to EU strengthening

2008

Distrust in European Parliament

2004

Table F3. Interactions between left-right and support for redistribution and anti-immigrant sentiments (incl. demographic controls)
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Figure F2. Marginal effect of redistribution attitude on EU opposition across left-right scale (2004)
2a. Distrust in European Parliament

2b. Opposition to EU strengthening

Source: European Social Survey 2004
Figure F3. Marginal effect of anti-immigration attitude on EU opposition across left-right scale (2004)
3b. Opposition to EU strengthening
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3a. Distrust in European Parliament

Source: European Social Survey 2004
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Appendix G: Replication of analyses including demographic control variables (EES 2009)
Table G1. Relation of two dimensions of Euroscepticism to left-right self-placement (including
demographic controls)
Dissatisfaction with current EU

Opposition to EU strengthening

2009

2009

2014

2014

Age

0.00 (.00)

-0.00 (.00)*

0.00 (.00)*

0.00 (.00)***

Gender (Male=1)

0.01 (.02)

0.04 (.02)**

-0.04 (.02)*

-0.08 (.02)***

Education
Lower educated

0.09 (.03)**

0.05 (.03)*

0.04 (.03)

0.07 (.03)**

Higher educated

-0.14 (.02)***

-0.21 (.02)***

-0.16 (.02)***

-0.21 (.02)***

Class

-0.08 (.01)***

-0.09 (.01)***

-0.07 (.01)***

-0.06 (.01)***

Left-right (z)

-0.06 (.01)***

-0.00 (.01)

0.06 (.01)***

0.06 (.01)***

Left-right (z)2

0.02 (.01)**

0.02 (.01)**

-0.00 (.01)

0.03 (.01)***

Constant

0.23 (.04)***

0.54 (.05)***

0.21 (.04)***

0.34 (.05)***

N (respondents)

11,492

11,802

11,492

11,802

N (countries)

15

15

15

15

Note: Fixed effects model of 15 countries. Left-right self-placement is standardized before quadrating. Onetailed significance indicated by asterisks: *** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05 (standard errors in parentheses).
Source: EES 2009/2014.
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Appendix H: Replication of analyses with clustered standard errors (EES 2009/2014, ESS
2008/2012)

Table H1. Relation of two dimensions of Euroscepticism to left-right self-placement
Dissatisfaction with current EU

Opposition to EU strengthening

2009

2014

2009

2014

Left-right (z)

-0.06 (.04)*

-0.01 (.04)

0.06 (.03)*

0.05 (.03)

Left-right (z)2

0.03 (.01)*

0.02 (.02)

0.01 (.01)

0.03 (.02)*

Constant

-0.04 (.01)***

-0.08 (.02)

-0.02 (.01)*

-0.06 (.02)***

N (respondents)

12,042

12,500

12,042

12,500

N (countries)

15

15

15

15

Note: Fixed effects model of 15 countries. Left-right self-placement is standardized before quadrating.
One-tailed significance indicated by asterisks: *** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05 (Clustered standard
errors in parentheses).
Source: EES 2009/2014.

Table H2. Interactions between left-right and support for redistribution and anti-immigrant
sentiments

Left-right
Support for redistribution

Opposition to EU strengthening

2008

2012

2008

2012

-0.09 (.02)***

-0.07 (.02)**

-0.04 (.02)*

-0.04 (.01)**

0.05 (.01)***

0.04 (.01)**

0.03 (.01)*

0.02 (.02)

Left-right*Redistribution

-0.05 (.01)***

-0.04 (.01)***

-0.02 (.01)*

-0.01 (.01)

Anti-immigrant sentiments

0.29 (.02)***

0.32 (.02)***

0.36 (.03)***

0.39 (.03)***

Left-right*anti-immigrant
sentiments

0.01 (.01)

0.03 (.01)***

0.00 (.01)

0.02 (.01)*

Constant

-0.03 (.00)***

-0.05 (.00)***

0.00 (.01)

-0.00 (.00)

N (respondents)

19,650

19,483

19,650

19,483

N (countries)

12

12

12

12

Note: Fixed effects model of 12 countries. Left-right self-placement, support for redistribution and
anti-immigrant sentiments are measured by standardized scales. One-tailed significance indicated by
asterisks: *** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05 (Clustered standard errors in parentheses).
Source: ESS 2008/2012.
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Figure H1. Predicted values of EU opposition across left-right scale in 2009 (clustered SE)
1a. Dissatisfaction with current EU

1b. Opposition to EU strengthening

Source: European Election Study 2009

Figure H2. Predicted values of EU opposition across left-right scale in 2014 (clustered SE)
2a. Dissatisfaction with current EU

Source: European Election Study 2014

2b. Opposition to EU strengthening
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Figure H3. Marginal effect of redistribution attitude on EU opposition across left-right scale (2008)
(clustered SE)
3a. Distrust in European Parliamen

3b. Opposition to EU strengthening

Source: European Social Survey 2008
Figure H4. Marginal effect of redistribution attitude on EU opposition across left-right scale (2012)
(clustered SE)
4b. Opposition to EU strengthening
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4a. Distrust in European Parliament

Source: European Social Survey 2012
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Figure H5. Marginal effect of immigration attitude on EU opposition across left-right scale (2008)
(clustered SE)
5a. Distrust in European Parliament		

5b. Opposition to EU strengthening

Source: European Social Survey 2008

Figure H6. Marginal effect of immigration attitude on EU opposition across left-right scale (2012)
(clustered SE)
6a. Distrust in European Parliament

Source: European Social Survey 2012

6b. Opposition for EU strengthening

12

N (countries)

3

2,518
12

10,003

-0.05 (.01)***

0.02 (.01)*

-0.01 (.01)

3

2,497

-0.22 (.02)***

0.02 (.01)*

-0.01 (.02)

12

9,524

-0.04 (.01)***

-0.00 (.01)

0.07 (.01)***

3

2,518

0.04 (.02)*

0.04 (.01)**

0.04 (.02)**

2014

12

10,003

-0.10 (.01)***

0.03 (.01)***

0.06 (.01)***

Euro

3

2,518

0.09 (.02)***

0.04 (.01)***

0.02 (.02)

Non-Euro
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The most interesting difference between Eurozone and non-Eurozone (Sweden, Denmark, Great Britain) countries is that for non-Eurozone
countries, the relationship of both eu dimensions to left-right has a stronger tendency to be U-shaped. In 2009, in the pooled model the
left is clearly more dissatisfied with the current eu – and this pattern is mirrored in the Eurozone model. In the non-Eurozone model, the
pattern tends towards a U-shape. Additional analyses shows that this is the result of the Scandinavian countries and Great Britain displaying
diametrically opposed patterns; in Denmark and Sweden, the left is most dissatisfied with the current eu (as in the pooled/Eurozone model);
in Great Britain, the right is clearly most dissatisfied. The difference between Eurozone/non-Eurozone countries is here thus driven by the
particularity of the Great Britain (where Euroscepticism is monopolized by the political right).
In 2014, we see a deviating pattern among the Eurozone countries for the opposition to eu strengthening dimension. Again, the pattern
is U-shaped while the Eurozone and pooled results show that citizens at the right are more opposed. Additional analyses show that in this
case this is due to the Scandinavian countries (Denmark and Sweden), where left-wing opposition to the eu exists also on the principled
eu dimension. In Great Britain, the relationship is linear and thus follows the pooled results. This deviating pattern found in Scandinavia
is likely not the result of not being Eurozone members, but rather fits with their profile as social-democratic welfare states, where the left
has particularly much to lose as a consequence of eu integration. In conclusion, while the Eurozone countries follow the pooled results, the
non-Eurozone countries are very diverse and display no common pattern.

Interpretation of results

Note: Fixed effects model of 15 countries. Left-right self-placement is standardized before quadrating. One-tailed significance indicated by asterisks: *** p<0.001,
** p<0.01, * p<0.05 (standard errors in parentheses). Source: EES 2009/2014.

9,524

N (resp)

0.03 (.02)*

0.03 (.01)***

0.21 (.03)

-0.03 (.02)

-0.07 (.01)***

-0.11 (.01)***

2

Constant

Left-right (z)

Left-right (z)

Non-Euro

2009
Euro

Euro

Euro

Non-Euro

2014

2009

Non-Euro

Opposition to EU strengthening

Dissatisfaction with current EU

Table I1. Relation of two dimensions of Euroscepticism to left-right self-placement

Appendix I: Eurozone vs non-Eurozone countries
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0.00 (.01)

-0.08 (.01)***

14,954

9

Left-right*anti-immigrant
sentiments

Constant

N (respondents)

N (countries)

0.04 (.01)***

3

4,696

0.16 (.02)***

0.02 (.01)

0.31 (.01)***

-0.05 (.01)***

0.04 (.01)***

9

14,996

-0.07 (.01)***

0.02 (.01)***

0.32 (.01)***

-0.03 (.01)***

3

4,487

0.01 (.01)

0.05 (.01)***

0.32 (.01)***

-0.06 (.01)***

0.03 (.01)*

-0.05 (.01)***

Non-Euro

9

14,954

-0.04 (.01)***

-0.01 (.01)*

0.38 (.01)***

-0.02 (.01)*

0.03 (.01)***

-0.05 (.01)***

Euro

3

4,696

0.13 (.02)***

0.05 (.01)***

0.32 (.01)***

-0.02 (.01)

0.03 (.01)**

-0.01 (.01)

Non-Euro

9

14,996

-0.05 (.01)***

0.01 (.01)*

0.41 (.01)***

-0.01 (.01)

0.02 (.01)**

-0.03 (.01)***

Euro

2012

3

4,487

0.12 (.01)***

0.04 (.01)***

0.33 (.01)***

-0.04 (.01)***

-0.01 (.01)

-0.08 (.01)***

Non-Euro

For distrust in the European Parliament, the results in 2008 as well as in 2012 are highly similar between Eurozone and non-Eurozone
countries. For opposition to eu strengthening, there are differences at two points. The first clear difference lies in the interaction between
left-right and redistribution attitudes in 2012. This interaction term is significantly negative in non-Eurozone countries (-0.04) – indicating
that redistribution attitudes have an effect on principled eu opposition among left-wing citizens – while the effect is not significant in
Eurozone countries (-0.01). I did not hypothesise this effect, and its significance is driven by the two Scandinavian countries, where left-wing
motivations lead to principled eu opposition (as was also concluded on the basis of the country specific results in Appendix E2).
The second difference is found in the interaction between left-right and anti-immigrant sentiments on opposition to eu strengthening in
2008. This interaction is non-significant in the pooled model, but turns slightly negative (and marginally significant) in the Eurozone model.
A glance at the country specific results however shows that this negative finding reflects no consistent pattern in the individual countries
(see Table E4a). The positive interaction term in non-Eurozone countries, which is actually in line with hypothesis H2b, is driven mainly
by Denmark.

Interpretation of results

Note: Fixed effects model of 12 countries. Left-right self-placement, support for redistribution and anti-immigrant sentiments are measured by standardized
scales. Standard errors in parentheses. One-tailed significance indicated by asterisks: *** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05. Source: ESS 2008/2012.

0.27 (.01)***

Anti-immigrant sentiments

0.06 (.01)***

-0.05 (.01)***

Left-right*Redistribution

Support for redistribution

-0.08 (.01)***

Euro

-0.06 (.02)***

Non-Euro

Euro

-0.09 (.01)***

2008

2008

Left-right

Opposition to EU strengthening
2012

Distrust in EP

Table I2. Interactions between left-right and support for redistribution and anti-immigrant sentiments
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Appendix J: Overview of left-wing and right-wing Eurosceptic parties included in analysis
1989

Denmark

Germany

R
L

PCB, KP

R

FrP

France

Ireland

Italy

Netherlands

Great Britain

VB, FN

VB, FN

2004

2009

2014

VB, FN

VB

PvdA

PvdA, PTB

FrP

DF, FrP

DF

DF

DF

SF

SF, JuniB

FolkB

L

SF

SF

SF, EL,
FolkB,
JuniB

R

REP

REP

REP

REP

PDS

PDS

PDS

Linke

Linke

LAOS

LAOS

ANEL, GD

L
Greece

1999

R

AfD

L

KKE

KKE

KKE,
DIKKI

KKE

KKE, Syriza

KKE, Syriza

R

FN

FN

FN

FN

FN

FN

L

PCF, LOLCR

PCF

PCF, LOLCR

PCF, LOLCR

PCF, EG

FdG

L

SF, WP,
GREEN

SF, GREEN

SF,
GREEN

SF,
GREEN

SF

SF

R

MSI

MSI

LN

LN

LN

LN

L

PCI

RC

RC

RC, PdCI

RC

SEL

R

SGP

CD

CD

LPF, SGP PVV, SGP

PVV

L

PPR, PSP

SP

SP

SP

SP

CONS

CONS

UKIP,
CONS

UKIP,
CONS

UKIP, CONS UKIP, CONS

CDU-PCP,
PSR

CDU-PCP

BE, CDU- BE, CDU- BE, CDUPCP
PCP
PCP

BE, CDUPCP

FPÖ

FPÖ, BZÖ

R

R
L

Portugal

R
L

Austria

R
L

Sweden

R
L

Spain
Luxembourg

V

FPÖ

FPÖ, BZÖ

KPÖ

KPÖ
SD

SD

V

V

R
L

IU

R

MN

L

KPL

IU

IU

Dei Lenk

Podemos
KPL, Dei
Lenk

Dei Lenk
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Belgium

1994

2

-0.20

756

0.04

622

0.03

2.36***

(0.48)

2.96***

(0.38)

0.01

788

(0.37)

2.40***

(0.24)

-1.36*** -0.57**

(0.28)

-0.74***

(0.36)

(0.25)

-0.11

(0.38)

0.10

(0.30)

(0.22)

0.50**

(0.01)

-0.00

(0.39)

0.32

(0.32)

-0.09

(0.01)

0.01

IT: LN

0.03

618

(0.31)

1.50***

(0.19)

0.02

552

(0.53)

2.65***

(0.39)

-0.66*** -0.88**

(0.27)

0.39

(0.18)

0.16

(0.01)

-0.01

GR: LAOS FR: FN

0.03

760

(0.36)

2.73***

(0.21)

-0.86***

(0.25)

0.02

(0.18)

0.07

(0.01)

-0.01

NL: SGP

0.07

813

(0.41)

2.66***

(0.25)

-0.75***

(0.29)

1.20***

(0.21)

0.45**

(0.01)

-0.02***

0.06

784

(0.42)

3.36***

(0.28)

-1.59***

(0.33)

0.76**

(0.23)

0.15

(0.01)

-0.02**

0.04

783

(0.36)

2.54***

(0.24)

-0.72***

(0.28)

0.80***

(0.20)

0.32

(0.01)

-0.02***

(0.31)

-0.37

(0.22)

-0.30

(0.01)

0.03

745

(0.25)

1.52***

(0.15)

0.04

745

(0.46)

3.89***

(0.33)

-0.50*** -1.53***

(0.24)

-0.08

(0.15)

0.28*

(0.00)

-0.01*** -0.01

0.03

747

(0.34)

2.11***

(0.24)

-0.65***

(0.23)

0.12

(0.17)

-0.29*

(0.01)

-0.02***

0.01

749

(0.54)

5.53***

(0.39)

-0.17

(0.37)

-0.05

(0.26)

-0.68***

(0.01)

0.00

NL: PVV AT: FPÖ AT: BZÖ SE: SD GB: UKIP GB: BNP GB: CONS

Note: OLS regressions per party. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 (standard errors in parentheses). Source: EES 2009.

R

N

Constant

High educated

Low educated

0.30

(0.25)

0.20

(0.01)

(0.01)

(0.22)

0.01*

-0.02***

Age

Male

BE: FN/VB DK: FP

Country/Party

Table K1a. Propensity to vote for right-wing Eurosceptic party, model 1 (2009)

Appendix K: Results per party, right-wing Eurosceptic parties
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820

0.04

0.02

(0.62)

474

4.04***

(0.50)

(0.40)

2.63***

-1.46***

(0.28)

(0.78)

(0.44)

-0.33

-0.25

0.95**

(0.26)

(0.26)

0.01

1,149

(0.27)

2.17***

(0.18)

-0.36*

(0.22)

-0.42*

(0.16)

0.46***

(0.00)

-0.01*

DE: AfD

0.00

802

(0.34)

2.87***

(0.21)

-0.11

(0.26)

0.17

(0.18)

-0.15

(0.01)

-0.01

GR: ANEL

0.04

799

(0.41)

3.42***

(0.26)

-1.03***

(0.31)

-0.07

(0.22)

0.61***

(0.01)

-0.03***

GR: GD

0.07

669

(0.50)

5.09***

(0.29)

-1.57***

(0.45)

0.94**

(0.26)

0.32

(0.01)

-0.04***

FR: FN

0.01

634

(0.46)

1.55***

(0.27)

-0.02

(0.31)

-0.13

(0.24)

-0.05

(0.01)

0.02**

IT: LN

0.04

904

(0.40)

3.25***

(0.20)

-0.97***

(0.36)

0.22

(0.18)

0.23

(0.01)

-0.03***

NL: PVV

0.09

709

(0.44)

5.56***

(0.29)

-1.90***

(0.35)

0.51

(0.26)

0.27

(0.01)

-0.04***

AT: FPÖ
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Note: OLS regressions per party. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 (standard errors in parentheses). Source: EES 2014.

2

R

N

Constant

High educated

Low educated

1.08***

(0.01)

0.35

(0.01)

Male

0.00

-0.02**

Age

DK: DF

BE: VB

Country/Party

Table K1b. Propensity to vote for right-wing Eurosceptic party, model 1 (2014)

0.04

896

(0.40)

1.10***

(0.24)

-0.60**

(0.39)

0.78**

(0.18)

0.50***

(0.01)

0.00

SE: SD

0.05

729

(0.49)

3.78***

(0.30)

-1.44***

(0.38)

0.70*

(0.27)

0.36

(0.01)

-0.01*

0.04

743

(0.50)

1.33***

(0.31)

0.32

(0.38)

-0.79**

(0.27)

0.25

(0.01)

0.05***

GB: UKIP GB: CONS
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1,502
0.44

-0.00
(0.00)
0.20
(0.14)
-0.02
(0.21)
-0.35**
(0.16)
-0.36***
(0.07)
0.37***
(0.09)
0.68***
(0.08)
-1.25***
(0.07)
0.19**
(0.08)
1.18***
(0.08)
0.25***
(0.09)
4.25***
(0.33)

DK
DF

788
0.22

-0.01
(0.01)
0.48**
(0.20)
-0.33
(0.34)
-0.48**
(0.22)
0.06
(0.11)
0.17*
(0.09)
0.13
(0.11)
-1.20***
(0.10)
-0.07
(0.12)
0.56***
(0.15)
-0.18
(0.11)
1.97***
(0.33)

GR
LAOS

1,234
0.22

-0.01***
(0.00)
0.07
(0.11)
0.10
(0.17)
-0.16
(0.13)
-0.17***
(0.06)
0.06
(0.05)
0.17***
(0.06)
-0.60***
(0.06)
-0.08
(0.06)
0.52***
(0.06)
-0.19***
(0.07)
2.37***
(0.25)

FR
FN

552
0.32

0.01
(0.01)
-0.24
(0.27)
-0.07
(0.34)
-0.57*
(0.34)
-0.05
(0.17)
0.09
(0.13)
0.33*
(0.17)
-1.40***
(0.13)
-0.31**
(0.15)
0.67***
(0.17)
0.30*
(0.15)
2.84***
(0.67)

IT
LN

813
0.36

-0.03***
(0.01)
0.33*
(0.18)
0.63**
(0.25)
0.03
(0.22)
-0.30***
(0.10)
0.19
(0.12)
0.14
(0.12)
-1.08***
(0.09)
0.03
(0.11)
0.91***
(0.12)
-0.60***
(0.12)
4.27***
(0.44)

NL
PVV

784
0.32

-0.03***
(0.01)
0.16
(0.20)
0.17
(0.29)
-0.54**
(0.25)
-0.14
(0.12)
0.12
(0.12)
0.38***
(0.12)
-1.00***
(0.11)
-0.00
(0.10)
0.87***
(0.13)
-0.28**
(0.13)
4.13***
(0.51)

AT
FPÖ

783
0.26

-0.03***
(0.01)
0.25
(0.17)
0.47*
(0.26)
0.02
(0.22)
-0.05
(0.11)
0.14
(0.10)
0.08
(0.11)
-1.01***
(0.10)
0.08
(0.09)
0.58***
(0.11)
-0.25**
(0.11)
2.86***
(0.45)

AT
BZÖ

Note: OLS regressions per party. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 (standard errors in parentheses). Source: EES 2009.

N
R2

Constant

Satisfaction with democracy

Anti-immigrant sentiments

Support for redistribution

Left-right distance

Dissatisfaction current EU

Opposition EU strengthening

Subjective class

High educated

Low educated

622
0.17

-0.02***
(0.01)
0.10
(0.21)
-0.02
(0.29)
-0.34
(0.24)
0.02
(0.11)
0.37***
(0.12)
0.00
(0.14)
-0.84***
(0.11)
-0.07
(0.11)
0.29**
(0.12)
-0.19
(0.13)
2.70***
(0.48)

Age

Male

BE
VB/FN

Country
Party

Table K2a. Propensity to vote for right-wing Eurosceptic party, model 3 (2009)

787
0.29

-0.03***
(0.01)
0.53**
(0.21)
0.27
(0.33)
-0.35
(0.25)
-0.23*
(0.12)
0.34**
(0.14)
0.27**
(0.14)
-1.39***
(0.14)
0.34***
(0.13)
0.64***
(0.12)
-0.10
(0.15)
4.67***
(0.46)

FI
PS

745
0.25

-0.01***
(0.00)
0.27**
(0.13)
-0.02
(0.21)
-0.11
(0.15)
0.03
(0.07)
0.04
(0.08)
0.23***
(0.08)
-0.36***
(0.06)
-0.01
(0.07)
0.68***
(0.07)
-0.20**
(0.08)
1.71***
(0.27)

SE
SD

745
0.18

-0.01*
(0.01)
-0.36*
(0.21)
-0.39
(0.29)
-0.99***
(0.32)
-0.15
(0.12)
0.32**
(0.13)
0.46***
(0.12)
-0.66***
(0.12)
-0.11
(0.10)
0.28**
(0.12)
-0.05
(0.12)
3.72***
(0.50)

GB
UKIP

747
0.13

-0.01**
(0.01)
-0.21
(0.16)
0.07
(0.22)
-0.26
(0.24)
-0.11
(0.09)
-0.04
(0.10)
0.09
(0.09)
-0.47***
(0.09)
0.14*
(0.08)
0.31***
(0.09)
-0.19**
(0.09)
1.92***
(0.37)

GB
BNP
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474
0.21

Anti-immigrant sentiments

N
R2

1,149
0.19

(0.10)
-0.74***
(0.09)
-0.02
(0.08)
0.32***
(0.08)
-0.32***
(0.10)
2.17***
(0.39)

-0.00
(0.00)
0.40***
(0.15)
-0.44**
(0.20)
0.34*
(0.17)
-0.06
(0.06)
0.37***
(0.08)
0.28***

DE
AfD

1,603
0.11

(0.07)
-0.90***
(0.08)
-0.13*
(0.07)
-0.00
(0.07)
-0.23***
(0.07)
2.50***
(0.33)

-0.01*
(0.00)
-0.12
(0.12)
0.19
(0.18)
-0.07
(0.15)
-0.01
(0.04)
0.07
(0.06)
-0.06

GR
ANEL

1,598
0.32

(0.08)
-1.61***
(0.07)
0.22***
(0.07)
0.27***
(0.08)
-0.50***
(0.08)
4.53***
(0.35)

-0.02***
(0.00)
0.57***
(0.13)
-0.46**
(0.19)
-0.50***
(0.16)
-0.21***
(0.05)
0.31***
(0.07)
0.05

GR
GD

669
0.38

(0.14)
-1.38***
(0.12)
0.10
(0.12)
0.46***
(0.13)
-0.41***
(0.14)
4.70***
(0.54)

-0.04***
(0.01)
0.20
(0.22)
1.06***
(0.37)
-0.29
(0.26)
-0.03
(0.08)
0.18
(0.12)
0.25*

FR
FN

634
0.25

(0.14)
-1.34***
(0.11)
-0.22*
(0.11)
0.14
(0.12)
0.03
(0.15)
2.07***
(0.63)

0.02***
(0.01)
0.02
(0.21)
-0.23
(0.28)
0.03
(0.25)
-0.11
(0.09)
0.09
(0.12)
-0.04

IT
LN

904
0.32

(0.11)
-0.69***
(0.09)
0.22**
(0.09)
0.74***
(0.10)
-0.24**
(0.11)
4.11***
(0.51)

-0.02***
(0.01)
0.19
(0.16)
-0.52*
(0.31)
-0.47***
(0.18)
-0.13**
(0.06)
0.29***
(0.10)
0.60***

NL
PVV
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Note: OLS regressions per party. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 (standard errors in parentheses). Source: EES 2014.

Constant

Trust in Parliament

Support for redistribution

820
0.30

(0.16)
0.39***
(0.14)
-0.53***
(0.13)
1.18***
(0.12)
-0.43***
(0.15)
4.84***
(0.70)

(0.16)
-0.88***
(0.13)
-0.20
(0.13)
0.40***
(0.14)
-0.42**
(0.18)
2.98***
(0.68)

Left-right distance

Dissatisfaction current EU

Opposition EU strengthening

Subjective class

High educated

Low educated

Male

-0.01
(0.01)
1.02***
(0.23)
-0.00
(0.68)
-0.49
(0.35)
-0.13
(0.08)
0.44***
(0.15)
0.66***

-0.02***
(0.01)
0.37
(0.24)
0.87**
(0.40)
0.11
(0.27)
-0.02
(0.10)
0.10
(0.14)
0.38**

Age

DK
DF

BE
VB

Country
Party

Table K2b. Propensity to vote for right-wing Eurosceptic party, model 3 (2014)

709
0.36

(0.14)
-1.69***
(0.12)
0.27**
(0.11)
0.15
(0.11)
0.10
(0.15)
6.05***
(0.55)

-0.04***
(0.01)
0.18
(0.22)
0.02
(0.30)
-1.17***
(0.26)
0.02
(0.07)
0.49***
(0.12)
0.20

AT
FPÖ

832
0.23

(0.14)
-0.89***
(0.13)
-0.07
(0.12)
0.45***
(0.12)
-0.63***
(0.14)
3.73***
(0.56)

-0.01
(0.01)
0.86***
(0.20)
-0.08
(0.41)
-0.17
(0.24)
-0.10
(0.07)
0.74***
(0.14)
0.35**

FI
PS

896
0.33

(0.10)
-0.51***
(0.08)
-0.05
(0.08)
0.97***
(0.09)
-0.37***
(0.10)
2.61***
(0.46)

-0.01
(0.00)
0.10
(0.16)
0.08
(0.33)
-0.19
(0.20)
-0.00
(0.06)
0.20**
(0.10)
0.32***

SE
SD

545
0.30

(0.17)
-0.88***
(0.15)
-0.14
(0.13)
0.50***
(0.16)
-0.45***
(0.17)
3.97***
(0.74)

-0.03***
(0.01)
0.09
(0.28)
0.60
(0.38)
-0.19
(0.33)
-0.05
(0.10)
0.73***
(0.18)
0.26

GB
UKIP
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BE
PvdA
-0.04***
(0.01)
-0.19
(0.28)
0.39
(0.36)
0.52
(0.33)
4.25***
(0.48)
338
0.07

DK
SF
-0.03***
(0.01)
-0.31
(0.27)
-0.40
(0.42)
0.65**
(0.31)
6.44***
(0.53)
756
0.04

DK
JuniB
0.00
(0.01)
-0.32*
(0.17)
-0.06
(0.27)
0.33*
(0.20)
1.18***
(0.34)
746
0.01

DE
Linke
-0.01*
(0.01)
0.04
(0.21)
-0.02
(0.46)
0.48**
(0.21)
2.03***
(0.39)
758
0.01

GR
KKE
-0.02***
(0.01)
-0.08
(0.24)
0.31
(0.40)
0.09
(0.27)
3.83***
(0.41)
788
0.01

GR
Syriza
-0.02***
(0.01)
0.02
(0.22)
-0.27
(0.37)
0.51*
(0.24)
3.26
(0.37)
788
0.02

AT
KPÖ
-0.02***
(0.01)
0.25**
(0.12)
-0.01
(0.18)
0.35**
(0.15)
1.82***
(0.23)
775
0.06

FR
PCF
-0.02***
(0.01)
-0.35
(0.22)
0.18
(0.34)
-0.68***
(0.24)
3.60***
(0.39)
612
0.03

PT
BE
-0.05***
(0.01)
-0.01
(0.28)
-0.33
(0.36)
0.12
(0.38)
5.95***
(0.49)
642
0.05

Note: OLS regressions per party. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 (standard errors in parentheses). Source: EES 2009.

Table L1a. (continued). Propensity to vote for left-wing Eurosceptic party, model 1 (2009)
Country
IT
LU
LU
NL
Party
RC
Lenk
KPL
SP
Age
-0.03***
-0.02***
-0.02***
-0.04***
(0.01)
(0.01)
(0.01)
(0.01)
Male
-0.32
0.11
-0.04
-0.56***
(0.25)
(0.21)
(0.15)
(0.22)
Low educated
0.12
0.15
0.25
-0.20
(0.30)
(0.27)
(0.19)
(0.30)
High educated
-0.07
0.08
-0.22
-0.14
(0.31)
(0.24)
(0.17)
(0.26)
Constant
3.45***
2.81***
1.77***
6.35***
(0.41)
(0.39)
(0.28)
(0.43)
N
549
672
670
813
R2
0.02
0.01
0.02
0.04

Note: OLS regressions per party. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 (standard errors in parentheses). Source: EES 2009.

N
R2

Constant

High educated

Low educated

Male

Country
Party
Age

Table L1a. Propensity to vote for left-wing Eurosceptic party, model 1 (2009)

Appendix L: Results per party, left-wing Eurosceptic parties

PT
CDU-PCP
-0.02***
(0.01)
0.07
(0.25)
0.14
(0.33)
-0.41
(0.34)
3.73
(0.43)
642
0.01

FR
EG
-0.05***
(0.01)
-0.60**
(0.23)
0.29
(0.35)
-0.43*
(0.25)
4.74***
(0.40)
618
0.07

SE
V
-0.04***
(0.01)
-0.76***
(0.24)
0.25
(0.39)
-0.10
(0.25)
5.38***
(0.42)
745
0.06

IE
SF
-0.04***
(0.01)
-0.08
(0.22)
0.72**
(0.31)
-0.67***
(0.25)
4.37***
(0.40)
747
0.06
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IT
SEL
-0.00
(0.01)
0.23
(0.23)
-0.27
(0.30)
-0.33
(0.26)
2.73***
(0.44)
512
0.01

LU
Lenk
-0.04***
(0.01)
-0.42
(0.32)
-0.52
(0.49)
-0.39
(0.36)
4.96***
(0.59)
323
0.06

NL
SP
-0.02**
(0.01)
-0.45**
(0.22)
0.15
(0.44)
-0.16
(0.25)
5.40***
(0.48)
903
0.01

PT
BE
-0.03***
(0.01)
-0.23
(0.23)
-0.55*
(0.30)
-0.82**
(0.36)
5.35***
(0.44)
569
0.04

Appendices

Note: OLS regressions per party. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 (standard errors in parentheses). Source: EES 2014.

N
R2

Constant

High educated

Low educated

Male

Country
Party
Age

Table L1b. (continued). Propensity to vote for left-wing Eurosceptic party, model 1 (2014)
PT
CDU-PCP
-0.01
(0.01)
0.12
(0.26)
-0.30
(0.34)
-1.28***
(0.41)
4.57***
(0.50)
573
0.02

BE
BE
DK
DE
GR
GR
ES
PvdA
PTB
FolkB
Linke
KKE
Syriza
Podem
-0.03***
-0.04***
-0.02***
-0.01
-0.01
-0.02***
-0.04***
(0.01)
(0.01)
(0.01)
(0.01)
(0.01)
(0.01)
(0.01)
Male
-0.01
-0.19
-0.43**
0.07
-0.18
-0.67**
0.13
(0.26)
(0.42)
(0.21)
(0.19)
(0.22)
(0.26)
(0.28)
Low educated
-0.23
1.37*
-0.58
-0.42
0.18
0.06
-0.57
(0.45)
(0.77)
(0.61)
(0.26)
(0.31)
(0.37)
(0.37)
High educated
-0.23
0.36
-0.46
0.58***
0.11
0.80***
0.12
(0.28)
(0.45)
(0.32)
(0.21)
(0.26)
(0.31)
(0.34)
Constant
4.27***
4.71***
3.61***
2.90***
2.83***
5.55***
6.02***
(0.51)
(0.85)
(0.49)
(0.32)
(0.41)
(0.49)
(0.51)
N
454
265
799
1,239
804
804
701
R2
0.04
0.03
0.03
0.02
0.00
0.04
0.04
Note: OLS regressions per party. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 (standard errors in parentheses). Source: EES 2014.

Country
Party
Age

Table L1b. Propensity to vote for left-wing Eurosceptic party, model 1 (2014)
IE
SF
-0.07***
(0.01)
0.73***
(0.26)
0.96**
(0.39)
-1.27***
(0.29)
7.20***
(0.50)
673
0.11

SE
V
-0.05***
(0.01)
-0.74***
(0.24)
0.25
(0.49)
0.49
(0.30)
5.91***
(0.51)
905
0.06

FR
FdG
-0.02***
(0.01)
-0.01
(0.25)
0.22
(0.42)
0.50*
(0.27)
3.43***
(0.47)
659
0.03
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-0.02***
(0.01)
-0.16
(0.27)
0.43
(0.35)
0.56*
(0.32)
0.03
(0.14)
0.23
(0.16)
-0.09
(0.19)
-0.75***
(0.15)
0.06
(0.17)
-0.43***
(0.17)
0.12
(0.18)
3.22***
(0.64)

Age

756
0.43

-0.01**
(0.01)
-0.12
(0.21)
-0.19
(0.33)
0.09
(0.25)
-0.14
(0.11)
-0.14
(0.13)
0.36***
(0.12)
-2.14***
(0.12)
0.17
(0.12)
-0.78***
(0.12)
-0.14
(0.14)
5.02***
(0.53)

SF

DK

746
0.16

0.01
(0.01)
-0.35**
(0.16)
0.13
(0.25)
0.20
(0.19)
-0.09
(0.09)
-0.13
(0.10)
0.65***
(0.09)
-0.53***
(0.09)
0.10
(0.09)
-0.28***
(0.09)
0.05
(0.11)
1.11***
(0.40)

JuniB

DK

758
0.29

0.00
(0.01)
0.25
(0.18)
-0.05
(0.39)
0.50***
(0.19)
-0.22**
(0.10)
0.05
(0.10)
-0.13
(0.12)
-1.13***
(0.10)
0.57***
(0.09)
-0.01
(0.11)
-0.34***
(0.11)
2.26***
(0.42)

Linke

DE

788
0.18

-0.01
(0.01)
-0.14
(0.23)
-0.21
(0.38)
0.11
(0.25)
-0.41***
(0.13)
0.16
(0.10)
0.59***
(0.13)
-1.02***
(0.12)
0.21
(0.14)
-0.19
(0.16)
0.24*
(0.12)
4.51***
(0.54)

KKE

GR

775
0.19

0.00
(0.01)
-0.06
(0.20)
-0.45
(0.35)
0.13
(0.23)
-0.19
(0.11)
0.04
(0.10)
0.00
(0.12)
-1.24***
(0.12)
0.14
(0.12)
-0.49***
(0.14)
0.00
(0.11)
2.64***
(0.37)

Syriza

GR

Note: OLS regressions per party. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 (standard errors in parentheses). Source: EES 2009

N
R2

Constant

Trust in Parliament

Anti-immigrant sentiments

Support for redistribution

Left-right distance

Dissatisfaction current EU

Opposition EU strengthening

Subjective class

High educated

Low educated

338
0.16

PvdA

Party

Male

BE

Country

Table L2a. Propensity to vote for left-wing Eurosceptic party, model 2 (2009)

612
0.27

-0.00
(0.01)
-0.32*
(0.19)
-0.01
(0.30)
-0.12
(0.23)
-0.32***
(0.10)
0.14
(0.09)
-0.04
(0.11)
-1.21***
(0.12)
0.11
(0.11)
0.01
(0.10)
-0.31***
(0.12)
3.10***
(0.43)

PCF

FR

618
0.29

-0.03***
(0.01)
-0.47**
(0.21)
0.17
(0.32)
0.18
(0.24)
-0.25**
(0.11)
0.03
(0.10)
0.06
(0.12)
-1.19***
(0.12)
0.12
(0.11)
0.07
(0.11)
-0.31**
(0.12)
4.52***
(0.44)

EG

FR

747
0.22

-0.02***
(0.01)
-0.02
(0.21)
0.49*
(0.28)
-0.56**
(0.24)
-0.37***
(0.11)
-0.13
(0.13)
0.25**
(0.12)
-0.95***
(0.10)
0.29***
(0.10)
0.15
(0.10)
-0.23**
(0.10)
4.52***
(0.44)

SF

IE
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672
0.20

670
0.13

-0.01
(0.01)
-0.06
(0.15)
0.14
(0.19)
-0.07
(0.18)
-0.17*
(0.09)
0.07
(0.08)
-0.07
(0.09)
-0.50***
(0.08)
0.24***
(0.08)
-0.02
(0.08)
-0.27***
(0.10)
2.08***
(0.35)

KPL

LU

813
0.25

-0.03***
(0.01)
-0.25
(0.20)
-0.43
(0.28)
0.15
(0.24)
-0.37***
(0.11)
0.15
(0.13)
0.04
(0.14)
-1.27***
(0.12)
0.61***
(0.12)
-0.24*
(0.13)
-0.17
(0.14)
6.38***
(0.50)

SP

NL

1,549
0.21

-0.01***
(0.00)
0.22***
(0.08)
-0.04
(0.12)
0.10
(0.11)
-0.14***
(0.05)
-0.11**
(0.05)
0.21***
(0.05)
-0.46***
(0.05)
0.18***
(0.04)
-0.43***
(0.05)
-0.04
(0.05)
1.83***
(0.21)

KPO

AT

642
0.30

-0.03***
(0.01)
-0.01
(0.24)
-0.67**
(0.33)
0.33
(0.34)
-0.26*
(0.14)
-0.12
(0.12)
0.41**
(0.18)
-1.56***
(0.12)
0.56***
(0.14)
-0.09
(0.17)
0.07
(0.16)
5.96***
(0.57)

BE

PT

Appendices

Note: OLS regressions per party. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 (standard errors in parentheses). Source: EES 2009.

N
R2

Constant

Trust in Parliament

Anti-immigrant sentiments

Support for redistribution

Left-right distance

Dissatisfaction current EU

Opposition EU strengthening

Subjective class

High educated

Low educated

549
0.30

Lenk
-0.01
(0.01)
-0.02
(0.19)
0.08
(0.25)
0.06
(0.24)
-0.13
(0.11)
-0.17
(0.11)
0.35***
(0.12)
-1.03***
(0.11)
0.41***
(0.10)
-0.11
(0.11)
-0.10
(0.13)
3.07***
(0.46)

RC

-0.03***
(0.01)
-0.09
(0.22)
0.09
(0.27)
-0.16
(0.27)
-0.22
(0.14)
-0.05
(0.10)
-0.02
(0.14)
-1.12***
(0.10)
0.37***
(0.12)
0.12
(0.14)
-0.12
(0.12)
4.17***
(0.54)

Party
Age

Male

LU

IT

Country

Table L2a. (continued). Propensity to vote for left-wing Eurosceptic party, model 2 (2009)

642
0.23

-0.01
(0.01)
-0.01
(0.23)
-0.21
(0.30)
-0.16
(0.32)
-0.35**
(0.13)
0.18
(0.12)
0.22
(0.17)
-1.38
(0.12)
0.30**
(0.13)
-0.12
(0.16)
-0.03
(0.16)
3.13***
(0.41)

CDU-PCP

PT

745
0.47

-0.02***
(0.01)
-0.52***
(0.18)
-0.48
(0.30)
0.12
(0.21)
-0.11
(0.10)
0.09
(0.12)
0.50***
(0.11)
-1.57***
(0.10)
0.25**
(0.10)
-0.27***
(0.10)
-0.11
(0.11)
4.53***
(0.38)

V

SE
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454
0.17

BE
PvdA
-0.03***
(0.01)
0.17
(0.25)
-0.33
(0.43)
-0.25
(0.27)
0.21**
(0.10)
-0.20
(0.15)
0.09
(0.16)
-0.82***
(0.15)
0.37***
(0.13)
-0.50***
(0.14)
-0.45**
(0.18)
2.88***
(0.73)
265
0.17

BE
PTB
-0.04***
(0.01)
-0.10
(0.40)
1.38*
(0.73)
0.58
(0.45)
-0.22
(0.15)
0.24
(0.19)
-0.13
(0.27)
-1.03***
(0.26)
0.33*
(0.19)
-0.62***
(0.21)
-0.32
(0.26)
5.73***
(1.07)
799
0.24

DK
FolkB
-0.02***
(0.01)
-0.26
(0.19)
-0.61
(0.55)
-0.13
(0.29)
-0.09
(0.06)
0.68***
(0.12)
0.87***
(0.13)
-0.39***
(0.09)
0.45***
(0.10)
-0.14
(0.10)
-0.01
(0.12)
4.10***
(0.56)
1,239
0.28

DE
Linke
0.00
(0.00)
0.13
(0.16)
-0.51**
(0.23)
0.40**
(0.19)
-0.07
(0.06)
0.02
(0.09)
0.02
(0.11)
-1.49***
(0.09)
0.66***
(0.09)
-0.07
(0.08)
-0.40***
(0.11)
3.16***
(0.42)
797
0.26

GR
Syriza
-0.01
(0.01)
-0.36
(0.23)
-0.19
(0.34)
0.49*
(0.28)
0.01
(0.08)
0.06
(0.12)
0.01
(0.14)
-1.64***
(0.13)
0.74***
(0.13)
-0.36***
(0.13)
-0.48***
(0.14)
4.14***
(0.63)
804
0.24

GR
KKE
0.01
(0.01)
-0.13
(0.19)
-0.10
(0.28)
-0.08
(0.23)
-0.08
(0.07)
0.31***
(0.10)
0.06
(0.11)
-1.18***
(0.10)
0.40***
(0.11)
-0.39***
(0.11)
-0.13
(0.12)
3.04***
(0.51)

Note: OLS regressions per party. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 (standard errors in parentheses). Source: EES 2014.

N
R2

Constant

Trust in Parliament

Anti-immigrant sentiments

Support for redistribution

Left-right distance

Dissatisfaction current EU

Opposition EU strengthening

Subjective class

High educated

Low educated

Male

Country
Party
Age

Table L2b. Propensity to vote for left-wing Eurosceptic party, model 2 (2014)

701
0.22

ES
Podemos
-0.02***
(0.01)
0.21
(0.25)
-0.49
(0.34)
0.04
(0.32)
0.05
(0.10)
0.14
(0.13)
-0.08
(0.15)
-1.11***
(0.17)
1.03***
(0.14)
-0.28**
(0.13)
-0.30*
(0.15)
4.29***
(0.66)
659
0.32

FR
FdG
-0.02***
(0.01)
0.26
(0.21)
-0.11
(0.35)
-0.02
(0.24)
-0.11
(0.08)
-0.13
(0.11)
0.16
(0.13)
-1.06***
(0.10)
0.32***
(0.11)
-0.65***
(0.12)
0.00
(0.14)
4.25***
(0.51)
673
0.22

IE
SF
-0.06***
(0.01)
0.93***
(0.25)
0.34
(0.37)
-0.88***
(0.28)
-0.21**
(0.09)
0.20
(0.14)
0.18
(0.14)
-0.89***
(0.13)
0.11
(0.13)
0.19
(0.13)
-0.36**
(0.15)
7.56***
(0.66)
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512
0.12

IT
SEL
-0.00
(0.01)
0.02
(0.22)
-0.27
(0.29)
-0.37
(0.26)
0.00
(0.09)
-0.22*
(0.12)
-0.11
(0.14)
-0.45***
(0.11)
-0.16
(0.11)
-0.53***
(0.13)
-0.13
(0.15)
2.77***
(0.64)
323
0.22

LU
Lenk
-0.02***
(0.01)
-0.37
(0.30)
-0.29
(0.46)
-0.11
(0.36)
0.15
(0.12)
-0.37**
(0.16)
0.32*
(0.19)
-1.15***
(0.17)
0.18
(0.16)
0.00
(0.18)
0.08
(0.20)
3.50***
(0.83)
903
0.27

NL
SP
-0.02***
(0.01)
0.06
(0.20)
-0.27
(0.38)
-0.05
(0.22)
-0.06
(0.08)
0.36***
(0.12)
0.27**
(0.13)
-1.44***
(0.11)
0.73***
(0.11)
-0.32**
(0.12)
-0.03
(0.13)
5.82***
(0.64)
569
0.16

PT
BE
-0.02***
(0.01)
-0.15
(0.22)
-0.45
(0.28)
-0.68**
(0.34)
0.09
(0.09)
0.20
(0.12)
-0.13
(0.15)
-0.97***
(0.12)
0.05
(0.13)
-0.31**
(0.13)
-0.29**
(0.15)
4.30***
(0.59)

Appendices

Note: OLS regressions per party. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 (standard errors in parentheses). Source: EES 2014.

N
R2

Constant

Trust in Parliament

Anti-immigrant sentiments

Support for redistribution

Left-right distance

Dissatisfaction current EU

Opposition EU strengthening

Subjective class

High educated

Low educated

Male

Country
Party
Age

Table L2b. (continued). Propensity to vote for left-wing Eurosceptic party, model 2 (2014)

573
0.19

PT
CDU
-0.00
(0.01)
0.20
(0.24)
-0.56*
(0.31)
-0.87**
(0.38)
-0.13
(0.09)
0.17
(0.14)
0.28*
(0.16)
-1.22***
(0.13)
0.40***
(0.14)
-0.20
(0.14)
0.01
(0.16)
4.49***
(0.64)
905
0.48

SE
V
-0.02***
(0.01)
-0.01
(0.18)
-0.58
(0.37)
0.06
(0.23)
-0.09
(0.06)
0.40***
(0.11)
0.22*
(0.12)
-1.36***
(0.09)
0.78***
(0.10)
-0.56***
(0.10)
-0.16
(0.11)
5.40***
(0.51)
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Die Linke

SF

KKE

IU

Germany

Denmark

Greece

Spain

Portugal

Great Britain

V

BE, CDUPCP

BE, CDUPCP

Netherlands

V

SP

SP

Luxembourg

Sweden

Dei Lenk

Dei Lenk,
KPL

CDU-PCP

SEL

RC

GreenUK

Dei Greng

FdV

Green Party

Miljopartiet

GL

Dei Greng

Green Party

Miljopartiet

MPT

GL

Dei Greng

RC

Italy

Sinn Fein

Sinn Fein, Green

Ireland

Sinn Fein

Les Verts

Les Verts

B90/Grünen

Groen/Ecolo

Vihr
Verts/Gecolo

OP

B90/Grünen

Groen / Ecolo

PCF

FdG

Grünen

Agalev/Ecolo

Grüne

2014

France

Podemos

KKE, Syriza

FolkB

Die Linke

PvdA, PTB

Grüne

2009

Finland

PCF, EG

KKE, Syriza

SF, JuniB

PvdA

PDS

Belgium

2014

1994

KPÖ

2009

1994

Austria

Greens

Radical left

Table M1. Overview of included parties by year (left-wing party families)

Appendix M: Overview of included parties

Appendices Chapter 5

Labour

PSP

PvdA

LSAP

PDS

LP/DLP

PS

PSOE

PASOK

SD

SPD

SP/PS

1994

Labour

SAP

PS

PvdA

LSAP

PD

LP

PS

SDP

PSOE

PASOK

SD

SPD

SP.A/PS

SPÖ

2009

Social democrats

Labour

SAP

PS

PvdA

LSAP

PD

LP

PS

SDP

PSOE

PASOK

SD

SPD

SP.A

SPÖ

2014

178
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CDU/
CSU

CDU/
CSU

Germany

DC-PP

CSV

CDA

Italy

Luxembourg

Netherlands

Great Britain

Sweden

Portugal

Fine
Gael

Ireland

KD

CDA

CSV

UDC

Fine
Gael

KD

CDA

CSV

UDC

Fine
Gael

Appendices

LibDem

PPD-PSD

D66/VVD

DP

PD

LibDem

FP

PSD

D66/VVD

DP

IdV

MoDem

Kok

France

KF

N-VA

2014

VB, FN

LibDem

FPL

PSD

D66/VVD

DP

MoDem

Kok

UPyD/
Ciudad

CDS-PP/
PDC

ADR

FI

Fianna Fail

RPR

PP

ND/POLA

CDS-PP

ADR

FI/NCD/
FdI

Fianna Fail

UMP/DL

PP

ND

Moderaterna Moderaterna

CDS-PP

ADR

PDL

Fianna Fail

UMP

PP

ND

Cons

CD

MSI

FN

SD

PVV

LN

FN

ANEL,
GD

DF

AfD

VB

FPÖ,
BZÖ

2014

UKIP,
UKIP, Cons
Cons

SD

PVV, SGP

LN

FN

LAOS

DF

VB, FN

FPÖ, BZÖ

2009

Radical right
1994

FrP

KF

N-VA /LDD

2009

Rad V/Lib A
Rad V/Lib A KF
/V

1994

Conservative

REP

Open VLD/
MH

NEOS

2014

FDP

FDP

Finland
UDF

Rad V/CD

FDP

UPyD

KD

CD&V/
CDH
CDU/
CSU

Junge Lib

Spain

Greece

KD

CD&V

CVP/PSC

Belgium

Denmark

ÖVP

Austria

2009

VLD-PVV/ Open VLD/
PRL
MR

1994

ÖVP

Liberal

2014

1994

2009

Christian democratic

Table M2. Overview of included parties by year (right-wing party families)
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Appendix N: Regression results per party family
Table N1. Electoral support for radical left parties
2009
Model 1

2014
Model 2

Model 3

Age

-0.02***

Gender (male=1)
Low educated
High educated
Subjective social class

Model 2

Model 3

-0.01***

-0.02***

-0.02***

(0.00)

(0.00)

(0.00)

(0.00)

-0.17***

-0.15***

-0.14**

0.02

(0.05)

(0.05)

(0.06)

(0.06)

-0.09

-0.11

-0.17*

-0.26***

(0.10)

(0.09)

(0.10)

(0.09)

0.22***

0.06

0.19**

0.06

(0.06)

(0.06)

(0.08)

(0.07)

-0.43***

-0.24***

-0.17***

-0.07***

(0.03)

(0.03)

(0.02)

(0.02)

Support for redistribution (z)
Anti-immigrant sentiments (z)
Satisfaction with democracy (z)
Left-right scale (z)
Opposition to EU strengthening (z)

Model 1

0.29***

0.55***

(0.03)

(0.03)

-0.17***

-0.33***

(0.03)

(0.03)

-0.07**

-0.25***

(0.03)

(0.04)

-1.12***

-1.20***

(0.03)

(0.04)

-0.18***

-0.17***

-0.02

-0.00

0.00

0.10***

(0.03)

(0.03)

(0.03)

(0.03)

(0.03)

(0.03)

0.45***

0.41***

0.25***

0.33***

0.30***

0.16***

(0.03)

(0.03)

(0.03)

(0.04)

(0.04)

(0.04)

2.40***

4.72***

4.03***

3.16***

5.31***

4.28***

(0.03)

(0.13)

(0.12)

(0.03)

(0.17)

(0.16)

R2

0.02

0.05

0.22

0.01

0.03

0.17

N (respondents)

11,796

11,796

11,796

10,183

10,183

10,183

N (parties)

17

17

17

15

15

15

Dissatisfaction with current EU (z)
Constant

Note: OLS regression models with party-level fixed effects. *** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, *p<0.05 (standard
errors in parentheses).
Source: European Election Study 2009/2014.
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Table N2. Electoral support for green parties

Model 1
Age
Gender (male=1)
Low educated

High educated

Subjective social class

2014
Model 2

Model 3

-0.03***

Model 2

Model 3

-0.02***

-0.02***

-0.02***

(0.00)

(0.00)

(0.00)

(0.00)

-0.81***

-0.73***

-0.54***

-0.41***

(0.07)

(0.07)

(0.07)

(0.07)

-0.26**

-0.13

-0.21*

-0.20*

(0.13)

(0.12)

(0.11)

(0.10)

0.63***

0.34***

0.86***

0.71***

(0.08)

(0.08)

(0.08)

(0.08)

-0.03

0.03

-0.02

0.03

(0.04)

(0.04)

(0.03)

(0.02)

Support for redistribution (z)

Anti-immigrant sentiments (z)
Satisfaction with democracy (z)
Left-right scale (z)
Opposition to EU strengthening (z)

Model 1

0.29***

0.35***

(0.03)

(0.03)

-0.55***

-0.37***

(0.04)

(0.04)

0.01

-0.02

(0.04)

(0.04)

-1.06***

-1.32***

(0.04)

(0.05)

-0.51***

-0.47***

-0.25***

-0.39***

-0.31***

-0.17***

(0.04)

(0.04)

(0.04)

(0.04)

(0.04)

(0.04)

-0.24***

-0.20***

-0.15***

-0.28***

-0.24***

-0.19***

(0.04)

(0.04)

(0.04)

(0.04)

(0.04)

(0.04)

4.33***

5.87***

5.08***

3.62***

4.61***

3.85***

(0.04)

(0.16)

(0.15)

(0.04)

(0.19)

(0.18)

R2

0.04

0.09

0.22

0.03

0.07

0.18

N (respondents)

7,421

7,421

7,421

7,589

7,589

7,589

N (parties)

11

11

11

11

11

11

Dissatisfaction with current EU (z)
Constant

Note: OLS regression models with party-level fixed effects. *** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, *p<0.05 (standard
errors in parentheses).
Source: European Election Study 2009/2014.
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Table N3. Electoral support for social democratic parties
2009
Model 1
Age
Gender (male=1)
Low educated
High educated
Subjective social class

Model 2

Model 3

-0.02***

2014
Model 1

Model 2

Model 3

-0.01***

-0.01***

-0.01***

(0.00)

(0.00)

(0.00)

(0.00)

-0.11*

-0.12**

-0.21***

-0.11*

(0.06)

(0.06)

(0.06)

(0.06)

0.13

0.18*

0.42***

0.36***

(0.11)

(0.10)

(0.10)

(0.09)

0.07

-0.09

0.03

-0.04

(0.08)

(0.07)

(0.08)

(0.07)

-0.44***

-0.33***

-0.08***

-0.04*

(0.04)

(0.03)

(0.02)

(0.02)

Support for redistribution (z)

0.38***

0.41***

(0.03)

(0.03)

Anti-immigrant sentiments (z)

-0.29***

-0.30***

(0.03)

(0.03)

Satisfaction with democracy (z)

0.15***

0.26***

(0.04)

(0.04)

Left-right scale (z)

-1.31***

-1.32***

(0.03)
Opposition to EU strengthening (z)

(0.04)

-0.40***

-0.41***

-0.25***

-0.26***

-0.27***

-0.15***

(0.04)

(0.04)

(0.03)

(0.03)

(0.04)

(0.03)

-0.34***

-0.38***

-0.28***

-0.47***

-0.49***

-0.32***

(0.04)

(0.04)

(0.04)

(0.04)

(0.04)

(0.04)

4.83***

6.83***

6.02***

4.16***

5.08***

4.37***

(0.03)

(0.15)

(0.14)

(0.03)

(0.17)

(0.16)

R2

0.03

0.05

0.20

0.03

0.04

0.14

N (respondents)

10,832

10,832

10,832

10,843

10,843

10,843

N (parties)

16

16

16

15

15

15

Dissatisfaction with current EU (z)
Constant

Note: OLS regression models with party-level fixed effects. *** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, *p<0.05 (standard
errors in parentheses).
Source: European Election Study 2009/2014.
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Table N4. Electoral support for Christian democratic parties

Model 1
Age
Gender (male=1)
Low educated
High educated
Subjective social class

2014
Model 2

Model 3

0.00

Model 1

Model 2

Model 3

0.00

0.02***

0.01***

(0.00)

(0.00)

(0.00)

(0.00)

-0.14*

-0.19***

-0.12

-0.19***

(0.08)

(0.07)

(0.08)

(0.07)

-0.36**

-0.35***

-0.09

-0.03

(0.14)

(0.13)

(0.12)

(0.11)

-0.28***

-0.19**

-0.10

-0.02

(0.09)

(0.08)

(0.09)

(0.08)

0.36***

0.19***

0.18***

0.09***

(0.05)

(0.04)

(0.03)

(0.03)

Support for redistribution (z)

-0.18***
(0.04)

(0.04)

Anti-immigrant sentiments (z)

0.17***

0.02

(0.04)

(0.04)

0.24***

0.55***

(0.05)

(0.05)

-1.19***

-1.21***

(0.04)

(0.05)

Satisfaction with democracy (z)
Left-right scale (z)
Opposition to EU strengthening (z)

-0.30***

0.00

0.02

-0.09**

-0.04

-0.06

-0.07

(0.04)

(0.04)

(0.04)

(0.04)

(0.04)

(0.04)

Dissatisfaction with current EU (z)

-0.47***

-0.44***

-0.25***

-0.61***

-0.56***

-0.27***

(0.05)

(0.05)

(0.05)

(0.04)

(0.05)

(0.05)

Constant

4.69***

3.84***

4.05***

3.61***

1.81***

2.32***

(0.04)

(0.18)

(0.17)

(0.04)

(0.21)

(0.20)

0.02

0.03

0.16

0.03

0.05

0.18

R2
N (respondents)

6,516

6,516

6,516

6,654

6,654

6,654

N (parties)

10

10

10

9

9

9

Note: OLS regression models with party-level fixed effects. *** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, *p<0.05 (standard
errors in parentheses).
Source: European Election Study 2009/2014.
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Table N5. Electoral support for liberal parties
2009
Model 1

2014
Model 1

Model 2

Model 3

Age

-0.01***

-0.00***

(0.00)

(0.00)

(0.00)

(0.00)

Gender (male=1)

-0.02

-0.06

0.01

-0.01

(0.06)

(0.05)

(0.06)

(0.05)

Low educated

-0.30***

-0.22**

-0.04

-0.03

(0.11)

(0.10)

(0.09)

(0.09)

High educated

0.20***

0.22***

0.54***

0.58***

(0.07)

(0.06)

(0.07)

(0.07)

0.42***

0.24***

0.22***

0.15***

(0.03)

(0.03)

(0.02)

(0.02)

Subjective social class
Support for redistribution (z)

Model 2

Model 3

-0.01***

-0.01***

-0.18***

-0.16***

(0.03)

(0.03)

Anti-immigrant sentiments (z)

-0.01

-0.14***

(0.03)

(0.03)

Satisfaction with democracy (z)

-0.02

0.19***

(0.03)

(0.04)

Left-right scale (z)

-1.36***

-1.25***

(0.03)
Opposition to EU strengthening (z)
Dissatisfaction with current EU (z)
Constant

R2

(0.03)

-0.13***

-0.07**

-0.12***

-0.32***

-0.25***

-0.24***

(0.03)

(0.03)

(0.03)

(0.03)

(0.03)

(0.03)

-0.41***

-0.36***

-0.23***

-0.48***

-0.43***

-0.24***

(0.03)

(0.03)

(0.03)

(0.03)

(0.03)

(0.04)

3.88***

3.10***

3.17***

3.17***

2.26***

2.49***

(0.03)

(0.13)

(0.12)

(0.03)

(0.16)

(0.15)

0.02

0.05

0.21

0.04

0.07

0.20

N (respondents)

11,479

11,479

11,479

10,031

10,031

10,031

N (parties)

17

17

17

14

14

14

Note: OLS regression models with party-level fixed effects. *** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, *p<0.05 (standard
errors in parentheses).
Source: European Election Study 2009/2014.
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Table N6. Electoral support for conservative parties
Model 1
Age

Gender (male=1)

Low educated

High educated

Subjective social class

2014
Model 2

Model 3

0.00

Model 1

Model 2

Model 3

0.00

0.00

-0.00

(0.00)

(0.00)

(0.00)

(0.00)

0.04

-0.12*

0.02

-0.02

(0.08)

(0.07)

(0.07)

(0.06)

0.08

-0.04

0.19*

0.22**

(0.15)

(0.13)

(0.10)

(0.09)

-0.26***

-0.11

-0.38***

-0.18**

(0.10)

(0.08)

(0.08)

(0.08)

0.52***

0.24***

0.18***

0.08***

(0.05)

(0.04)

(0.03)

(0.02)

Support for redistribution (z)

-0.37***
(0.04)

(0.03)

Anti-immigrant sentiments (z)

0.49***

0.25***

(0.04)

(0.03)

0.31***

0.37***

(0.04)

(0.04)

-1.53***

-1.18***

(0.03)

(0.04)

Satisfaction with democracy (z)

Left-right scale (z)

Opposition to EU strengthening (z)

0.25***
(0.05)

(0.04)

(0.04)

(0.04)

(0.04)

(0.03)

Dissatisfaction with current EU (z)

-0.60***

-0.56***

-0.20***

-0.38***

-0.37***

-0.19***

(0.05)

(0.05)

(0.04)

(0.04)

(0.04)

(0.04)

3.64***

2.21***

3.30***

3.05***

2.08***

2.92***

(0.04)

(0.19)

(0.16)

(0.03)

(0.19)

(0.17)

0.02

0.04

0.32

0.01

0.02

0.21

Constant

R2

0.25***

-0.02

-0.51***

0.06*

0.06*

-0.01

N (respondents)

6,997

6,997

6,997

8,304

8,304

8,304

N (parties)

11

11

11

13

13

13

Note: OLS regression models with party-level fixed effects. *** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, *p<0.05 (standard
errors in parentheses).
Source: European Election Study 2009/2014.
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Table N7. Electoral support for radical right parties
2009
Model 1
Age

Gender (male=1)

Low educated

High educated

Subjective social class

2014
Model 2

Model 3

-0.01***

Model 2

Model 3

-0.01***

-0.01***

-0.01***

(0.00)

(0.00)

(0.00)

(0.00)

0.25***

0.16**

0.38***

0.33***

(0.07)

(0.07)

(0.07)

(0.06)

0.03

-0.07

-0.00

-0.00

(0.13)

(0.12)

(0.10)

(0.10)

-0.59***

-0.21***

-0.50***

-0.30***

(0.08)

(0.08)

(0.08)

(0.07)

-0.04

-0.12***

-0.01

-0.06***

(0.04)

(0.04)

(0.02)

(0.02)

Support for redistribution (z)

Anti-immigrant sentiments (z)

Satisfaction with democracy (z)

Left-right scale (z)

Opposition EU strengthening (z)

Model 1

-0.02

-0.29***

(0.03)

(0.03)

0.63***

0.55***

(0.04)

(0.03)

-0.04

-0.15***

(0.04)

(0.04)

-0.89***

-0.71***

(0.03)

(0.04)

0.58***

0.55***

0.24***

0.53***

0.53***

0.37***

(0.04)

(0.04)

(0.04)

(0.04)

(0.04)

(0.03)

0.27***

0.24***

0.27***

0.45***

0.41***

0.32***

(0.04)

(0.04)

(0.04)

(0.04)

(0.04)

(0.04)

1.92***

2.71***

3.20***

2.35***

3.03***

3.84***

(0.04)

(0.17)

(0.16)

(0.03)

(0.18)

(0.17)

R2

0.06

0.07

0.24

0.06

0.07

0.16

N (respondents)

6,355

6,355

6,355

8,919

8,919

8,919

N (parties)

10

10

10

12

12

12

Dissatisfaction current EU (z)

Constant

Note: OLS regression models with party-level fixed effects. *** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, *p<0.05 (standard
errors in parentheses).
Source: European Election Study 2009/2014.
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Appendix O: Descriptive results on the basis of 1999 ees wave
Figure O1. Average position on two EU dimensions by party voted for in last general election, 1999
1b. Opposition to EU strengthening

Note: Dissatisfaction current EU measured by ‘Satisfaction with democracy in EU’ (1-4). Opposition EU
strengthening measured by ‘European unification should go further/has gone too far’ (1-10). Both items
transformed to -5/+5 scale.
Source: EES 1999.

Appendices

1a. Dissatisfaction with current EU

As illustrated by the several eu referenda that have been held over the past decades,
contestation over European integration tends to produce uncommon political alliances –
with the anti-eu camp formed by radical right and radical left political actors campaigning
for the same outcome. This pattern has repeatedly been verified by systematic analyses
of party positions, which have shown that the relationship between left-right ideology
and Euroscepticism has the shape of a horseshoe, with Euroscepticism concentrated at
the political extremes. In contrast to other ‘new’ issues – such as the environment or
immigration policy – opposition to ‘Europe’ is thus not the exclusive domain of either
the political left or right. The eu issue appears not to fit familiar left-right politics, and its
cross-cutting nature has been put forward as a reason for both its low politicisation and
its (sleeping) potential to fundamentally restructure voter alignments or to contribute to a
structural cleavage between ‘winners’ and ‘losers’ of globalisation.
This dissertation studies the applicability of this ‘horseshoe model’ at the level of public
opinion by testing the assumption that citizens at the left and right ends of the political
spectrum are similar in their Euroscepticism. The reasons to study this are twofold. First, we
know from previous research that not only left-right ideology has multiple interpretations,
but that Euroscepticism itself is a multidimensional attitude. This raises the question how
profound the similarities between Euroscepticism at the left and the right actually are.
Second, much of what we know about the relationship of Euroscepticism to the political
space follows from party level research. Most public opinion studies to date have studied
the relationship rather superficially by analysing correlations between unidimensional
measures of Euroscepticism and left-right positions, yielding seemingly contradictory
results: Public Euroscepticism has been found to be higher at the left, at the right or at
both extremes, while others find no relationship at all. This dissertation provides a more
refined view of the relationship between Euroscepticism, left-right ideology and electoral
preferences by studying public opinion across fifteen Western European eu member states.
Its theoretical starting point is that the horseshoe model masks more intricate patterns of
association between Euroscepticism and left-right ideology.
This summary provides an overview of the findings of the four empirical chapters that
constitute the core of this dissertation. A more elaborate discussion of the implications
of these results for the horseshoe model, as well as their broader scientific and societal
implications, is presented in the concluding chapter (Chapter 6).
The four empirical chapters can be divided into two parts. Part I of this dissertation
focuses on the relationship between Euroscepticism and left-right ideology in public
opinion. Chapters 2 and 3 provide a complementary assessment of the horseshoe model.
First, the relationship is mapped with consistent measures over a large time span (Chapter
2). Second, the main concepts that constitute the relationship are disentangled by
distinguishing between two dimensions of Euroscepticism and between different (economic
and cultural) motivations for Euroscepticism among left-wing and right-wing citizens
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(Chapter 3). In Part II, the applicability of the horseshoe is tested for Euroscepticism
and electoral support, by analysing the effect of two dimensions of Euroscepticism on
supporting left-wing and right-wing Eurosceptic parties (Chapter 4) and on supporting
mainstream versus Eurosceptic parties more generally (Chapter 5).
Chapter 2 starts out with an extensive study of the relationship between general measures
of left-right ideology and Euroscepticism over four decades (1973-2010) and twelve eu
member states, in order to assess the applicability of the horseshoe model to public opinion
across time and space. The theoretical starting point of this analysis is that both left-right
ideology and ‘Europe’ have changed in meaning over time – the latter particularly due to
the changing character of the eu around Maastricht. Where initially left-wing citizens had
most reason to oppose Europe on the basis of economic, anti-neoliberal arguments, from
the 1990s onwards a cultural, nationalist critique stimulated Euroscepticism among rightwing citizens. By modelling the relationship as a quadratic function across the whole period,
the analysis shows that, in line with theoretical expectations, the relationship changes from
linear (with left-wing citizens being most Eurosceptic) to U-shaped (with citizens at both the
left and right extremes most Eurosceptic). There is thus a long-term development towards
a horseshoe shaped relationship, and the Treaty of Maastricht (1992) constitutes a crucial
turning point in this development.
Chapter 3 analyses to what extent the Euroscepticism found among left-wing and rightwing citizens is actually a similar or a different attitude – both in terms of its nature and origins.
It employs more detailed attitudinal data over the 2004-2014 period in fifteen Western eu
member states to disentangle Eurosceptic attitudes and their motivations. The findings show
that two dimensions of Euroscepticism can be distinguished, and that these dimensions
have different attitudinal antecedents. The first dimension entails specific evaluations of the
eu as it currently exists, and is referred to as dissatisfaction with the current functioning of
the eu. Such dissatisfaction is found to be particularly high among left-wing citizens, and
can be explained by both economic (i.e. related to income equality and redistribution) and
cultural (i.e. related to immigration) concerns. The second dimension, opposition to further eu
strengthening, in turn, refers to more diffuse attitudes towards the European project, and the
fundamental tension between supranational integration and preserving national sovereignty.
This type of Euroscepticism is much higher among right-wing citizens than among left-wing
citizens, which can be explained by the finding that it is motivated by cultural concerns for all
citizens. The nationalism and monoculturalism of citizens at the far right explains why they
are strongly opposed to the furthering of the European project, while left-wing citizens’ more
favourable attitudes can be understood from their more multicultural, universal outlook.
Thus, the associations between left-right and Euroscepticism are more complex than the
horseshoe model reflects. Instead of being unrelated, left-right ideology is an important
determinant of the nature and origins of Euroscepticism, which are fundamentally different
among left-wing and right-wing citizens.
This raises the question to what extent similar nuances should be made for Eurosceptic

voting behaviour. Chapter 4 questions to what extent Eurosceptic parties with a left-wing
and right-wing ideology actually draw similar or different supporters. I theorise that while
both party families are likely to appeal to similar interests – those of the lower educated
‘losers of globalisation’ – they crucially differ in the terms of the values they represent
on a nationalism-cosmopolitanism dimension. Given the accumulating evidence in the
literature that such values are dominant in attitudes towards European integration and
globalisation, I expect the differences between the Eurosceptic left and right to prevail.
My analyses of electoral support over the 1989-2014 period support this intuition. While
supporters of both left-wing and right-wing Eurosceptic parties on average are dissatisfied
with the current eu, they differ in their opposition to further eu strengthening. Such
opposition strongly contributes to support for right-wing Eurosceptic parties, while its
relationship to left-wing Eurosceptic support is inconsistent. A likely explanation for this is
that opposition to eu strengthening is strongly rooted in monocultural, nationalist attitudes
(as shown in Chapter 3) and therefore causes ambiguity among those with a radical left
ideology, who generally hold more multicultural, cosmopolitan attitudes. This ambiguity
is also reflected in other characteristics of supporters of the Eurosceptic left. In contrast to
the Eurosceptic right, which consistently draws supporters who stand negatively towards
immigrants and who have low levels of education, the Eurosceptic left attracts supporters
with a mixed educational profile, and with positive views on immigration. Thus, only the
Eurosceptic right mobilises typical ‘globalisation losers’, whereas the Euroscepticism of
Eurosceptic left supporters is more nuanced and is not part of a broader anti-globalisation
package. These findings again serve to nuance the horseshoe model, as they show that
Eurosceptic mobilisation at the left and right extremes is based on fundamentally different
premises.
Chapter 5 further tests the applicability of the horseshoe model to electoral support by
including mainstream parties in the comparison. The horseshoe model portrays the political
mainstream as an undifferentiated pro-eu block. This chapter, taking a more explorative
approach than the previous chapters, investigates to what extent this image holds when
studying the effect of the two dimensions of Euroscepticism on electoral support for seven
principal (mainstream and radical) party families (radical left, green, social democratic,
Christian democratic, liberal, conservative and radical right). In line with the findings for
Eurosceptic parties in Chapter 4, the effect of dissatisfaction with the current eu is similar
for all mainstream parties, left and right – all draw supporters who are relatively satisfied on
this dimension. Again, however, differences are found for opposition to the furthering of
the European project. In 2009 and 2014, only social democratic, green and liberal parties
are on average more popular among supporters of eu strengthening, while this attitude
has no effect on support for conservative and Christian democratic parties. Rather than
dividing radicals from the mainstream, this eu dimension distinguishes a left-liberal versus
a right-conservative political camp. This indicates that electoral support does not follow
the familiar horseshoe pattern when it comes to more fundamental forms of eu opposition.
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Overall, these results show that there are both pros and cons to using the horseshoe
model to describe public opinion towards Europe. On a general level, we are indeed more
likely to find public Euroscepticism among far left-wing and far right-wing citizens that
in the political centre, and electoral support for both left-wing and right-wing Eurosceptic
parties is indeed driven by negative attitudes towards Europe. Yet, the similarities between
left-wing and right-wing Eurosceptics are superficial, as not only their reasons for
Euroscepticism but also the objects at which their opposition is directed are fundamentally
different. This means, first, that rather than being united against a common foe, citizens
at the left and right are Eurosceptic in ways that fit their broader ideological profiles.
Second, as Euroscepticism is a response to different concerns for left-wing and right-wing
citizens, Euroscepticism may be strongest at the far left, the far right, or at both extremes,
depending on the societal, historical and political context. There is no inherent horseshoeshaped relationship between left-right and Euroscepticism. Rather, the horseshoe comes
about in contexts where both the political left and right find reasons to oppose European
integration.
What do these findings imply for political contestation over Europe in the years to
come? First, the aftermath of the Eurozone crisis and the continuing refugee crisis are likely
to strengthen the horseshoe, as these crises fuel both left-wing and right-wing objections to
the eu. If the sense of crisis persists, we might even find that Euroscepticism at the extremes
takes on a more similar character, as far left-wing citizens’ dissatisfaction with the current eu
might eventually spill over to a more fundamental opposition. Second, as cultural concerns
have come to dominate the political debate in many Western European countries, radical
right parties currently appear to be in the best position to mobilise Eurosceptic voters – as
even economic issues such as the Eurozone crisis have proven to be easily incorporated into
their nationalist discourse. Yet, Eurosceptic left parties are more successful in countries
under strict eu austerity regimes, suggesting that the Eurozone crisis may also increase
ideological divisions about the eu along national lines. Finally and more generally, the
findings imply that Euroscepticism, due to its diverse and ideological character, is unlikely
to create new lasting political alliances between the radical left and the radical right.
Coalitions on the sole basis of shared Euroscepticism – such as the 2015 Greek governemt
– rely on a feeble electoral basis. In addition, the diverse nature of public Euroscepticism
means that those aiming to reduce the lack of representation with regard to Europe face no
easy task. Offering European citizens the choice of being either in favour or against the eu
does not do justice to their opinions; rather, the nature of public Euroscepticism calls for a
more comprehensive form of policy contestation than the eu has hitherto seen.

Politieke strijd over Europese integratie leidt tot ongewone politieke verhoudingen. Waar
partijen op de linker- en rechterflank van het politieke spectrum op de meeste onderwerpen
tegengestelde standpunten innemen, zijn zij opvallend overeenkomstig in hun kritische
houding ten aanzien van de eu. Dit patroon – vaak aangeduid als ‘hoefijzer’ – is duidelijk
zichtbaar in de diverse referenda over de eu die de afgelopen decennia in verschillende
lidstaten werden gehouden. Steeds zien we dat radicaal linkse en radicaal rechtse politieke
actoren zij aan zij campagne voeren voor dezelfde (anti-Europese) uitkomst, terwijl
gematigde partijen samen het pro-Europese kamp vertegenwoordigen. Wetenschappelijke
studies naar partijposities ten opzichte van Europese eenwording bevestigen dit patroon
ook buiten de context van eu-referenda. In tegenstelling tot andere politieke issues, zoals
het milieu of het immigratiebeleid, is weerstand tegen de eu niet het exclusieve domein
van politiek rechts of links. In plaats van samen te vallen met linksrechtstegenstellingen,
lijken pro- en anti-Europese houdingen eerder haaks te staan op de traditionele
linksrechtsdimensie. Dit wordt vaak aangedragen als reden waarom gevestigde partijen
slechts aarzelend stelling nemen over Europese eenwording – voor veel partijen is het een
mogelijke splijtzwam. Tegelijk wordt ‘Europa’ hierdoor ook het potentieel toegedicht om
de bestaande politieke verhoudingen op te schudden, en bij te dragen aan een nieuwe
maatschappelijke tegenstelling tussen de ‘winnaars’ en de ‘verliezers’ van de globalisering
die de traditionele linksrechtspolitiek doorkruist.
Dit proefschrift bestudeert in hoeverre het hoefijzermodel toepasbaar is op de publieke
opinie in West Europa – en meer specifiek, in hoeverre Euroscepsis een raakvlak vormt tussen
linkse en rechtse burgers. Er zijn twee hoofdredenen om dit te bestuderen. Ten eerste heeft
eerder onderzoek aangetoond dat niet alleen de linksrechtsdimensie maar ook Euroscepsis
zelf voor verschillende kiezers verschillende betekenissen kan hebben. Dit roept de vraag
op hoe vergelijkbaar Eurosceptische houdingen op links en op rechts eigenlijk zijn. Ten
tweede is onze kennis van de relatie tussen linksrechtsideologie en Euroscepsis grotendeels
gebaseerd op onderzoek naar partijposities. Studies naar dit verband in de publieke opinie
blijven aan de oppervlakte door zich alleen op eendimensionale metingen van Euroscepsis
en linksrechts te baseren. De bevindingen van deze studies zijn tegenstrijdig: sommige
vinden dat Euroscepsis het sterkst is onder linkse kiezers, andere juist onder rechtse kiezers,
of op beide extremen, terwijl weer andere studies geen enkel verband tussen Euroscepsis
en linksrechtsplaatsing vinden. Dit proefschrift geeft een genuanceerdere analyse van de
relatie tussen Euroscepsis, linksrechtsideologie en partijvoorkeuren, door publieke opinie
te bestuderen in vijftien West-Europese eu-lidstaten. Mijn theoretische uitgangspunt is
dat er onder de oppervlakte van het hoefijzermodel complexere verbanden bestaan tussen
verschillende dimensies van Euroscepsis en linksrechtsideologie.
Na de theoretische inleiding (Hoofdstuk 1) waarin de verwachtingen van dit proefschrift
uiteengezet worden, volgen vier empirische hoofdstukken die uiteenvallen in twee delen.
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Hoofdstukken 2 en 3 onderzoeken in hoeverre het hoefijzermodel van toepassing is
op de relatie tussen Eurosceptische houdingen en linksrechtsideologie in de publieke
opinie: zijn burgers op de linker- en rechterflank Eurosceptischer dan burgers met een
gematigde ideologie, en in hoeverre is deze Euroscepsis van eenzelfde aard? Vervolgens
toetsen hoofdstukken 4 en 5 de toepasbaarheid van het hoefijzermodel op Euroscepsis en
partijvoorkeuren: in hoeverre wordt steun voor linkse en rechtse Eurosceptische partijen
verklaard door dezelfde factoren? Tot slot geeft het concluderende Hoofdstuk 6 een
uitgebreidere bespreking van de consequenties van deze resultaten voor het hoefijzermodel,
evenals de bredere wetenschappelijke en maatschappelijke implicaties. Hieronder vat ik de
belangrijkste bevindingen van elk van de hoofdstukken en de overkoepelende conclusies
kort samen.
Hoofdstuk 2 bestudeert de relatie tussen algemene metingen van linksrechtsideologie en
Euroscepsis over vier decennia (1973-2010) in twaalf eu-lidstaten, om de toepasbaarheid
van het hoefijzermodel op publieke opinie te toetsen over tijd en in verschillende nationale
contexten. Het theoretische uitgangspunt is dat zowel linksrechts als Europa zelf over de
jaren van betekenis zijn veranderd – in het geval van Europa is met name het Verdrag van
Maastricht (1992) een kantelpunt. De verwachting is dat waar in eerste instantie linkse
kiezers het meest kritisch waren over het Europese project, met name om economische,
anti-neoliberale redenen, er vanaf de jaren ’90 een culturele, meer nationalistische kritiek
is ontstaan die Euroscepsis met name onder rechtse burgers heeft aangewakkerd. De
analyse van publieke opinie over een tijdspanne van vier decennia laat zien dat, conform
deze theoretische verwachtingen, de relatie tussen linksrechts en Euroscepsis zich heeft
ontwikkeld van lineair (met de meeste Euroscepsis onder linkse kiezers) naar U-vormig
(met de meeste Euroscepsis op beide extremen). Hoewel er belangrijke landenverschillen
zijn, is er in veel landen een toename van rechtse Euroscepsis zichtbaar, terwijl Euroscepsis
ook op de linkerflank blijft bestaan. Op de lange termijn is er een ontwikkeling naar een
hoefijzervormige relatie, en het Verdrag van Maastricht vormt een cruciaal keerpunt in deze
ontwikkeling.
Hoofdstuk 3 richt zich op de vraag in hoeverre de Euroscepsis die bestaat onder linkse
en rechtse burgers een vergelijkbare of juist heel verschillende attitude is – zowel in het
type Euroscepsis als in de motieven die hieraan ten grondslag liggen. Dit hoofdstuk maakt
gebruik van gedetailleerdere gegevens over de houdingen van burgers, die zijn verzameld
tussen 2004 en 2014 in vijftien West-Europese eu-lidstaten. De belangrijkste bevindingen
zijn dat er onder burgers twee dimensies van Euroscepsis te onderscheiden zijn, en dat deze
verschillende vormen van Euroscepsis ook samenhangen met verschillende ideologische
motieven. De eerste dimensie van Euroscepsis bestaat uit ontevredenheid met het huidige
functioneren van de eu. Dergelijke ontevredenheid is met name hoog onder burgers die zich
als links identificeren, en kan verklaard worden vanuit zowel de economische (gerelateerd
aan inkomensongelijkheid en herverdeling) als de culturele (gerelateerd aan immigratie)
houdingen van burgers. De tweede dimensie is weerstand tegen verdere Europese integratie,

en deze dimensie wordt gekenmerkt door meer ongerichte, fundamentele houdingen over
het Europese project – en met name de spanning tussen het opgaan van het eigen land in
een supranationale Europese eenheid tegenover het behoud van de nationale soevereiniteit.
Dit type Euroscepsis is juist hoger onder rechtse dan onder linkse burgers, wat verklaard kan
worden door het feit dat het sterk samenhangt met houdingen op culturele onderwerpen.
Zo verklaren de nationalistische en cultureel gesloten houdingen van rechtse burgers hun
weerstand tegen het voortzetten van Europese integratie, terwijl de positievere houding
van linkse burgers over verdergaande Europese integratie juist kan worden verklaard door
hun meer progressieve attitudes op de culturele dimensie. Op basis van deze bevindingen
concludeert dit hoofdstuk dat de verbanden tussen linksrechts en Euroscepsis complexer
zijn dan het hoefijzermodel suggereert. Linksrechts en Euroscepsis staan niet haaks op
elkaar; linksrechts is juist een bepalende factor voor het karakter en de motieven van
Euroscepsis, die fundamenteel verschillen tussen linkse en rechtse burgers.
In hoeverre gaat deze nuancering van het hoefijzermodel ook op voor Eurosceptisch
stemgedrag? Hoofdstuk 4 onderzoekt in hoeverre Eurosceptische partijen met een links en
rechts profiel dezelfde of verschillende soorten kiezers trekken. Op basis van de bestaande
literatuur verwacht ik dat hoewel beide partijfamilies weliswaar burgers met dezelfde
belangen aanspreken – die van de lager opgeleide ‘globaliseringsverliezers’ – ze echter cruciaal
verschillen in de waarden die zij aanhangen wanneer het gaat om nationalisme tegenover
kosmopolitisme. In de literatuur zijn er steeds meer aanwijzingen dat dergelijke waarden
van groot belang zijn in de vorming van houdingen tegenover processen als Europese
eenwording en globalisering. Daarom verwacht ik dat de verschillen tussen de aanhangers
van linkse en rechtse Eurosceptische partijen groter zijn dan de overeenkomsten. Deze
verwachting wordt gesteund door mijn analyses van partijvoorkeuren over de periode 19892014 in West-Europa. De aanhang van zowel linkse als rechtse Eurosceptische partijen
wordt gekenmerkt door ontevredenheid met de huidige eu; echter, beide kiezersgroepen
verschillen in hun weerstand tegen verdere Europese integratie. Dergelijke weerstand
leidt enkel tot steun voor rechtse Eurosceptische partijen, terwijl de relatie tot linkse
Eurosceptische steun inconsistent is. Een mogelijke verklaring hiervoor is dat weerstand
tegen verdere Europese integratie geworteld is in nationalistische, culturele attitudes (zoals
aangetoond in Hoofdstuk 3), en daardoor tot dubbelzinnigheid leidt onder kiezers met
een radicaal linkse ideologie, die doorgaans meer multiculturele, kosmopoliete houdingen
hebben. Deze dubbelzinnigheid zien we terug in andere kenmerken van de achterban
van Eurosceptisch links. In tegenstelling tot Eurosceptisch rechts, waarvan de aanhangers
gekenmerkt worden door anti-immigratiehoudingen en lagere opleidingsniveaus, trekt
Eurosceptisch links kiezers met een gemengd opleidingsprofiel, en met positievere
houdingen tegenover immigranten. Enkel rechtse Eurosceptische partijen mobiliseren zo
de typische ‘globaliseringsverliezers’, terwijl de Euroscepsis onder aanhangers van linkse
Eurosceptische partijen meer genuanceerd is en geen onderdeel is van een breder pakket van
anti-globaliseringshoudingen. Deze bevindingen nuanceren wederom het hoefijzermodel,
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omdat ze aantonen dat Eurosceptische mobilisatie op de linker- en rechterflank gebaseerd
is op fundamenteel verschillende gronden.
Waar partijen op de flanken meestal Eurosceptisch zijn, worden meer gematigde
partijen volgens het hoefijzermodel gezien als een pro-Europees blok. Hoofdstuk 5 analyseert
in hoeverre dit beeld klopt – trekken gematigde partijen inderdaad dezelfde pro-Europese
kiezers? Op meer exploratieve wijze onderzoek ik het effect van de twee typen Euroscepsis
op steun voor zeven (gematigde en radicale) partijfamilies (radicaal links, groen, sociaaldemocratisch, Christen-democratisch, liberaal, conservatief, en radicaal rechts). Conform
de bevindingen voor radicale partijen in Hoofdstuk 4 heeft ontevredenheid met de huidige
eu een vergelijkbaar effect op alle gematigde partijen, links en rechts – alle trekken kiezers
die relatief tevreden zijn over het functioneren van de eu. Echter, verschillen bestaan
wederom voor weerstand tegen het voortzetten van het project van Europese eenwording.
In 2009 en 2014 zijn alleen sociaal-democratische, groene en liberale partijen gemiddeld
geliefder onder kiezers die vóór verdere Europese integratie zijn, terwijl deze houding
niet samenhangt met steun voor conservatieve en Christen-democratische partijen. Deze
dimensie van Euroscepsis onderscheidt dus niet zozeer de radicalen van de gematigden,
maar verdeelt partijen eerder in een links-liberaal en een rechts-conservatief kamp. Dit
hoofdstuk concludeert op basis hiervan dat partijvoorkeuren het hoefijzerpatroon alleen
volgen in het geval van steun voor de huidige eu – maar niet wanneer het gaat om
fundamentelere vormen van weerstand tegen Europese eenwording.
Over het geheel genomen laten de resultaten van de empirische hoofdstukken zien dat
het hoefijzermodel zowel voors als tegens heeft. In algemene zin klopt het dat Euroscepsis
hoger is onder burgers op de linker- en rechterflank dan in het politieke midden, en
dat partijvoorkeuren voor zowel linkse als rechtse Eurosceptische partijen gemotiveerd
worden door negatieve houdingen ten opzichte van Europa. Deze overeenkomsten zijn
echter oppervlakkig, aangezien zowel de redenen voor Euroscepsis als de onderwerpen
waarop deze Euroscepsis zich richt verschillen. Dit betekent ten eerste dat linkse en rechtse
burgers geen gemeenschappelijke vijand vinden in ‘Europa’, maar eerder dat beide groepen
Eurosceptisch zijn op een manier die past bij hun bredere ideologische profiel. Ten tweede
betekent het feit dat Euroscepsis voortvloeit uit verschillende zorgen onder linkse en rechtse
kiezers dat het sterk afhangt van de maatschappelijke, historische en politieke context of
Euroscepsis zich met name ontwikkelt op links, op rechts of op beide flanken. Er is in elk
geval geen inherente hoefijzervormige relatie tussen linksrechtsideologie en Euroscepsis;
het hoefijzer ontstaat alleen in een context waar zowel linkse als rechtse burgers motieven
hebben om zich tegen Europese integratie te keren.
Wat zijn de mogelijke implicaties van deze bevindingen voor de politieke verhoudingen
over Europa in de komende jaren? Ten eerste is het waarschijnlijk dat de nasleep van de
Eurocrisis en de voortdurende vluchtelingencrisis het hoefijzer versterken, omdat deze
crises zowel linkse als rechtse weerstand voeden. Een aanhoudend gevoel van crisis zou
de ontevredenheid onder radicaal linkse burgers zelfs kunnen doen overgaan in een
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meer fundamentele weerstand tegen de eu, waardoor de aard van de Euroscepsis op
beide flanken meer vergelijkbaar wordt. Ten tweede zien we dat in veel West-Europese
landen het politieke debat overheerst wordt door culturele spanningen – gerelateerd aan
immigratie en het behoud van nationale identiteit. Dit plaatst radicaal rechtse partijen
in de meest voordelige positie om de Eurosceptische kiezer te bereiken – zeker gezien het
blijkbare gemak waarmee zij economische onderwerpen zoals de Eurocrisis opnemen in
hun nationalistische discours. Echter, linkse Eurosceptische partijen zijn weer succesvoller
in landen die de gevolgen van het door de eu opgelegde bezuinigingsbeleid het sterkst
ervaren, hetgeen suggereert dat de Eurocrisis de verschillen tussen landen in de aard van
Euroscepsis juist kan vergroten. Ten slotte, en meer algemeen, laten de bevindingen zien
dat Euroscepsis als dubbelzinnige en ideologisch gekleurde attitude niet zomaar zal leiden
tot nieuwe en stabiele politieke samenwerkingen tussen radicaal linkse en radicaal rechtse
partijen. Coalities op de basis van enkel Euroscepsis – zoals de in 2015 gevormde Griekse
regering – rusten op een zwakke electorale basis. Daarnaast betekent dit ook dat politici
die de publieke Euroscepsis willen verminderen geen makkelijke of eenduidige taak wacht.
Burgers via referenda de keuze geven om vóór of tegen de eu te stemmen doet geen recht
aan de variëteit aan meningen. In plaats daarvan zou de strijd over ‘Europa’ door partijen op
genuanceerdere en complexere manier moeten worden gevoerd dan tot nu toe is gebeurd.
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right politics in an unequivocal way. Across Western
Europe, Euroscepticism is found among both
radical left and radical right parties and voters
– a pattern commonly illustrated by the image
of a horseshoe, emphasising the similarities
between the extremes. But to what extent do
attitudes towards ‘Europe’ actually provide
common ground for the political left and
right?
This dissertation studies the applicability
of

the

‘horseshoe

model’

to

public

opinion in Western Europe. Its theoretical

Opposing A Different Europe

Opposition to European integration does not ﬁt left-

starting point is that Euroscepticism is a

opposing
a different
europe
The nature and origins of Euroscepticism
among left-wing and right-wing citizens

multidimensional attitude, the nature and
origins of which are actually dependent
on – rather than unrelated to – left-right
ideology. In four empirical studies, based
on survey data covering ﬁfteen Western
EU member states and four decades, it
shows that the horseshoe only applies to
Euroscepticism in its most general sense.
However, systematic differences between
more speciﬁc EU attitudes. Left-wing and rightwing citizens are found to differ not only in their

reasons for being Eurosceptic, but also in the type
of EU opposition they hold. Thus, this dissertation
concludes that rather than being unrelated, ideology
is actually a crucial factor in structuring citizens’
Euroscepticism. This reﬁnes the common horseshoe
understanding of Euroscepticism and the political space.
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