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1. Introduction

While numerous studies have examined determinants of support for the European integration in recent years, there exists substantial disagreement in the literature on what exactly makes European citizens more or less EU-enthusiastic. At the individual level, support for the European Union has been linked to market position, skills and capital endowment, all enabling citizens to benefit from the integration process (Anderson 1998, Gabel 1998a, Gabel 1998b, Gabel and Palmer 1995, Alvarez 2002, Hoogue and Marks 2005). A number of studies links support for integration with cultural factors such as the strength and exclusivity of national identity, as well as the perception of threat to national identity (Hoogue and Marks 2005, McLaren 2004; Diez Medrano 2003, Carey 2002). Last but not least, the impact of politics also features prominently in a number of studies which link party cues (Anderson 1998; Steenbergen and Jones 2002), satisfaction with government or the political system (Anderson 1998; Rorschneider 2002) with attitudes toward European integration (see Hoogue and Marks 2005 for a useful review of all three lines of arguments).


Most studies have so far focused on Western Europe but recent enlargements of he EU to Central and Eastern European countries (CEE) and the accession process provided incentives to scholars to test the propositions mentioned above on states from CEE and compare findings on a new range of cases (see Chichowski 2000, Tverdova and Anderson 2004, Christin 2005, Tucker et al 2004). Overall, these studies find that support for market economy; transferable skills and capital endowment as well as positive expectations about the impact of integration - in terms of both economic and democratic development – are associated with support for the accession. On the other hand, the ‘losers of the transition’, those opposing market economy and individuals dissatisfied with the direction or results of the transition process are found to be against their country joining the EU. 

At the macro level, the impact of political and economic development matters and varies between countries. The history of EU integration indicates that less developed countries benefit from integration in political, economic and social terms (Raik 2004, Ethier 2003). This is likely to make their citizens keener on supporting the EU. For the new member states from CEE, EU accession came in the wake of a major economic and political transition, indeed so closely following and even overlapping with it so that accession can be considered to be an extension or continuation of transition. The accession process contributed to the consolidation of democracy, the establishment of the rule of law, the emergence of a market economy, and the creation of an open and free society. Such substantive benefits very likely have the potential to transcend division between winners and losers of transition. 
The analysis of partisan competition in Europe, both in the East and West, found that opposition to integration is located at two extremes (see Hooge and Marks 2005). In one corner stand an anti-market left and at the opposite end is nationalist and traditionalist right. Translating this opposition into the sphere of public opinion, we expect that those opposing the EU would be either strong opponents of market economy or those perceiving the EU to be a threat to national identity, role of religion in society and traditional way of life. For other citizens, their actual opinion about the EU would be a function of their opinion about how well EU performs in delivering democracy, market economy, prosperity, security or the rule of law
. 

Since the EU accession is a one-time event characterized by high complexity, the ability of CEE citizens to assess its effects depends, as with other political issues, on the amount of information they have about it. This information is of course influenced by the content of messages communicated to the public. Political elites in CEE countries were and are by and large mostly pro-accession, and it was, and is, the official policy of all countries seeking entry. Therefore, most sources of information and opinion leaders were carrying a visible pro-accession bias (see Henderson 2004, Hanley 2004, Beichelt 2004, Szcszerbiak and Taggart 2004, Fowler 2003). Accurately or not, EU accession was largely presented as a process bringing considerable benefits to candidate countries. Most campaigns were fairly one-sided and dominant message was the one in support of the accession (see Henderson 2004, Hanley 2004, Beichelt 2004, Szcszerbiak and Taggart 2004, Fowler 2003). Mainstream parties, even if they stood on ambiguous ground, did not oppose membership. Active opposition largely came from fringe or extremist parties and citizens’ organizations plagued by organizational weaknesses and inability to transmit their message to the electorate.
In such setting, provided that citizens are not in principle opposed to the stated goals of the European Union, we could expect that the greater exposure to publicly available information about the EU, and thus knowledge level about the accession, would make citizens more supportive of the accession. 

But in addition and over the effects of biased information environment, the manner in which citizens define the costs and benefits of the accession process is likely to be dependent on their level of information about the EU. The more citizens are informed about the accession, the more likely they are to focus on benefits related to improvements in governance, rule of law, administrative efficiency, the fight against corruption, access to market, freedom of movement and so on, rather than on more immediate costs and benefits. A focus on long-term benefits should make citizens see the EU integration in a positive light, as long as citizens do not belong to groups which oppose the goals of integration per se.   

To find out if this is the case, we use Candidate Country Barometer Survey data collected in the period just before or at the time of accession referendums. Our precise aim is to asses whether the level of information about the EU had an effect on support for the accession to the European Union, and whether this support varies between different groups of respondents whom the current research identifies as supporters or the opponents to the accession. The paper proceeds as follows: first we discuss the link between information and support for the accession, than we outline the propositions to be tested and after describing the procedure we use in the empirical analysis, we present and discuss its results.

2. Information and support for the EU 
In old member states, perceptions and expectations about what EU brings to economies and societies is an issue about which most citizens are likely to have at least some for form of an opinion. Testimony to this is that previous analyses across different countries and time points revealed relatively stable and clear patterns of support or opposition to the EU (see notably Anderson 1998, Gabel 1998a, Gabel 1998b, Gabel and Palmer 1995, Alvarez 2002, Hoogue and Marks 2005) while mass survey conducted within Eurobarometer survey series show that the number of people without opinion is not particularly large. In addition, patterns of support and opposition to the EU at the individual level have proved to be quite similar across member states. 
We still do not know if the new CEE member states exhibit a similar level of structure and stability. Taking into account the recent political, social and economic upheavals the region experienced, as well as the relative novelty of the EU issue, we could expect to see much less sable patterns of support than we see in older member states. Political divisions and the alignments of political actors evolved during and following the process of transitional economic and social changes. The latter inevitably produced winners and losers of transition, a division that hugely contributed in structuring the political maps of transitional countries (see Whitefield and Rohrschneider 2004).

A number of recent studies argue that conflicts over the EU accession are likely to follow similar lines of division as those that run between winners and losers of the transition process (see Chichowski 2000, Tverdova and Anderson 2004, as well as Tucker et al. 2004). The general argument states that individuals who have the necessary resources to compete in a globalizing market economy are most likely to benefit from EU accession, and are therefore likely to support it. Those who lack such resources oppose accession since it brings dangers that national protection mechanisms will be removed. 


We argue that this is only one part of the story. CEE member and candidate countries started their accession process from very different initial positions than most of countries that previously joined the EU. For countries just emerging from (or still in the midst of) major changes, with new institutions governing their market economies, democratic procedures just taking roots, a legal system that only recently started to function independently and in accordance to the rule of law, politicians often corrupt and operating through clientelistic networks, inefficient administration, and a backward and inefficient agriculture, the accession process is very likely to bring substantial benefits to winners and losers alike. Indeed, the adoption of the acquis communautaire and other pressures from the EU are not limited to economic integration. Important changes took place in public administrations, legal systems, the protection of human rights, the fight against corruption, the development of agriculture, the independence of media and public services from political parties (Raik 2004, Ethier 2003). Thus, it could be argued that EU accession, in a more or less direct fashion, has benefited numerous segments, if not the large majority, of the population in the concerned countries. The claim that the prospect of EU accession constitutes a safeguard for fledgling democracies and reformist policies in the Balkans has certainly gained wide currency among commentators and analysts.  


Following this line of argument, support for EU accession could depend on more than just being a winner or a loser of the transition. Recent studies of support for the EU accession in CEE find support for market economy and nationalism/identity to be central determinants of the support for the EU (Tverdova and Anderson 2004, Chichowski 2000, Christin 2004, Tucker et al 2002). To go one step further, the findings of these studies suggest that the popular view of EU accession is linked to market integration and consolidation of the market economy, the shift of a number of competences to the EU level, and the opening of the country to foreigners - workers, investors, land buyers. Those who stand to benefit from integration of the national economy into a larger European market support EU accession. Similarly, those who oppose the transfer of some aspects of national sovereignty to the EU and the opening the labour and property markets to foreigners also oppose accession. 
We propose a modified argument. In CEE, EU accession brings benefits that are much wider in scope than those related to market integration. Accession process also brings pressure for better governance, including less corruption, greater democratic accountability, and more efficient institutions. Therefore, support for the EU accession could come also from the ranks of those dissatisfied with the present results of reforms who at the same time support more reforms towards the development and strengthening of market economy and the rule of law (see Sadurski 2006). Those who in addition believe that democratic performance of their national institutions is poor would have similar preference (see Christin 2005). Finally, we can expect that citizens who are more likely to focus on the broader picture and assess the accession process with respect to more than just one issue are more informed about the whole process. 
Research on the impact of political information found that changes in information levels and increased political sophistication have noticeable effects on political behaviour or attitudes (Bartels 1996; Toka 2002, 2004; Gordon and Segura 1997, Althaus 1998). As the period preceding the accession referendum was one where the information environment was likely to prime EU-related news and issues, it may well have affected opinions of citizens about the EU. Yet, we do not expect the effect of information about EU integration to be equal for all citizens. Citizens more aware about the EU accession process should also exhibit greater support - even those who do not possess marketable skills or resources that would put them at an advantage in a more open and integrated economy. For citizens who care more about national sovereignty and emphasize traditional values, improved information is unlikely to boost support for accession. In fact, if they oppose it because it means opening of the country to foreigners and transfer of competences to the EU, more information might well increase their opposition. 
3. Hypotheses

Based on discussion in section two, our main hypothesis reads as follow:
H1: The higher their level of information about the EU, the more likely that citizens of CEE countries will exhibit support for accession. 

Greater amount of information is likely to focus citizens’ mind more toward broader set of institutional and performance related benefits and less toward immediate calculation of economic costs and benefits they themselves expect to incur depending on their positions of winners or losers of transition. In addition, consensus among mainstream elites about the accession resulted in a predominantly positive discourse about its effects. The result was that more exposure to sources of information at the same time meant that the citizen was also more exposed to pro-accession message, which could increase support for the accession independently from the effect we expect information to have. 

  
We expect that the effect of information will have a positive effect on support for enlargement for members all social groups. However, this effect may also vary depending on citizens` skill level and their market position. The effect may also vary depending on the level of satisfaction with democracy and government performance. Losers of transitions and those dissatisfied with democratic or institutional performance are more likely to have higher increases in probability of support for the accession as their level of information increases, and focus shifts from immediate economic calculation toward broader institutional and performance considerations. This leads us to two additional hypotheses. 


H2: An increase in information level will increase support for the accession among all social groups, but the effect will be more visible at the low end of skill and income scale and among those that have less mobile and marketable skills and resources.
H3: An increase in the information level will increase support for the accession irrespective of whether respondent is satisfied with the state of democracy in the country, however, the effect will be more visible for those respondents who are not satisfied with the state of democracy in their country. 

We also expect that the expected positive impact of information will be absent, if not reversed, for citizens who are opposed to the accession because they disagree with the goals of EU. These citizens are those who are opposed to capitalism or economic globalization on the ground of principle, or those citizens who are more traditionalist and nationalistic in outlook and perceive the EU to be a threat to national identity and traditional values. We thus can formulate one additional hypothesis:  

H4: Citizens who hold nationalist and traditionalist positions and view the EU as a threat are not more likely to favour accession as increased information about the EU is not likely to change their opposition to the general EU goals. 

We accept the argument stated in the literature on information effects (Bartels 1996, Toka 2002, 2004) according to which increased information lead to changes in preferences. However, we find it reasonable to expect that increasing the information level just about the EU, will not change pre-existing anti-capitalist or nationalist orientations, and therefore should not alter preferences on EU accession for the opponents of broader aims of the EU. For all others we expect that the increase in the information level about the EU is likely to change their perception of the EU and through that their position toward the accession as well. 


Our analysis focuses on the period closely preceding the EU referenda, at a point in time when citizens were likely to give serious consideration to the costs and benefits of accession, and when the information environment was potentially richer than during any previous period. We acknowledge that many effects of the accession, most notably on agriculture, could not have been predicted at time by most citizens. We recognize that at this point our analysis cannot deal with this issue. Therefore, to understand the delayed effects of certain policies and its effect on public opinion about the EU, we would need to deal with these issues at a point when the effects of these policies become visible and politically salient.

It could be argued that we take an overly positive view of the impact of accession on the CEE countries that recently joined the EU. However, our aim is to bring to light an understudied element of public opinion about the EU. By this, we do not mean to say that no enlightened citizens consider accession to be a bad thing; nor do we claim that no citizens assigned greater weight to negative than positive effects of EU accession in their evaluation. We just claim that the increase in information about such complex phenomena that is European integration is likely to make citizens more aware of broader changes the EU will bring. If they are not fundamentally opposed to the aims of the EU, they might be less likely to be opposed to the integration when informed about the full effects of membership. If they just focus on costs and benefits, it might be that their perception of these changes as their level of information increases. 
Recent studies conducted within Candidate Countries Barometer series find generally high level of support. In most countries support for accession is in the range of 60-75%. This high level makes it unlikely that we witness dramatic effects of increased political sophistication. But if we find differences in levels of support and its change between selected social groups, we will have substantive indications that mechanism similar to one we advance here might be at work.
4. Method

Because we are interested in the effect of change in information, our analysis involves simulating the effects of an increase in knowledge about the EU. We use the Clarify module of STATA developed by Gary King and his colleagues. This allows us to simulate the effect of information change on a whole range of respondent groups. We run the analysis separately for the eight CEE countries that joined the EU on 1 May 2004. Separate analyses enable us to control for potential contextual cross-country differences in the pattern of political competition, media structure or issue structure that we can not measure in or model properly.


Our dependent variable is the vote on the accession referendum. We are interested in the change in the probability that a respondent would vote for the accession should her or his level of information increase. We dichotomized this vote variable into respondents are in favour of accession (who would vote yes in an upcoming referendum) and others. We excluded those below 18 years of age from the sample. Our independent variables measure respondents’ level of information, socioeconomic position, satisfaction with democracy, strength of exclusionary attitudes (a proxy for nationalistic attitudes). The variables measuring respondents’ socioeconomic position include occupation, income and education. These are intended to capture differences in the ability of respondents to benefit from participation in the market economy, exposure to risk, and the possession of mobile and marketable skills or resources. These variables broadly distinguish losers from winners as well as those who ended up in a precarious position in a market economy from those who are better equipped to handle market challenges. Occupation distinguishes between mobile groups such as professionals and managers and skilled technicians, and groups endowed with skills or capital that can not be easily transferred between activities, namely small business owners, unskilled workers and farmers. In addition, in terms of market exposure, we distinguish between those in precarious position on the market such as the unemployed and respondents employed in private sector on the one hand, and those who are sheltered in the public sector. 

While our variables do not directly measure whether a respondent is a winner or a loser of the transition, we restricted our selection to exogenous variables – factors that can not be directly affected by changes in the information level. For example, a self-assessment of one’s status as a winner or a loser of the transition (used for example by Tucker et al. 2005) taps a perception might be susceptible to change following variations in information levels (Bartels 1996). 

Our measure of information comprises items measuring how correctly the respondent is informed about the EU. The variable is constructed by counting correct answers to factual questions about the EU, its institutions and policies, and by ranking those answers so that the items for which a correct answer was given by a smaller number of respondents receives a higher score in the overall distribution. This variable is standardized using the Bloom procedure, ranging from 0 to 1 and with a standard deviation of 0.15. A detailed description of this and other variables in provided in the Appendix. 

The field work for the Candidate Country Barometer Survey 2003.2 took place in the late spring and early summer of 2003. The total number of cases in eight countries is 8,080, with a number of respondents in each country hovering around 1000. The total number of weighted valid cases is 7,748.
The model includes information level, socioeconomic position, income, education, satisfaction with democracy, exclusionary attitudes, as well as control variables such as sex and age. Given that we expect that an increase in the information level will change the probability that certain groups of respondents will support the EU accession at the referendum, we also include interactions between independent variables measuring socioeconomic position, exclusionary attitudes, and satisfaction with democracy on the one hand, and information on the other.

We first use logistic regression to the generate parameters to be used in the simulations. In the second step, we use Clarify to simulate the effects of information on the probability that a respondent will vote in favour of accession in the referendum as her or his level of information increases. For each country, we conduct separate simulations in which we vary the information level together with variables measuring education, income, occupation, satisfaction with democracy and the strength of exclusionary attitudes. This sums up to ten simulations for each country, where we calculated probabilities of supporting the EU accession for the 15th and 85th percentiles in the distributions of the variables of interest (education, income, belonging to the group of workers (dummy), belonging to the group of professionals (dummy), satisfaction with democracy and the strength of exclusionary attitudes). More precisely, for each simulation, we set one of these five variables at the selected value (for example, the value standing at the 15th percentile of the distribution) while we set other variables at their mean value. We then increase information from the value observed at 15th percentile of distribution to the value standing at the 85th percentile. This way, we obtain probabilities of voting for EU accession for respondents with high and low income, high and low education, workers and professionals, those with exclusionary attitudes and those who do not hold such attitudes, and finally for those who are satisfied with the way democracy works in their country and those who are dissatisfied with it. 

5. Findings and Conclusions

While we are first and foremost interested in separate country analyses, we nonetheless conducted a pooled regression analysis which reveals that information has a positive and strong effect on the probability that a respondent will vote in favour of the accession at the referendum. Also, as other studies have established before, respondents equipped with capital resources and skills are also more likely to vote in favour of the accession. Respondents holding exclusivist/nationalist attitudes are less likely to support joining the EU than are those who hold more inclusive attitudes. In this respect, our analysis of 2003 data is in line with the results of previous works (Christin 2005, Tucker et al. 2005, Anderson and Tverdova 2004, Chichowski 2000) using surveys going back to the mid-1990s. We also find that respondents who claim more satisfaction with democracy are more likely to support the accession. 

(Table 1 about here)


These findings support the first hypothesis about the impact regarding the positive impact of information on support for the EU. Separate simulations for various social groups (Figures 1 to 5 and Tables 2 to 6) also support the first hypothesis as we do not observe significant differences in the changes of the probability of a ‘yes’ vote between respondent with low and high education, low and high income, or between managers and professionals, and workers.  

(Figures 1, 2 and 3 about here)

However, while information has the posited positive impact, interaction effects failed to materialize in the pooled analysis. This suggests that the effect of information does not vary substantially across different groups of respondents and makes us reject the second hypotheses arguing that an increase in the probability of voting ‘yes’ to EU accession is higher at the low end of skill and income distributions than at the high end of them. Yet, in separate country analyses, we observe interaction effects between information and low/high income in Poland, Slovenia and Slovakia. There, the probability of supporting the accession as the level of information increases is roughly 10% higher for respondents with low income than for those with high income. The only other significant interaction effect concerns workers in Slovenia, whose probability to support joining the Union increases by over 15% more than it does for managers and professionals as their level of information increases.
Our third hypothesis also receives no support from our results. However, we do find an interaction effect between information and satisfaction with democracy running in the opposite direction that the one we expected in five countries. Respondents are who particularly pleased with democracy in their country exhibit a higher increase in their probability of voting for the accession in Hungary, Lithuania, Poland, Slovenia and Slovakia. The reverse is true (thus in line with our third hypothesis) in Estonia and Latvia, however the impact is not particularly strong. 
(Figure 4 about here)


Finally, our last proposition is not supported either. We observe that as information increases, support for the EU grows at an almost identical rate among those who hold nationalist exclusivist attitudes and those who adopt a more inclusive position.
(Figure 5 about here)


 The data from the eight CEE countries in 2003 suggests that the effect of information is more or less linear, and independent from other characteristics of respondents. While we do not find large differences between selected social groups, we do find different probabilities of voting ‘Yes’ to the EU for those at the low and high ends of income distribution, the low and high end of the education distribution, and for workers and professionals and managers. 

(Tables 1,2 and 3 about here)

Similarly, nationalist-exclusivist attitudes and satisfaction with the state of democracy have a direct effect on support for accession.
(Tables 4 and 5 about here)

To summarize our findings, our first and main hypothesis is supported. An increase in the level of information increases the probability that a respondent will vote in favour of EU accession. The effect is observable for all groups that we examined in separate simulations. 
The findings do not lend much support to second hypothesis. The increase in the probability to vote in favour of accession is fairly similar for those with high income and education and for those employed as professionals and managers, as is for those with low education and income and employed as workers. Likewise, the data failed to find support our third and fourth hypotheses. The probability of voting ‘yes’ to joining the EU follows the similar pattern irrespective of whether one is satisfied with democracy or not, or whether a respondent has exclusivist nationalist attitudes or more inclusive one. These results lead us to conclude that the impact of information on probability that the respondent will vote for the accession is largely linear - the slope of the information variable does not vary substantially across different social groups. 
Concerning the lack of differences in effects between different social groups, either the mechanism we outlined in this paper works equally well across most social groups irrespective of their differences in social and economic position and satisfaction with regime performance, or our dependent variable captures something else. Our dependent variable might capture the degree of interest in the EU which can be linked closely with support for the EU. At this point this link looks tenuous to us.
Our analysis also reveals the existence of substantial cross-national differences in the probability that selected social groups will vote in favour of EU accession. These differences are captured by widely varying country intercepts shown in Table 1. However, while the magnitude of support varies across countries, the overall pattern is within countries is more or less similar. We do not think this varying pattern is solely due to differences in levels of support expressed at referendums. Our next step will thus be to model contextual differences in the information environments, differences that could well have played a role in the accession referenda conducted in Central and Eastern Europe prior to the last waves of EU enlargement. We should also broaden the focus so that it includes the analysis of patterns of cross national variation in support across countries.
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7. Tables and Figures

Table 1. Logistic regression with pooled data with support for joining the EU at accession referendum as dependent variable
	
	coefficients
	standard errors

	Constant
	-1.427***
	(0.320)

	information
	 1.950***
	(0.412)

	income
	 0.099***
	(0.022)

	income*information
	-0.038
	(0.038)

	education
	 0.234***
	(0.086)

	education*information
	-0.167
	(0.156)

	satisfaction with democracy
	 0.773***
	(0.069)

	satisfaction with democracy*information
	 0.088
	(0.130)

	exclusive nationalism
	-0.126***
	(0.043)

	exclusive nationalism*information
	 0.068
	(0.080)

	
	
	

	sex
	-0.030
	(0.057)

	age
	-0.030***
	(0.009)

	age squared
	 0.001***
	(0.000)

	public sector employment
	 0.028
	(0.059)

	residence
	 0.092***
	(0.035)

	religiosity
	-0.011
	(0.027)

	unemployed
	-0.020
	(0.088)

	
	
	

	managers and professionals
	 0.420*
	(0.233)

	self-employed
	 0.673***
	(0.311)

	middle level workers
	 0.679***
	(0.156)

	workers
	 reference
	

	managers and professionals*information
	-0.372
	(0.396)

	self -employed*information
	-0.768
	(0.536)

	middle level workers*information
	-0.706***
	(0.276)

	workers*information
	 reference
	

	
	
	

	Czech republic
	-1.086***
	(0.113)

	Slovakia
	-0.123
	(0.119)

	Poland
	-0.219*
	(0.122)

	Hungary
	-0.441***
	(0.116)

	Latvia
	-1.413***
	(0.115)

	Lithuania
	 0.102
	(0.123)

	Estonia
	-1.770***
	(0.116)

	Slovenia
	reference
	

	
	
	

	-2 log likelihood  
	-4146.3651
	

	pseudo R2       
	 0.186
	


The total number of cases is 7748
Figure 1. Changes in the probability of voting ‘Yes’ as the information level increases from the 15th percentile to the 85th for respondents at the low and high end of the income distribution
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Table2. Summary of changes in the probability of voting ‘Yes’ for respondents at low and high end of the income distribution as the level of information increases from 1 SD below the mean to 1 SD above the mean

	
	Income 15th p
	Income 85th p

	
	information 15th p
	information 85th p
	P change
	information 15th p
	information 85th p
	P change

	CZ
	0.44
	0.74
	0.29
	0.48
	0.76
	0.29

	EST
	0.22
	0.33
	0.11
	0.38
	0.52
	0.14

	HU
	0.58
	0.71
	0.13
	0.77
	0.85
	0.08

	LAT
	0.27
	0.53
	0.25
	0.42
	0.68
	0.26

	LIT
	0.63
	0.89
	0.26
	0.59
	0.88
	0.28

	POL
	0.58
	0.79
	0.22
	0.70
	0.86
	0.17

	SLO
	0.56
	0.81
	0.24
	0.72
	0.89
	0.17

	SLV
	0.66
	0.87
	0.21
	0.78
	0.92
	0.14


Figure 2. Changes in the probability of voting ‘Yes’ as the information level increases from 15th percentile to the 85th for respondents at the low and high end of the educational distribution
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Table 3. Summary of changes in the probability of voting ‘Yes’ for respondents with low and high end education as the level of information increases from 1 SD below the mean to 1 SD above the mean

	
	Education 15th p
	Education 85th p

	
	information 15th p
	information 85th p
	P change
	information 15th p
	information 85th p
	P change

	CZ
	0.44
	0.74
	0.29
	0.48
	0.76
	0.29

	EST
	0.22
	0.33
	0.11
	0.38
	0.52
	0.14

	HU
	0.58
	0.71
	0.13
	0.77
	0.85
	0.08

	LAT
	0.27
	0.53
	0.25
	0.42
	0.68
	0.26

	LIT
	0.63
	0.89
	0.26
	0.59
	0.88
	0.28

	POL
	0.58
	0.79
	0.22
	0.70
	0.86
	0.17

	SLO
	0.56
	0.81
	0.24
	0.72
	0.89
	0.17

	SLV
	0.66
	0.87
	0.21
	0.78
	0.92
	0.14


Figure 3. Changes in probabilities of yes vote as the information level increases from 15th percentile to the 85th for respondents belonging to professional and managerial and worker occupational groups.
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Table 4. Summary of changes in probability of voting ‘Yes’ for professionals and managers and workers as the level of information increases from 1 SD below the mean to 1 SD above the mean

	
	Professionals and managers
	Workers

	
	information 15th p
	information 85th p
	P change
	information 15th p
	information 85th p
	P change

	CZ
	0.44
	0.73
	0.29
	0.37
	0.67
	0.30

	EST
	0.22
	0.33
	0.11
	0.23
	0.35
	0.11

	HU
	0.48
	0.62
	0.13
	0.64
	0.75
	0.11

	LAT
	0.33
	0.59
	0.26
	0.34
	0.60
	0.26

	LIT
	0.56
	0.85
	0.30
	0.58
	0.87
	0.29

	POL
	0.69
	0.86
	0.17
	0.65
	0.84
	0.19

	SLO
	0.84
	0.95
	0.10
	0.63
	0.84
	0.22

	SLV
	0.83
	0.94
	0.11
	0.75
	0.91
	0.16


Figure 4. Changes in the probability of voting ‘Yes’ as the information level increases from 15th percentile to the 85th for respondents at the low and high end of the variable measuring satisfaction with democracy            [image: image4.emf]0
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Table 5. Summary of changes in probability of voting ‘Yes’ for respondents satisfied and dissatisfied with the state of democracy as the level of information increases from 1 SD below the mean to 1 SD above the mean

	
	Satisfaction with democracy 15th p
	Satisfaction with democracy 85th p

	
	information 15th p
	information 85th p
	P change
	information 15th p
	information 85th p
	P change

	CZ
	0.21
	0.49
	0.27
	0.63
	0.86
	0.23

	EST
	0.16
	0.25
	0.09
	0.46
	0.60
	0.14

	HU
	0.39
	0.53
	0.14
	0.82
	0.89
	0.07

	LAT
	0.19
	0.41
	0.22
	0.50
	0.75
	0.25

	LIT
	0.38
	0.75
	0.37
	0.78
	0.94
	0.17

	POL
	0.46
	0.70
	0.24
	0.77
	0.91
	0.13

	SLO
	0.37
	0.65
	0.29
	0.85
	0.95
	0.10

	SLV
	0.67
	0.87
	0.20
	0.79
	0.93
	0.14


Figure 5. Changes in the probability of voting ‘Yes’ as the information level increases from 15th percentile to the 85th for respondents at the low and high end of the variable measuring the strength of nationalist exclusivist attitudes            
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Table 6. Summary of changes in probability voting ‘Yes’ for respondent holding exclusive nationalist attitudes and those holding inclusive attitudes as the level of information increases from 1 SD below the mean to 1 SD above the mean

	
	Nationalist exclusive 15th p
	Nationalist exclusive 85th p

	
	information 15th p
	information 85th p
	P change
	information 15th p
	information 85th p
	P change

	CZ
	0.50
	0.78
	0.28
	0.42
	0.72
	0.30

	EST
	0.29
	0.42
	0.13
	0.30
	0.43
	0.13

	HU
	0.75
	0.84
	0.09
	0.61
	0.73
	0.12

	LAT
	0.31
	0.58
	0.26
	0.39
	0.65
	0.26

	LIT
	0.67
	0.91
	0.24
	0.56
	0.86
	0.30

	POL
	0.67
	0.85
	0.18
	0.59
	0.80
	0.21

	SLO
	0.65
	0.86
	0.21
	0.60
	0.83
	0.23

	SLV
	0.73
	0.90
	0.17
	0.71
	0.89
	0.18


APPENDIX: VARIABLE DESCRIPTION

VOTE-dependent variable measuring whether respondent will vote for or against accession at the referendum. The variable is coded so that all respondents who said they will vote for are coded 1 and all others are coded 0 (less than 18 years-old are excluded from the analysis).
INFORMATION- additive score of nine items asking respondents to answer whether a statement is true or false. Items are asking respondents about how many member states the EU has, when it was established, how the EU flag looks like, where is the EU headquartered, whether EU citizens elect members of the EP directly, whether there is a directly elected EU president, and whether there are borders between EU countries. The variable is standardized using the Bloom procedure so that is ranges between 0 and 1. 

EXCLUSIVE NATIONALISM- counts the number of agreement responses to four statements (people belonging to minority group should give up their own culture; there is a limit of how many people of other race, religion or cultures society can be accepted; integration of people into the society depends on what group they belong to; people belonging to minority groups are so different that they can never be fully accepted in the society).

SATISFACTION WITH DEMOCRACY- asks respondent whether she or he is satisfied with democracy in her or his own country. Higher score on this variable indicates greater satisfaction.

AGE-age of respondent at the time the survey was taken.

AGESQUARED- age variable squared.
SEX- 1 for women and 0 for men.

INCOME- categories in national income distribution.

EDUCATION- age when respondent finished his full-time education, recoded in three categories so that it represents those with finished elementary, secondary and tertiary education.

PUBLIC SECTOR EMPLOYMENT-1 for public sector employees and 0 for others.


UNEMPLOYMENT-1 for unemployed and 0 for others.

OCCUPATION-dummy variables created from a variable measuring occupational status, recoded into four groups: managers and professionals, self-employed, middle-level workers and workers. 

URBAN OR RURAL RESIDENCE-coded according to the size of locality (rural area or village, small or middle sized town, and large town).

RELIGIOSITY-asks how frequently the respondent attends religious services. 

� The example of the ODS in the Czech Republic is an instructive case; the party does not oppose the EU because it brings market economy but because it believes that it does not do so well enough (Marks and Hooge 2005).
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