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Abstract

The finaiwkinl and esenomie turmodl witkin the Eurepsan Union ka vignificanly mipacied ipon the way
in which the Furepean eitizens asyes the advantages of EUJ membership and ihe foture of the integration
precens. Intessely prescoupied with the econemic problems, the EL leaderchap bhay loat mighs of the constmt
desrsase of public suppon and 1he increaning lack of sitizen” confidence in the Unbon. This papsr 1eeio
show the dynamics of publbc epimon between 2002 and 3013 with a special fogus on the rise of Enrnsceps
aclm uwing vecondary data amalyviis of standard Eurobarometers. Our longitudinal anabrin reveals the dy-
pansies of EL-related aniiudes and perespions before. durmg, and afier mosl of events that are woankly
labobed under the rather pemeric term “srnbn .

Keywoands: Eurnseepiicnm; Funzane erais; ELT legitimacy erivie; Furoharmmetemn

1. EU Public Opinion during the Crisis

The finoncinl and econemic crists that the Eurepean Union i currently undergomg has de-
termined transformations both ar the structural nnd symbaolic fevels of the European project.
Ever since Greece's public scknow ledgement of 1t debt-reloted problems in 2010 and the sub-
sequent economic and financial problems that the country admitied it conld not overceme by
itself, the flowed prchitecture of the monetary umon hos been exposed and dark clonds have
gathered over the ELT. In spite of numierous summmits, afficial meetings and heated debates over
the austerity measures needad 1o overcome the negative effect of the crisis and over the wo-
luttons to save the Eurozone, consensus has not vet been reached. How ever, there seems to be
o nanimously accepred wea among Evropean lenders and European affairs scholory that the
collapse of the European Union should be aveided (Barroso, 2011; Habermas, 2011, 2012}
iwed that the Ewropenn project should be consalidated and re-designed ncocording 1w the paliti-
cal, economic and social realities of the global woerld This urge to sove the Evropean Union
iz also motivated by a pamndox. namely that the Union mims @ major risk of disintegration pre-
citefy bacause it cowrot divintegrate (Fomsrey, 2012). Given the commitment of all imvalved
partics, in the long mn, the ELT will probably aftain the level of political, economic and finan-
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cial integration that if seeks, be it for the Eurozone countries only or even for Union 35 3 whole,
Mo matter how comprehensive this level of integration will be, there is ane importa avpect
that the European decision-makers can hardly afford 10 leav'e unattended: the dvnamics of the
public opinion across the EL, s anpact upon wclentity, caepship, and ELLw ide solidanny,

The financial and economic funnoil within the Eurozone has significantty impacted up-
o the way in which the European citizens assess the advantages of EU membership and the
future of the integration process. Intensely prevccupied with the economic problems, the EU
Iz loat sight of the continuons loss of public support and of the Europeans” increasimg Lack
of confidence in the Union, o shown by Enrobarometers. The results of the sprang and m=
tumin waves of the 2010 Eurcborometer revealed an inversion of the trust-distrust ratia. In
ipring 2010, for the first time in the history of the European public opinion research, the dis-
triist in the EUT ourweighed trust (42% of the respondents trusted the EU, whereas 47% said
they distrusted the Union), The siuatien persisted until the awtumn 2810 wave of the Euro-
barometer, plthough the percentages showed a shght increase of trst in the EU (43% of the
subjeots trusted the EU. whereas 454 did not), In 2013, the vivid discussions between the
Evuropenn Copncil and the Evropean Pardiment on the approval of the Multanminl Finnn-
cial Framewark (MFF) for the 2014 and 2020 period further affected citizens” trust in the Eu-
ropenl Union, causing a new drop in confidence: in mid-2013 only 31% of citizens froim the
Member Stotes were still confident that the ELT is a viable project (according to the Spring
wove Eurchnrometer),

However, Europeans’ lnck of confidence in the EL! should not strike w as something new,
stnce 1t is not directly or selely caused by the crisis. The financial downturn has only contributed
1o the increase of distrst and o the spreading of Eurosceptic amimdes. Variows studses (McLaren,
6, 2007; Leconte, 2010; Shuck and de Wreese, 20008; Radw, 2002; Negren, 201 1a, 2011b)
have underscored the EU's failure to react timely 1o the decline of public suppor townrds infe-
grotion and the seriow consequences 1o which this unfortunate reaction hns led. The Duch and
French rejection of the Constinitional Treary in 2005 are the most eloquent exonples of o pub-
lic refissal of an EUY proposal, Besides, these were oot singular events, In 2008, the ELT was kit
again by the rejection of the Lisbon Trenty by the Insh people. Such events in which people were
asked for their opinion, as weil as many others that followed especially during the Eurocrisis,
ibort-circuited EL s Fegitumncy and strength as a supmnational body,

When discussing the Evrocrisis. there is an identifinble gap in Europe between the owm-
burst of e banking crisis, in 2008, niwd the crsis mananngemeant miensures aken ot EL levs
el in 2009. This gap has proven to be very costly for the European project and has engaged
the Union in avery risky process. Mot surprisingly, at the énd of 2008, many experts stamed
to discuss about “Europe’s crisis of lendership” or about “Europe’s lack of union” m order to
draw the ELl officials’ attention to the lnck of coherence in decision-making. In 2008, tw'o for-
mier Pome-Ministers and ops Europenn expert openly stated that “EU member stutes have besn
slow to nct in concert At first it was the Evropean Commission that drew criticism for its slow-
meas in making proposals 1o mlly notional governments and their policy makers. Now it is the
Member States thar are resisting the urgemt nged for a coordimated ET-wide policy response
1o the deepening crisis.” (Amato, Davignon & Dehnsene. Z008). Thus, the so-called ~global
erisis” has proved to be not wo global after all, and its strongest and most enduring effects have
been felt at the very heart -ut'Eumpr (Birgdoonu & Durach, 2013, p_ 6},

A we will see, through thetr oputions, amitudes, e manifest suppart for the ELY, the Eu-
mopean citizens have sanctioned the decision vacuum present at the European level, for many
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of them, this decizion vaoumm has revealed a multi-speed Evrope or an overly ambitious proj-
eet bt with hardly any means and no clear vision or outcaime. The lack of cancertad deci-
uinn-making, o well as the lack of solidarity in adopting and implementing sustainahle
recovery measures { Dobrescu, Negrea-Busmioc & Radu, 2013) engapged the Union in an acute
legrimmncy s

This paper seeks to show the dynamics of EL public opinion between 2008 and 2013 {ns
revealed by the Eurabarometers | with a specinl focus on the rise of BEuroscepticism, It i di-
vided into four sections. The finit section will provide a detailed presentation of various def-
imtions of Evroscepticism: it will stard with a brief tncursion inlo the history of the tenn so
i 1o then further concentrate on its evelution and development. Fallowing Taggard's | 1998)
definition of Eurasceptisicm, we will examine further refinements and approaches te explain
this phenomenen [ Taggan and Szczerhiak, 2002: Kopecky amd Mudde, 2042; Krowwel and
Abes, 20075, It will alve focus on the messuremeants of Euroscepticism and the predictors that
previous research has msed in order to assess mmanifest Evrosceptic amitedes, From Cubel's
| 1998) empirical test of five individual-level theories of public support of the ELT, to Meolaren's
(2007 shudy of mass-level euroscepticism. and fo Shuck and de Vreese (20046)'s mvestiga-
tion of the Dutch rejection of the Constitutional Treaty in 2003, this section will include o re-
vigw of the most relevant and inftuent studies that have empirically 1esred the facton
determiming the formntion of Euroscepric aminades towards the EU and the infegration process.

Sections two and four will present the methodology wsed and discuss the results. respec-
tvely, Dur analysis will show the dvnnmics of Evrosceptic artitades with respact 1o the fol-
lowing predictors; the perceived democratic performance of the EL, the perceived utiliny of
EU membership, people’s feclings towards the EL7 and people’s perception of what it fecls
like to belong to the ELL The last section will inchude the conclusions drown from our analy-
sis of Evrosceptic amitisdes ns tey are revealed by Evrobarometers and will point to possi-
ble venues for future research.

2. Euroscepticism — a Brief History of the Concept and a
Review of the Accompanying Ressarch

From a histoncal pomt of view, the term “Ewroscepticism™ lins not accompoamed the inati-
tutignnl development of the Europenn Union. The introduction of this term o the Europen vo-
cabulary wos favored by the notonoos speech delivered by Morgoret Thotcher in Bruges, in
1988, inwhich the British prime minister emphnzized the Britwh opposition 1o the idea ofn Eu-
ropean super-seafe headquartered in Brosseli: “We have not successfully rolled back the fron-
tigrs of the mte in Britun, only to see them re-inposed af o Eoropean level with a European
super-state evercising o new dominance from Brussels” | Thatcher Archive, hittp/fwww, mar-
giretthatcherorg/docurment’ 107332}, Leconte (20 10) considers that particulur moment fo ceim-
prise the essence of Briksh opposition to the instrtutionn] and political development of the EL.
The older term “anti-marketeers . which wos used 1o express Britzin's opposition to the single
market, was soon replaced by the more sophisticated “Eurosceptic”, which encompasses any
kind of opposition 1o aiy pspect related to the Ewropean Union. A lthough initially considered
ps o phenvimenon reloted 1o British politics (Harmsen & Sprenng, 2005, The popularity of Eu-
roscepticism has grown grmdunlly together with the EU enlargement and with the imtensifica-
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tion of the integration process up to the point where it seems that the "rise of suroscepticism
has become a corollary of the deepening process (Toggan, 1998, p. 163)

Defining Eurascepticism more precisely has not proven to be an easy task. The maost fre-
guently used definition of the ferm express the oppositon fowards European infegration | Tog-
gort, 1998; Gabel. 1998; Taggart and Szcrerbink. 2002). However, this explanation whose
focts is on the hastility wowards integration seems 1o iney itably lead o o definition which nae-
mows the meaning of the term too much. A more accurate approach to Euroscepticism wonld
condider that the term expresses nol necessarily o hostile amimde, but a spectrun of aminudes
townards the EU and the integrabion process. mngmg from distrust, eynicism, opposition o
imere detachment. To comply with this broader view, Taggart { 1998} proposed a deftmition of
Euroscepticism s “a contingent or quali®ed opposition, as well s incorporating eutright and
unguiali*ed oppesition to the process of European integration” (1998, p. 366). While recogniz-
ing the ments of this definition, Kopecky and Mudde (2002} underscore some of its weakness-
es, They believe that “Eurvsceptictim is incorrectly used with regards to parties and ideolagies
which are essentially pro-Eurmpesn, as well as to those which are openly mnti-European” (2002,
. 300, The two author " alternative o Taggart s inita] view i o chamctenee Euroscepticisim
by means of snndyzing different types of public suppon for integration. Thass, Kopecky and Mud-
e distinguith between “diffise”, unspecific support for “the general principles of Eutopean
integration” and “specific” support for “actunl integration” (2002, p. 300).

The growing liternture on Eurescepticism suggests vonous classifications of this phenom-
enon. We shall briefly mention here the most mfluential approaches, which have aleo been
backed up by reliable empincal research.

In their analysis of pamy-based Euroscepricisin, Taggan and Szczerbink (2002) have re-
fined the definition proposed by Tageart {1998} and have described the hord and soft dimens=
sions of the concept. The hird Euroscepticism comprises “the main opposition in the ELT and
the integration”, while the sofl Euroscepticism “expresses a qualified opposition to the EU,
and the feeling that the <<pationnl inferest>> 4 not placed on the same trajectory s the de-
velopment of the EL (2002, p. 7).

Empirical pesearch has shown four factors influencimg the development of Eumeiceptic ol
fitudes fowards the Evropean infegration: cost-benefit analyvsis of ELY accession and member-
ahip —the utilitarian fctors, fear of the impact of the integration upon the national identiry —
the sdentity factors, distrst in the supm-national mstroutiens mnd the perceived threats o no-
tiomal sovereignty — the polincal fcton and hostiliey towards the culmiml and socieial model
of the EUT = the culturnl foctors (Leconte, 2010; McLaren, 2004, 2006, 2007; Gabel, |1998;
Ginbel and Paliner, 1995). Out of these four set of Exctars, the urilitarian ones have been repeat-
edly confirmed by empincal research (Gabel { 1998, McLaren 2007 ), Our analysis of the Eu-
robarometers also reveals that the Eurecrisis has prompled Evropeans to reconsider their
nttitiedes fowards the EU and the integration process from a utilitarion perspective (see below),

Empirical measurements of Evroscepticism have been carmed out mainky around referen-
da on different ELT tapics and mround elections for the Europenn Parliament. These are the oc-
casions for the Evropean crtctesns fo make thewr opintons manifest and to have n say over
imponnnt EU-related ropics. For mstance. Shuck and de Vrieese (2006) examined the Dutch
viole agninst the EUT Cepstinitional Treaty in 2005, Furthermore, de Vieese pnd Tobiasen (2007)
showed that the Evropeans’ sititudes towards the EUT and their perception of the Evwropean
identity influenced the results of the European ¢lections organized in Denmark in 2004, Shn-
ilar results were reported by Elgun and Tillman (2007 ) from a study conducted in |3 countries
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from Central and Eastern Europe. The authors showed that the negative attitudes towards oth-
ers (racial, national and religious differences) are stoong pradictors of Eurascepticism

De ¥ries and van Keerbergen (2007] idemtified correfntions berwesn pasiimism buil
around the individunl economic situation and exacerbated notionnlistic feelings. The more
ecanomically disadvamtaged an individual is, the more nationalist he'she tends to be. These
findings relate to Christin and Trechsel’s (2002) results linking nationalism to anti-EL atti-
tudes (2002}, We might add that there @ a high probability that the current economic crivis
has triggered a similor vicwous circle: poar econcmic stuation = pewerful imtionalistie fesd-
ings — sirong anti-EL amitude. Ax far a8 the benefits from ELY membership are concernad,
Mahler et al, (2000) showed a sirong relationship between net budgetory trom fers from the
EU to a mepiber state and the level of s eitizens” support for the EL

Imo 2000 stuchy, van Spanje and de Viesse identifizd five predictons of the Eurosceptic vote
in the 2009 parlismentnry elections. By Eut'i:—m:eph: vote, the anthors deseribe the citizens
tendency 1o voig for members of Eurosceptic parties or for candidates who are renowned for
thetr anti-European stance i the Evropean Parlinment, The five predictors are: | ELs dem-
seratic performanee (the more inpccessible, opague and undemacratic the ELT and its institu-
tions are perceved by 1 citizens. the more euroscepiic the Latter will bej, 2. negative
evitlmhons of ELT memberstop (the more negatvely people evalunte EU membership, the
higher the probability for a Ewrosceptic vote), 3. negative feelings towards the EU (the more
hegative citizens’ feelings vow ards the EL, the higher the probabilite for a Eurosceptic vote),
4. opposition to ELT enlargement (the more inclined are the citizens to oppose the Europenn
integration, the higher the probability for 0 Enrosceptic vote), and 5. lack of European iden-
tity (the more inclined are the citizens to identify themselves with the EU, the higher the prob-
ability that they vote for a pro-Evropean politician]. The two authors established correlations
between the EUs legitimacy deficit and Evroscepticism. According to them, the EL per-
ceived legitimacy has the following key components: trest m the EL s tstitutions, peopie’s
capacity o identify with the Evropean project and their st in the Evropean decision-mak-
ing process, In our anabysis, we have used four of de van Spanje and de Vieeses predicton
fo re-interpret the daia frem Ewrobarometers. We hove fotmd thet the EUs legitimacy crisis
is linked 1o public perceptions of the ELs tmntworthingss and with the rise of Evrosceptic
attitudes fownrds the European integrotion.

3. Data and Methodology

We hove used secondary quantitative doto analysis o investigate panerns of public Eu-
roscepricism from 2008 1w 2013, The Ewrosceptic attitudes of various actors, such as elites,
parties, experts, business leaders or mass media are not explored n this study aod will be an
phject of further investgation.

We have based our empincal anabysis on standard Evroborometer (EB) surveys publicly
available on the website of the Public Opinion A nalysis sector of the European Commission
The data set which our study focused on consisted of the following stnndard EBs: EB 69
[Sprning 2008}, EB 70 {Autwma 2008), EB 71 (Sprng 2009}, EB 72 (Auwhimn 2009), ER 73
{Spring 2010), EB 74 (Autwann 2010), EB 75 {Spring 2011). EB 76 {Awtumn 2011), EB 77
(Spring 2012, EB 78 {Auwnn 2012), and EB 79 (Spring 2013}, Our choice of this metlwod-
elogy was motrvated by the advantages of secondary data analysis, such as economy in tenomns
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of timee and cosis of dota collection or the breadih of data available (Boslaugh, 2007}, and by
the fact that this method ol inguiry allows the researcher “1o study specific problenms by imeans
of examining data thot was originally collected for other purposes™ (Smith, 2006, p. 3. In the
itapgtard EB, there i no question that divectly addresses the e of Evroscepticinm (Gabel,
1998; McLaren, 2006); however, one cun analyze severl EB standard questions regarding
peophe’s level of truar in the ELY or the ELVs institutions, their assessment of the performance
of the EU, their aptimistic or pessimistic attudes towands the fture of the EL, and link the
answers to these questions fo evolution trends of Eurosceptic attitudes across o given peniod
af tise.

In our study, we have re-analyzed data from the nbovementionsd EBy in arder fo come-
e e munlrl_.E'::F Pr.l.!l.llll.' Lef T n:f i Seny l.rlf Ewrpzame cawmririer and Mo DJI' crlSeny :lIF
wowi=Enrozome comntries aguwinst the EU averuge. To this purpose, we have sdapted and repli-
cated a recent research by van Spange and de Veesse (20111 i which they assessed the mo-
tivations underlying the 2009 Eurosceptic vote. We have mwed enly three out of the five
predictons of Euroscepticism identified by the two authors, numely ELs democratic perform-
ance, public assessment of the utility of ELY membership. and the presence of negative feel-
ings fowards the ELL

4. Findings

Mews on Greece's huge public debt sprend all over Europe in spring 2010, That moment
aleo marked the beginniog of & gradual decling of public support for the Union. Publc opin-
fon strveys recorded the discontent of the ¢itizens in Eurozone countries with EL's demo-
eratic performance, decision-making and crisis mansgement capacity. Between 2008 and
2013, people became more and more dissatisfizd with the way in which democracy works in
the ELV, as their level of satisfaction decreased from 52% in 2008 to 43" in 2013,

Figure I. Level of Eurapeans” satisfaction regarding the functioning of democracy in the
EU
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Right before the oufburst of the crisis, statistics showed no significant changes among the
Euro zone and the now-Euro £one countrigs as regards ELs democratic performance, [n J04E,
53% of the citizen m the Eurozone countries and 52% of the citizens in the non-Eurezone
countries declored themselves saishied with the Evropean democranic functioning. The be-
ginming of 201 | witnessed an imponant change in the way in which European citizens per-
cetve the umctiomng of demooracy in the EU, The sudden fall in the levelof satisfaction wos
mainky triggered by the Evro-zone comrtries, oo, startivg from 2001, bocame imone skep-
el vl :rg;rmr o Mre level n..!' dﬂmﬂ:rm“l.' withy the EL g thevr ﬁ'.l'.l'mi nod=-Ero=one
courrites. As the Figure | shows, the latcer became shightly more up:'u:mi'ric o nrds the fune-
tioning of democratic mechanisms in Brossles than they were in the antumn of 2010, We may
explain these statistically documented trends by referring to the *CGreek question . which be-
carne the centril crisis=related event i 2001 and posed the much-acclaimed Evropein soli=
darity under o question mark. The Greek eriais turned into the epicenter of the "Euro erisis”,
being subjecred 1o mamy controversies and dividing the public opinion berwasn suppomer
i opponents of the bail-out io be offered by the Evropean Cammussion and the Internation-
ol Monetary Fund in order to avoid Gresce’s bankruptey, Betwesn 2000 and the start of 2012,
Cireece was the recipient of aprox. 400 hillion Euro, this being considered as “the most ex-
pensive bail-owt in the history of the European Union.” { Radu, 2012, p. 62). In our view, there
was an additional fretor that caused 3 lot of fuss among cnens of the Member Smaies: the
musterity inexsures that have been implemented in most Memnher States sinee 2000, The frus-
trafion caused by this befi-tightening exercise, as well as the negative perceptions around the
massive capital injection in the “dishanest Greece”, gave birth to a wave of skepticism among
the crisis=hit Eurozene countries, such ns Spain, Poruigal, Ialy, nnd Trelmsd that sow thein-
belves s potentinl candidares w bankruprey,

We could notice that the indicator "Eurozone - satisfoction with the functioning of the
democmcy in the EU” registered higher values in the countries whose econormies are health-
fer, sich as Austria (67%%), Belgium {62%), Finland (77%), Fronee (67%1, Germany (7%,
Luxeimbouwrg (84%) and the Metherlands (T8%). Conversely, citizens from those countries
that face a very difficult economic sitearion, such as Greece or Pormugal, tend 1o believe that
the European demacracy is not a very feasible construct. For example, a4 compared 1a the
eeonemically hezlthier countries mentioned abave, oenly-22%5 of the Greeks and 16%5 of the
Portigisese think that democracy works well i the ELT This 15 suppartive of the wdea that there
is 0 link between the economic perfommance of an EL7 member state (outpul-hased legitima-
e ) ond people’s perception of the funcrioning of democmey within the ELT (inputsbosed e
gitimacy ). We can infer from this that a poor econsmic performance of their country might
trigger cifizens  soepticisim and distrust towords EU functioning overall, including its demo-
eratic functioning. This finding adds evidence to the general cost-benefit framework inwhich
people tend to analyze the percened advaninges of European integration, It eimpincally con-
firms Habermas' observation that, “for a considerable period of tme, The Unton has legi-
imized iself in the eves of the citizens primanly through i autcomes and nof 50 mich by
the fact that it fulfilled the citizens’ political will” (Habermas, 2013). Now that sutput-based
legitimacy is under a cloud due to the economec crisis, questions of nput=legitimacy are al-
so pitt forth, emphasizing “the a gulf ot the Evropean level berween the citizens” opinion and
will formation, on the ong hand, aod the palicies sctually adopred 10 solve the pressing prob-
lems, on the other” (Habermas, 201 3),
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Coming back te the results displayed by Eurobarometers, there is o significant drop in the
way in which citizens from non-Euro zone countries assess ELT democmitic performance. In
2008, 25% of the respondents in the non-Eurm 2one countriés were disiatislied with the way
ini which democrney works in the EU, whereas in 2013 the level of dissatisfaction rose fo al-
most 39, Poland — a country that, out of EU' member states, wan the beast affected by the
economic crisss — is the most satisfied with the European democracy, almost 70 of its citi-
zens perceiving the EL democrcy as solid. This further confirmes that there is a ok beoween
the economic performance at the national level and people’s perception of the functioning of
the EU democracy

Another impormant indicator of the performance of democratic mechanisms within the EU
i the perceplion regarding public participation and invelvement in the decision-making
process in Brusseds: Thos, in our stedy, we have foond that berween 2011 and 200 2 citizens
of Evrozone and non-Eurozone countries, respectively, differ in the perception of the impor-
tance of their voice within the EU, as show'n in Figiire 2.

Figure 2. Citizens” perceived importance of their voice in the ET.
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The aummn 2001 EB shows relanvely homogenous opinions held by Europeans with re-
gards to this indicator = the importonce of their voice in the EU, However, the 2012 spring
vury ey regintered o sipnificant gap between the values of thiz imdicaior Tor Eurozone and non-
Eurozone population. respectively. This trend i more clearly noticeable in the cace of the
member states that have tied to lower their budgetnry deficits by contracting external loans
and by enforcing austerity mensures. For instance, in spring 2012, only 25% of the Bulgari-
ans, 21%a of the Romeniand and [ 7% of the Czechs anill believed that their voice was heprd
in Brussels. At the same time, the value of the indicator "Eorozone — my voice |s important
in the EU” increased due to the radienl change of opinion amoeng the French (47% of them
think that their voice i important in the EU), the Germans (40% think that their voice 1 im-
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portut) and the Durch { 50% stated that their voice i important in the ELT). Genmany, Mether-
lands, and France are among those countries that plived a major rale in designing the crisis-
manngement mensures. This i why the French president and the German chancellor were
labeled by mass-media as “Evropean leaders” (Radu, 2012) in what concermns the eritical de-
cisions revolving areund the cument erisis. Our tinding s suppormive of the idea that there s
& refation between the poimical uwohvement of national states in EU policy-making, on the
onz hand, and the citizems” percetved importance of their voice in the EL, on the other. If
mgmber states act prominently on the European scene., their eifizens are mare likely to feel
imvalved iy and heand by the Ewropean Union, Consequenthy, those member siates that are
ot strongly positioned in Evropean decision-making tend 1o transfer this lack of power at the
level of their citizens, wio fieel that their “voice” means nothing for the EU

If we look ot the degree to which Evropgans undervtand the Dinstioning of the EL i the
context of the current economic crisis, it seems that citizeny have arrived ot a berer know-
edge of the ELT institutions and of Evropean officials” petiviny withan the EL. Thus, the high-
er level of Evropeans™ knowledge of the way in which the EU functions shows that the
difficultizs generated by the grisis have motivated the citizens fo seek more miormatien on
the institutional and decision-making mechanisms that aftect them ¢ither directly or indirect-
by. Suatistics show theat the crisis has driven many people o get mare informed abouot the ELL
which has implicetly led to n rise in demand of EU-related information. Of cowrse, there are
exceptions i this regard. In 2012, Estonians stated that they knew as little abour the EU as
they had Known before the crisis hit Eurepe; only 33% of them said that they had sofid knowl-
edge about the ELL Simikardy, only 35% of Dalans said that they knew how the ELT func-
tiongd. In spite of these special coses, it appenrs that the currenf crisiy gave fse 1o many
guestion marks that the cinzens of the member stntes wanted te andwer by looking more ak-
tentreely at the ELL

Furthermore, 1f we look ot both the indicator measuring the level of EU-melated kmowl-
edge, on the one hand, and at the one which measuring the way in which people assess the
costs and benefits of the EU membership, an the other, we can see that the crisis has triggesed
an erosion of the credibiliny of the sons of bamg a EUY member state. and thor the general
trend is to deny the advantages that follow from the EU membership. In a nutshell, even
thoungh citizens of the member states have become more infermed about the EL and its mech-
ahienis, their assessment of the advantages dermving from thelr caintries” membership lis
worsened. We could rghtfully state that, under the pressune of the crists, many Europeans have
started 1o make educated evaluations regarding the cost-benefit rano avsocioted with the EU
mmad their specific countries. At the end of 2010, when the cnsis was fully present all across
Europe, the EB showed o rise in the number of non- Eurozone citizens whe said that ELT mem-
bership brought no salid benefits_ In 2009, over 0% of the non-Eurozone citizens consid-
ered that their countries benefitted significantly fram ELl membership; by the end of 2012,
only 49% of them maained this apinion. Additsonally, we have notced a significant increase
of the “don’t know! don't answer cotegory, from 4% in 2009 o 16% in 2012 among the cir-
eens of noi-Eurazone countries. Furthermore, the citizens of non-Enrozone countries that en-
tered the ELT during the lnst two enlargement waves have become morne undecided with regand
to the cost'benefit ratio of EU membership, Notew arthy, the standard EBs fromm 2013 did not
inghide a separnte question regarding the benefis ansing from ELT membership, which might
indicate a possible concem in Brussels with the drastic drop of the number of Europeans still
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gssessing their country 's membership o a positive manner. In the 2013 EB. such o guestion
wis adidressed only to people from Turkey and Tsland.

According 1o van Spanje and de Viies (201 1), citizens ' level af trust in the EL is the third
predictor of Euroscepticism. The analysis of the public trust in the ELT and its inatitutions
provides msightful information on the nggravation of the EL's legitimacy erisis under the
pressure of the economic crisis. The EBs between 2008 and 2013 show a significant decrense
of public trust in the EUJ (see Figure 3 below], the European Council, the Europenn Cominis-
on, or the European Central Bank, To put it more deasticnlly, Ewropean citizens lave withe
drown the confidence which they previousty imvested in the EU and its institutions. The poor
reaction of EL™s institutions fo the crisis did not go unnoticed by the Europeans. Currently,
almost 60% of the people who filied in the EB questionmnires hive said that they did not frust
ihe EU anvmiere. Lack of confidence s a generalized phenomensn amang the European cil-
izens who tend 1o deny or reject the majonty of ELLrelated msues

Figure 3, Europenns” i i the EL
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The decrease of Ewropeans ' trust in the EUY is mosthy visible in the mmtumn 2012 During
20100 and 2011, many member states hod to implement austerity measures over a shor per
od of time nnd in o guite aggressive manner. The Greek crisis genernted heated debates and
many controverses, which ultimately split the European public opinion between the suppori-
ery of the plans 10 sove Greece, on the one hand, and those wowilling 1o pay for Gresce's
debts, on the other.

Mon=Eurozone countnies have actually expenenced the econemic crisls more intensely
than their fellow Eorozone countries. The majoerity of the countries outside the Eurozene are
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emerging ecenomies which hove been deprived of their mast important source of growth —
foreign imvestments —, and which stggle hord with public deficits and inflation. This might
be an explanation for the sudden decrease of non-Eurazone citizens * trust in the ELL

One important indicator measuring the level of citizens” trust in the EU |5 the manner in
which they evalunte the future of the EU. This indicator helps us quantify whether Europeans
perceive the current situntion i the EU as o penmonent one, thus unhikely to improve, or os
temmporary or transitory ame, that will evenmeally improve, People's confidence in a berter fu-
fure is an essential aspect that is used on behavioml economics in order to forecast consump-
tion behavior and econemic well-being. According to behavioml econsmists, if people are
pasitive regarding the funire of their own countries, then the seate of the economy will irm-
prove. Kespimg i mind this assumprtien, we coubd mfer that if Evropeans are confident that
the EL has a bright futere, then it is more probable that the sinmtion in the EU will have o
positive slifcome.

The year 2009 registersd a shift from optimism 10 pessimism towards the future of the EU
i Figure 4. Europeans became more pessimistic fow ards the future of the European integra-
tron, though o 2003 there ore soume tirndd sigos of o new ly fownd oplimism

Figure 4. Optimisim/pessimisn towards the future of the EU
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The rse of pessimistic attitudes developed in two phases. The first signs of rising pes-
sirnistic nftinsdes were registered in spring 2010 and it is pessible thae this was caused by the
eontradiction berween the EU afficials” discoumse on the end of the recession, on the ane hand,
i the visible socio-gconomic reality, on the other hand. The unemployment rate (EL over-
pll, but especinlly in the Southy increxsed continnously between 2010 and 201 1; moresver,
the public debt of matiooal povermments grew significantly, which led 1o the implementation
of atsterity measures hoth in Eurozone ond non-Eurozone countries. All these facts con-
tributed to the rise of Evropeans” pessimism towards the finere of the Evropean project. Fur-
thermuore, tn 201§, the Europenms witnessed the collapie of the Greek economy and the sirest
protests organized by the Greek citizens, who felt suffocated by the constant request thint they
“tighten the beli™, The two 20011 EBs show that these social and political events were ex-
tremely detrimental 1o the EU in terms of peeple’s trust.
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Europeans” trust in ELT institutions has dropped gradually atter the outhwrst of the econom-
e erisis. This tendency s visible both in the Enro-enthusiastic countries (1 least before the
erisin it the EUT), such s Estonia, the Crech Republic, Romania, Bulgaria, Hungary. esc., and
in the “tmditional” Euresceptic countries. such as UK. Denmark or Sweden. We can con-
clude that, under the pressure of the problems triggered by the economic crisis, the Europhile
countries have lost their confidence in the EU, whereas the already low level of tnust of the
Eurosceptic countries has registered even lower values,

Standard EBs reveal that the Enropean Comncil las undergene a erisis of cenfidence sim-
ilar to the lack of trust in the EUL. In the affermath of the Cireek erisis in 2010, the decrease
of trumt i the Council is visible both in the Eurozone and non-Enrozone countoes. Through
its. leader, Herman van Rempuy, the Eurapean Couneil has aspired 1o be n ™~ erigis cel I” which
coordinates all legislative measures designed 1o help overcome the erisis. As the EBs show.,
it seems that the ininatives of the Ewropenn Council did not meet the public’s expectations,
Ience the Evropeans " lock of confidence in this instifution

According to Eurobarometers, the European Commission 15 the most visible European in-
stitution, In spite of its notonety, it is alse confronted with a serious Inck of wust, If in 2008,
only 23 of the respondents said that they didn't trust the European Commission. in autmmn
2001 the percentage was almost dowble. At the end of 2013, 47% of respondents stwted thar
ihey tended not to trust this institution. As regards the Evropean Parfiament, the numbers are
quite similar, showing that currently anly 39% of the citizens in the Member-Stntes huve core
Fidence m it.

5. Conclusions. Europeans — United by Euroscepticiasm?

By using van Spanje’s and de Veeese's predictors of Eurescepticism (201 1), our anakysis
lens sought 1o back up the statement according o which EU is confronted with an acute fe-
gitimacy cnisis (both mput- and owput-based), which relates to the strengthening of Euroscep-
tic amtitudes, Europeans’ trust in the future of the EU, in its democratic and economic
performmice hos registered a continoous decline. The austerity messures implemented in 2000
Iave nmplified this constant trend. The partial recovery of Evuropean GDP at vthe end of 2001
las not significantly contributed to o revival of people’s trust in the EU and its institutions,
which demonsirates the gap between the reality presented by the econamic indicatars and the
reality experienced by the citizens of the member states.

In 2012, owo new frends emerged, First, the EU newcomen {from the 2004 and the 2007
enlargement wves), previously known as Evroenthusiasts, hove developed Eurctceptic atti-
fundes. Their drastic withdrowal of trust after 2009 & mainly indicative of the fact thar their
expectations hove nof been met ever singe the accession and the way inwhich the EU respongd-
ed to the crisis provided the perfect channel for expressing that post — EUT accession sy
drome. Second, the “wsual” Eurosceptic countries { Austria, Fronee, the Scandinay ian countries)
teem o experiment o complex phenomenon which can be described as 0 combination be-
tween Eurocceptic attinudes fowards the European institutions and oprimistic atiides -
words the way in which their voice and interests ore beard i Brussels. This i emblematic
for how powerful economies position themselves in relation fo key Eurepean decisions,

Dur pesearch has provided enough evidence that, nowadays, the Ewropean Union has 1o
ideal with two crises, at least. One is the already well-known ecanomic crisis, which the EU
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has been struggling fo address throwgh a series of complex mensures, The other is o legitima-
cy crisis for which the EUT has not developed n proper strmtegy so far The ecanomic crisis
has exposed Europe's legitimacy crsis; conversely, the Europe’s legitimacy orisis is ot the heart
of the Ewrope’s recovery plan

W hat appears to be certain s that the balance between Euroenthusiasts and Eurosceprics
has been inclined in favor of the former. Euroscepticium relares o feelings of wncertainty,
which, in termn, give birth to people’s natural desire 1o step back to their own comforn zone.
Depending on many variables, such a3 the economic context nnd the way in which the ELT s
pesitioned on the public agenda, thiz comfort zone may be the national arenas or may gener-
iz | Eurn-japathy_Aemately, it might stinmulate 2 censtructve debnie reganding whar improve-
ments need o ke done for the European project to survive. As long ns the Europenn institutions
do not capitnlize on Eurocepnc ortitudes and the newly found public inerest in the Europenn
Uninn, extremizms, populisms and apathy seem fo be the most [ikely effects of public atti-
tudes towards the EU. This becoimses particulardy relevant in the eve of the European elections.
when voters will most [ikely remain in their comfort zone and. thus, will show elther stick to
their national arenas or show apathy.

The analvais of the 2008-201 3 Eurcbarometers shows that the nee of Euroacepticium is o
eomplex and ample phenomensn within the EU. Complex aid amgple as it may be, it i also
heterogensous and, according o Hobermas (2003}, “whot unites Europenn citizens todny s
the Evrosceptic mindser that hos become more pronounced i all of the member countrigs dur-
ing the crisis, albeit in each country for different and rather polarizing rensons”

Tronically enough, the reasons for Euroscepticism across Eurape, whether we are 1alking
abour party-based Eurascepticism o public Eurascepticium, vary maore ar less depending an
the interests of the member siate and iy lacation on the ELT map. Ewrosceptics in the North
ne enger want 1o pay for Europe’s Southern periphery and, in ling with the above-mentioned
speech of Margaret Thatcher, cry loudly “1 want my money back™; Eurosceptics in the South
cry equally loudly "I'want my joba back™ The Central and Eastern Europe suffers from a post-
EU accession syndrome and is caught in o complex game chamcterized by o lack of geopo-
litical nnd economical alternatives: which does not stop the Euroscephics from this other
periphery of the European Union to ery loudly T want my expectations back™ . This hetero-
geneity prevents public Euroscepticism from becoming n pelitical force across Europe and
finding its expression in o Europenn-wide project.
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