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Abstract 

Public opinion has become more critical towards the EU during past decades, hereby 

contesting its legitimacy. The media, being the main source of information for citizens, play 

an important role when shaping EU attitudes. The latter being of multidimensional nature, this 

contribution focuses on their identity and utilitarian dimensions. It does so by investigating 

tone and visibility of dimension-relevant media content as antecedents of attitude change on 

the corresponding dimensions in the context of the 2014 European Parliament (EP) elections, 

a time of increased salience of the issue. By linking citizens’ attitudes, collected in a four-

wave panel survey in the Netherlands, to individual exposure to media content, tone is 

suggested to predict attitude change, whereas visibility is not. Media effects on the utilitarian 

dimension are found to be stronger than on the identity dimension of EU attitudes, for which 

they are suggested to be negative. These findings imply two-edged consequences of EP 

campaigns on public opinion towards the EU: while utilitarian attitudes can indeed improve 

with increased salience and better tone, this is suggested to be unlikely for identity 

considerations. Practical consequences are discussed in this light. 

Keywords: Media effects, EU attitudes, Public opinion, European Parliament elections 
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Introduction 

„Only people who actually acquire information from the news can use it in forming 

and changing their political evaluations.“ This sentence, written by Price and Zaller (1993,    

p. 134), sounds like a mere platitude at first. Interestingly though, during decades scholars 

have only scarcely taken its claim into consideration for their work on one of the world’s 

biggest political unification projects of the last decades, the European Union. Media are for 

many citizens the most important source of information about political objects; this especially 

holds true for bodies as far away as the EU (Norris, 2000; for a similar argument and the 

discussion of information acquisition as interpersonal discussion, see Desmet, van Spanje, & 

de Vreese, 2015). It is fair to say that until little more than 10 years ago, only few efforts were 

made to investigate media effects on public opinion on the EU (Maier & Rittberger, 2008; for 

a comprehensive summary of the discussion see de Vreese & Boomgaarden, 2016). 

Public opinion on European integration has gradually become more critical since the 

1990s, bearing as results numerous referenda with negative outcomes on a range of topics – 

the French and Dutch constitutional referenda in 2005, or the Dutch (non-binding) 

referendum on the EU-Ukraine association treaty and the so-called Brexit vote in 2016, to 

name some – or the rise of Eurosceptic parties in numerous countries (Hobolt, 2009). While 

this can not only put in danger the future of the political project, it is also a sign of decreased 

democratic legitimacy (cf. Thomassen, 2009). Media content is seen as one of the potential 

explanatory factors for differences in EU evaluations both on an individual and a cross-

national level (e.g. Peter, 2007). It is therefore crucial to better understand their impact on 

public opinion. 

Earlier concepts of public opinion towards the EU have been criticised as “umbrella 

terms such as Euroscepticism or EU support” (Boomgaarden, Schuck, Elenbaas, & de Vreese 

(2011), p. 242; see also Hobolt & Brouard, 2010). They were often of a one- or two-

dimensional nature, and mainly utilitarian or identity-based indicators were modelled as 
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independent variables (Hooghe & Marks, 2005). Boomgaarden et al. (2011), conversely, 

suggested these two concepts to be not only predictors of support, but also two of five 

dimensions of EU attitudes themselves. Media exposure has been suggested to have an 

influence on these (e.g. Elenbaas, de Vreese, Boomgaarden, & Schuck, 2012; Maier & 

Rittberger, 2008). 

Drawing from this, the present study investigates the following question: How does 

exposure to media content affect change on these two key dimensions of EU attitudes? It 

addresses its research question by combining content analysis data collected from media in 

the Netherlands with panel survey data on the country’s electorate. Measuring within-subject 

change by means of fixed effects modelling allows it to predict change on the two EU attitude 

dimensions of interest by change in exposure to information, which is expected to be of 

importance for the evaluation of these two dimensions. The data the analysis is based on were 

collected in the context of the 2014 European Parliament elections. It is this campaign period 

where EU topics are most salient in the media and people are most prone to change their 

attitudes (de Vreese, 2001; de Vreese, Lauf, & Peter, 2007). 

 

Multidimensionality of EU attitudes 

In the literature on public opinion on European integration, concepts like EU support 

or Euroscepticism consisting of one or two underlying items have for a long time been the 

main dependent variables (Hooghe & Marks, 2005). Comparative analyses found, among 

other factors, elite division, ideological placement in combination with welfare spending, 

being a net-contributor or -recipient, and consonance/dissonance of the media content on 

integration to have an impact on these concepts (e.g. Anderson & Reichert, 1996; Hooghe & 

Marks, 2005; Peter, 2007). The by far most prominent strands in the field were utility- and 

identity-based approaches though: with the European Union transforming from a purely 

economic into a political union with a major shift of sovereignty away from the member 
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states after the Maastricht treaty, public opinion on its integration could no longer be 

characterised as a “permissive consensus” but rather as a “constraining” one (Hooghe & 

Marks, 2009; Schimmelfenning, 2012). This yielded a rise in scholarly contributions on the 

impact of identity considerations as predictors of support for European integration when 

compared to utilitarian explanations (e.g. Citrin & Sides, 2004; Hooghe & Marks, 2005; 

Serricchio, Tsakatika, & Quaglia, 2013). For the former, the impact of national identity on a 

European identity respectively support of integration was debated, leading e.g. to distinctions 

between “inclusive” and “exclusive national identities” (Hooghe & Marks, 2005). For the 

latter, “egocentric” or “sociotropic” respectively “subjective” or “objective” utilitarian factors 

were theorised to predict support for European integration in different ways (Eichenberg & 

Dalton, 1993; Gabel & Whitten, 1997). 

There has been widely regarded criticism of these conceptualizations of public opinion 

on European integration: Boomgaarden et al. (2011; for similar approaches, see Krouwel & 

Abts, 2007; Weßels, 2007) argued against the concepts interpreting EU support as one- or 

two-dimensional, and the possibility of operationalizing it by means of one or two indicators: 

the authors identified five dimensions of EU attitudes, on which survey items loaded highly 

together. They were labelled as follows: (1) negative affection, representing a perceived 

threat; (2) identity, about aspects such as citizenship or a shared cultural and historical 

background; (3) democratic performance, meaning democratic, institutional, and financial 

functioning of the EU; (4) utilitarian, representing general support, egocentric and sociotropic 

economic benefits and post-material items; and (5) strengthening, encompassing aspects of 

widening and deepening the integration processes. Van Spanje and de Vreese (2014) later 

supported this approach. 

Accepting multidimensionality as suggested by Boomgaarden et al. (2011) and 

revisiting earlier designs (cf. Hooghe & Marks, 2005), some of them appear to be of limited 

use. One can e.g. imagine the prediction of support of one’s country’s membership, a 
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commonly used survey item for the operationalization of EU support that is conceptually part 

of the utilitarian dimension, with other utilitarian items: this would equal predicting indicator 

A of a concept with indicator B (+C+D etc.) of the same concept (but, for a useful application 

of this on the identity dimension see La Barbera, Ferrara, & Boza, 2014). EU attitude 

dimensions in the approach introduced by Boomgaarden et al. (2011) are rather to be seen as 

concepts for themselves, which are related among each other, but also “genuinely distinct and 

independent” (p. 259). While they, respectively the items they entail, have earlier mainly been 

used as predictors of the one- or two-dimensional concepts mentioned above, they can now be 

seen as the public opinion concepts to be predicted. 

 

Media effects on EU attitudes 

Attitudes can be subject to change, and information, respectively the media, 

potentially has an influence on this (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1981; Hewstone, 1986). Media effects 

are especially important in settings where attitudes about objects that are not experienced 

directly are being examined (Norris, 2000). Political bodies can generally be categorized as 

such, and the European Union even more so. What Desmet, van Spanje, and de Vreese (2015, 

p. 3179) called “collective experiences” – they subsumed both interpersonal communication 

and media exposure under this term – becomes important for the formation and change of 

attitudes towards that object. Despite this importance of the media, the scholarly attention on 

their impact on attitudes towards European integration was limited for decades (but see for 

pioneering work Blumler, 1983; Norris, 2000), with a strong rise in interest only following in 

the first decade of the new millennium. 

Also, an influential development in methodology can be observed over time: cross-

sectional (e.g. Carey and Burton 2004) and experimental designs (e.g. Bruter, 2003; Maier & 

Rittberger, 2008) suffer from a number of limitations; these are in more detail addressed in 

the analysis section below. Real-world settings with a longitudinal component are less 
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affected by these problems (cf. de Vreese & Boomgaarden, 2016): examining change instead 

of static levels of both media exposure and attitudes allows for a more nuanced and accurate 

picture of the relationship between variables. The expectation of much smaller effects and 

limited explanatory power owed to the often limited time spans between waves does not 

diminish the quality of these approaches. Media effects on change only take place though if 

newly gained information adds significantly to the judgements made based on prior 

information, which is likely much bigger (Elenbaas et al., 2012) – although in the case of the 

EU comparatively low (Hobolt, 2007). 

These longitudinal designs have recently become more popular: Elenbaas et al. (2012) 

equated performance-relevant information gains over two survey waves to exposure to 

performance-relevant media content. Desmet, van Spanje, and de Vreese (2015) also 

addressed citizens’ EU performance evaluations: in a comparative study, they combined panel 

data with content analysis data collected during the same time, from which they specifically 

took the tone in coverage of performance-relevant news content into account. By means of a 

weighted exposure measure, indicating individuals’ exposure to evaluative news stories on 

the EU’s performance, they were able to estimate media effects on change in performance 

evaluations. In a similar design on the Netherlands only and working with four-wave panel 

data, de Vreese, Azrout, and Möller (2016) found exposure to visibility, but not to tone, of 

performance-relevant media content to have an impact on change in citizens’ corresponding 

EU evaluations. This approach of combining self-reported media exposure with content 

analysis data into a weighted exposure measure is seen as „one of the strongest designs for 

assessing media effects in observational studies“ (p. 11; see also Schuck, Vliegenthart, & de 

Vreese, 2016; Slater, 2004). It will, in combination with the longitudinal feature, also be 

applied in the present study. 
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News content as an antecedent of change  

Several aspects of media content could be relevant for the prediction of change on EU 

attitude dimensions: visibility and/or tone of coverage on the EU in general (e.g. Peter, 2007) 

or visibility and/or tone of content specifically corresponding to the nature of the dimensions 

and their items (Desmet, van Spanje, & de Vreese, 2015; de Vreese, Azrout, & Möller, 2016) 

could all be driving forces. Disregarding content, one could also focus on exposure to outlets 

only (Carey & Burton, 2004). This, when done for itself only, is a proxy for unobserved 

content characteristics though. Due to their potentially different outcomes, these approaches 

merit some further discussion: first, it is fair to assume that mainly content on EU topics is a 

driving force of change in EU attitudes, although news content on national topics could 

influence proxies (Anderson, 1998) for EU attitudes. There exist differences in coverage in 

both tone and visibility over time (Schuck, Xezonakis, Elenbaas, Banducci, & de Vreese, 

2011), across outlets (de Vreese, Azrout, & Möller, 2016; Peter, 2007) and countries (de 

Vreese, Lauf, & Peter, 2007), with the Netherlands showing particularly little and rather 

negative coverage. Scholars have characterised coverage on the EU as “second-rate coverage” 

(de Vreese, Lauf, & Peter, 2007) and found it to peak around events such as European 

Council meetings or EP election campaigns (de Vreese, 2001). Second, it is justified to expect 

mainly elements of content specifically corresponding to the respective EU attitude 

dimensions to be influential for citizens’ change on them, as de Vreese, Azrout, and Möller 

(2016) as well as Desmet, van Spanje, and de Vreese (2015) suggested.1 

Following these authors, the items collected in the content analyses for this paper are 

corresponding to the dimension-specific items put forward by Boomgaarden et al. (2011), and 

so are the items in the panel survey (to some extent; to be discussed in detail in the 

methodology section below). The present study is based on two content analyses: one of them 

is affiliated with the ‘European Election Study 2014’ (and is henceforth referred to by EES). 

The other one is conducted specifically for the purposes of this paper and closes some 
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considerable conceptual gaps that the other did not account for: it adds items that directly 

correspond to the ones suggested by Boomgaarden et al. (2011); furthermore, items are 

collected that in the literature have been suggested to conceptually belong to the EU attitude 

dimensions of interest, but have not been considered sufficiently by the majority of literature 

focusing on media effects on EU attitudes. These can be described as follows: 

! European symbols: Bruter (2003) suggested the presence of European symbols such as 

a EU passport or the flag to be positively correlated with EU identification. While the 

question about “the flag meaning a lot” to respondents is also an item put forward by 

Boomgaarden et al. (2011), other symbols such as the common currency (Risse, 2003, 

2004) or the European anthem (Clark, 1997) are also expected to have an influence on 

citizens’ identities (see also Gavin, 2000). 

! EU as common project: La Barbera (2015) suggested a common project perspective 

(“agency view”) to have an impact on EU identification. This is to be seen in 

opposition to a common heritage (“essence view”), which is conceptually grasped by 

an identity item in the EES content analysis affiliated already. 

! Mutual dependency: as an additional variable, an item asking for a mutual 

dependency, as opposed to the non-existence of dependency, is introduced for the 

utilitarian dimension. It conceptually makes sense to assume that aspects of being a 

“global player” both in geo-political respectively -economical (Gatti, 2012) as well as 

in post-materialist terms (e.g. Wetzel, 2012) plays into this dimension. No public 

opinion literature was found taking this item into account. 

Tone and visibility 

It is a matter of debate whether it is tone or visibility of media content, or both, which 

drives attitudes towards political objects (cf. Hopmann, Vliegenthart, de Vreese, & Albæk, 

2010). As Zaller (1992) argued, change in attitudes happens if recipients receive evaluative 

information over salient issues (see also Carey & Burton, 2004; de Vreese, Banducci, 
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Semetko, & Boomgaarden, 2006; Norris, 2000). For mere visibility though, there is little 

theoretical reason to expect a change of attitude, let alone a change in a certain direction (but, 

see Hooghe & Marks, 2005, on salience and cueing). Contrary to their expectations, de 

Vreese, Azrout, and Möller (2016) only found visibility of (democratic) performance-relevant 

news stories to be a significant predictor for attitude change, and not tone. In order to address 

and contribute to this discussion, tone will additionally be collected for the dimension-

relevant news stories in the content analyses. 

This being said, the rationales for the hypotheses of this study read as follows: the 

change in tone of utility-relevant news content positively predicts change on the utilitarian EU 

attitude dimension (H1a), whereas change in visibility is expected not to predict change 

(H1b). Accordingly for the other dimension, change in tone of identity-relevant news is 

expected to be positively correlated to change on the identity dimension (H2a), while change 

in visibility is not expected to have a significant effect (H2b). 

Stability of attitude dimensions 

Some dimensions of EU attitudes are more stable than others: whereas identity “is 

conceptually close to being a character trait” (de Vreese, Azrout, & Möller, 2016, p. 4; see 

also Lubbers & Scheepers, 2010), the performance of the EU is volatile over time, and so is 

media coverage on it; the authors implicitly mean the democratic performance, but this can 

similarly be interpreted for utilitarian performance (cf. Boomgaarden et al., 2011; Gabel, 

1998). Connected to this, Elenbaas et al. (2012) found media respectively information effects 

on attitude change only for the utilitarian performance dimension, but not for the democratic 

performance dimension. The authors explain these differences with a potential measurement 

error and/or unbalanced media content regarding the two dimensions. It is also plausible 

though to think of utilitarian judgements to be more affected by media content; this 

susceptibility has previously been suggested in both its egocentric and sociotropic sense, over 

short- as well as over mid-term periods (Goidel & Langley, 1995; Hetherington, 1996; Mutz, 
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1992). For identity, there is little debate about the general existence of media effects – with 

Benedict Anderson’s “imagined communities” (1991) probably being the best-known concept 

in this context – but it is justified to assume that they take much longer to unfold (cf. Price & 

Allen, 1990). It makes sense therefore to expect media effects on the utilitarian attitude 

dimension to be stronger than on the identity dimension (H3). This does not imply though 

that no media effects on the latter are expected: change has been found, although in artificial, 

experimental settings (e.g. Bruter, 2003). 

 

Methodology 

Drawing from the framework provided by Boomgaarden et al. (2011), the present 

contribution makes use of a panel survey stemming from the ‘2014 European Election 

Campaign Study’ (de Vreese, Azrout, & Möller, 2014) and content analysis data affiliated to 

the ‘European Election Study 2014’ (EES). Moreover, drawing from theoretical 

considerations, five variables are specifically collected for this study from the same media 

content that the EES content analysis was based on. 

Drawing from an exploratory rotated principal components factor analysis including 

25 survey questions on EU attitudes on a Dutch sample, Boomgaarden et al. (2011) suggested 

10 indicators to account for the identity and the utilitarian dimensions, with 5 indicators 

constituting each of them. The panel survey for the present study purposefully included 7 of 

these items, hereby lacking 3 when compared to the original framework. The content analysis 

realised for the same project collected 3 variables, which corresponded to 5 of the 10 initial 

variables from Boomgaarden et al. (2011), but only to 2 from the panel survey. The content 

analysis conducted specifically for this paper added items corresponding to 4 of the original 

10 items, and to 4 of the panel survey items. Combining the EES content analysis and the 

second content analysis, this results in 9 of the original 10 items, and 6 of the 7 panel survey 

items, being collected. 
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Moreover, two variables were collected in the second content analysis in order to add 

indicators only few scholars had considered before, but conceptually are expected to be a 

fruitful match. For the content analysis variable corresponding to the panel survey question 

“The European flag means a lot to me”, additional “symbol”-items were looked for (based on 

Table 1. Linkages of items suggested by Boomgaarden et al. for the identity and utilitarian EU attitude 

dimensions with corresponding survey and content analysis items collected in the project affiliated to the EES 

respectively in the second content analysis for the present study. 

 Boomgaarden et 
al. (2011) 

Panel Survey  EES Content 
Analysis 

Second Content 
Analysis 

Europeans share a 
common tradition, 
culture and history 

 EU identity: Does 
not refer to 
citizenship or flag  

 

I feel close to 
fellow Europeans 

 EU solidarity  

The European flag 
means a lot to me  

The European flag 
means a lot to me  

 Symbols, including 
flag (Bruter, 2003) 

Being a citizen of 
the European 
Union means a lot 
to me 

Being a citizen of 
the European 
Union means a lot 
to me 

I am proud to be a 
European citizen 

I am proud to be a 
European citizen 

  
 
Citizenship item 

Identity 

   Common project 
perspective (La 
Barbera, 2015) 

The European 
Union fosters peace 
and stability 

The European 
Union fosters 
peace and stability 

The Netherlands 
has benefited from 
being a member of 
the European 
Union 

The Netherlands 
has benefited from 
being a member of 
the European 
Union 

I personally benefit 
from the 
Netherlands’ EU 
membership 

 

Past effects on 
citizens, own 
country, Europe  
Including country’s 
and individual 
benefit, and peace 
and stability  

 

Dutch membership 
of the European 
Union is a good 
thing 

Dutch membership 
of the European 
Union is a good 
thing 

   

The European 
Union fosters the 
preservation of the 
environment 

The European 
Union fosters the 
preservation of the 
environment 

 EU fostering 
environment 
preservation 

Utilitarian 

   Mutual 
dependency 
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Bruter, 2003; Clark, 1997; Risse, 2003).2 Table 1 shows the linkages of items present in each 

project of data collection in their relation to the original items as proposed by Boomgaarden et 

al. (2011). 

Panel survey 

During the six months leading up to the 2014 EP elections held on May 22 in the 

Netherlands, a four-wave panel survey was carried out in the country. Respondents were 

interviewed about six, two, and one month prior, and after the elections. The survey was 

conducted using Computer Assisted Web Interviewing (CAWI). A total of 2189 respondents 

participated in wave one (78.1% response rate), 1819 in wave two (re-contact rate 83.1%), 

1537 in wave three (84.5%), and 1370 in wave four (89.7%) (de Vreese, Azrout, & Möller, 

2014).3 

Self-reported media exposure as the element being used for the construction of the 

main independent variable was measured by asking respondents to indicate on how many 

days of an average week they read or watched the news outlets named subsequently       

(Mean = 1.59, SD = 1.01). The indicators used for the scale of the two EU attitude dimensions 

of importance, which are listed in Table 1, were addressed with a 7-point Likert scale. Answer 

categories ranged from completely agree (7) to completely disagree (1). The standardized 

Cronbach’s alpha ranged from .84 to .87 in the four waves; more descriptives are provided in 

Appendix A. The scale constructed from these indicators also ranged from 1 to 7, with higher 

values indicating a higher degree of EU identity (Mean over 4 waves = 2.73, SD = 1.33) 

respectively better utilitarian EU attitudes (Mean = 3.77, SD = 1.29). As Figure 1 shows, the 

mean of the latter consistently increased during the six months prior to the EP elections. The 

mean of the former does not show a consistent pattern and decreased between waves 2 and 4. 

Also, it is located generally lower than utilitarian evaluations; due to differences in how the 

scales are built, comparisons are to be exerted with caution. Controls were drawn from the 

survey; details on them are provided in the analysis section below. 
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Figure 1.     Development of means of respondents’ identity and utilitarian  

                    EU attitudes between waves 1 and 4 on 1 to 7-scale. 

Content analyses 

The EES content analysis for the Netherlands accounted for the content of six popular 

media outlets from around six months prior to election day, when media coverage on the EU 

is expected to be highest (de Vreese, 2001): two broadsheets (NRC Handelsblad, de 

Volkskrant), one tabloid (de Telegraaf), one public (NOS journaal) and one private (RTL 

nieuws) television evening newscasts, and one webpage (Nu.nl).4 As shown in Table 1, the 

EES content analysis contained two items aiming to capture the identity dimension: a first one 

asked for the presence of a EU identity, a second one about solidarity. The utilitarian 

dimension was captured by an item asking for past effects of the EU.5  

The EES content analysis did not completely reflect all the indicators constituting the 

dimensions suggested by Boomgaarden et al. (2011). In order for the independent variables to 

reflect as many indicators as possible, three items were collected in a second content analysis: 
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for the identity dimension, one item asked for the aspect of a European or EU citizenship 

being present (cf. Habermas, 1994), but also looked for terms such as voter or taxpayer in a 

European context (as opposed to the national citizen, voter, or taxpayer). This item reflected 

both questions about European citizenship suggested by Boomgaarden et al. (2011). Another 

item asked for European symbols being present, such as the flag, the Euro as a currency 

(Risse, 2003) and the EU buildings. While the flag item represents one of the survey items, 

the others items are based on theory, as touched on above. By this, all identity items 

suggested by Boomgaarden et al. (2011) were represented in the content analysis data. For the 

utilitarian dimension, this was the case for four of five indicators: the EES content analysis 

accounted for three indicators, the second content analysis asked whether the EU had an 

impact on the environment. Further theoretical gaps were addressed by means of two 

additional variables: the item of a common project perspective (La Barbera, 2015) was coded 

if both the collaborative nature of the EU and a future aspect (e.g. time, tense) were present. 

Mutual dependency was coded whenever the collaboration aspect was mentioned in 

comparison to the capacity of a single country.6 

The measures of these content analysis items were combined in scales: the visibility 

scale ranged from 0 to 1 (identity: Mean for all outlets over four waves = 0.04, SD = 0.19; 

utilitarian: Mean = 0.02, SD = 0.10). These figures represent the amount of news stories found 

to carry dimension-relevant content among the total of news stories of an outlet, not only of 

the items mentioning the EU; e.g. were identity-relevant content items present in about 4% of 

all news stories of all outlets. Whenever coded as present, all of the items were furthermore 

evaluated in tone.7 This resulted in a scale ranging from -2 to 2 (identity: Mean =  0.00,       

SD = 0.21; utilitarian: Mean = 0.00, SD = 0.15). Same as above with visibility, this represents 

the average of all news stories. Despite the means of 0.00, evaluations were made: many 

items, while present, were not evaluated (identity: 60.44%, utilitarian: 41.30%). Positive and 

negative evaluations compensated for each other (total evaluations identity-relevant       
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content = 108; utilitarian = 81), resulting in an overall balanced tone. This can also be drawn 

from figure 2, depicting the developments of visibility and tone of dimension-relevant news 

content over time, and from the figures provided in Appendix D. 

In the EES content analysis, 878 news stories mentioning the EU were coded. Of 

these, half of the newspaper articles were taken into account for the second content analysis. 

This is more than what would have been present without the oversampling of articles 

mentioning the EU. Instead of inferring from a small N of news stories, which would provide 

little external validity, priority was given to oversample articles about the EU for newspapers 

and later divide their mean of visibility and tone of dimension-relevant news stories, as will 

be outlined in the analysis section.8 Despite articles being selected purposefully based on the 

criterion of mentioning the EU, this does not lead to lower external validity: there is no reason 

why this selection criterion should give way to a bias in the presence of dimension-relevant 

news content. For all other outlets the entirety of news stories was coded, resulting in 570 

(65%) of the 878 news stories considered.  

Analyses of variance suggest significant differences in both visibility and evaluations 

across outlets for utility- (visibility: F = 10.91, p = .000; tone: F = 4.52,  p = .000) and 

identity-relevant (visibility: F = 6.32, p = .000; tone: F = 2.65, p = .021) news content. This is 

key for the design of this contribution: without between-outlet (or between-wave) variance, 

neither content analyses nor survey measures of exposure to outlets would be necessary. The 

detailed tables these analyses are based on are provided in Appendix E. 

Weighted exposure measures 

As the main independent variables, weighted exposure measures were created carrying 

one value per dimension per wave per respondent. These indicate how much, respectively to 

what average tone, of all the dimension-relevant content items collected in the content 

analyses individuals were exposed to for each wave (identity, visibility: Mean over four 

waves = 0.04, SD = 0.03; tone: Mean = 0.02, SD = 0.03; utilitarian, visibility: Mean = 0.01, 
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SD = 0.01; tone: Mean = 0.00, SD = 0.01). The measures were computed by multiplying an 

individual’s (i) exposure to an outlet j for wave t with the visibility/tone of the dimension-

relevant news stories when compared to the total number of news stories of that outlet. Later, 

the six products were added to each other.9 This implies that it was not controlled for the 

general visibility of the EU (for an analysis of this see de Vreese, Azrout & Möller, 2016). 

With regard to interpretability, the values after multiplication and addition were further 

divided by 6 times the average exposure to media outlets (1.59), resulting in scales ranging 

from 0 to 4.41 (visibility) and from -8.82 to 8.82 (tone). Like this, coefficients represent the 

predicted change on the dependent variable for an average change of 1 in either visibility or 

tone in all outlets (but: a change of 1.59 in raw media exposure of respondents). The equation 

for the weighted measure looks as follows: 

€ 

Xi,t =

Exposurei, j ,t ×Visibility /Tone j,t
j
∑

6 ×1.59
 

Figure 2.    Development of average visibility and tone of dimension-relevant  

                    news content across outlets over time of study. Lines are smoothened. 
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Analysis 

Cross-sectional (e.g. Carey & Burton, 2004) and experimental designs (e.g. Schuck & 

de Vreese, 2006; Maier & Rittberger, 2008) are problematic in terms of causal claims and 

external validity (Barabas & Jerit, 2010). Although to be preferred over them, panel data also 

potentially suffers from limitations when trying to render causality plausible (de Vreese & 

Boomgaarden, 2006; Maier & Rittberger, 2008): while lagged dependent variable models 

provide a clear causal order, this is not per definition the case for fixed effects modelling. 

This contribution prioritizes to avoid a bias created through the omitting of time-variant 

variables (Wawro, 2002). It applies a fixed effects model, explaining within-subject change 

on the utilitarian and identity EU attitude dimensions with change in the weighted exposure 

measures and hereby automatically controlling for all omitted, time-invariant variables (cf. 

Allison, 2009). A change-score model (including time-invariant controls) showing similar 

effects is provided in Appendix I. 

Only controls that were expected to be time-variant were exerted: these include a raw 

media exposure measure, which does not take content into account (de Vreese, Azrout, & 

Möller, 2016), government satisfaction (Anderson, 1998), political knowledge (Elenbaas et 

al., 2012)10, economic evaluations (Gabel, 1998), political interest (Maier & Rittberger, 

2008), and interpersonal communication (Desmet, van Spanje, & de Vreese, 2015). 

Descriptive measures of these variables can be found in Appendix J. 

 

Results 

Table 2 shows four models per dimension: a baseline model predicting EU attitudes 

without either of the key explanatory variables but including all the controls, one model for 

the addition of each of the independent variables of interest for themselves, and a last model 

including both.11  



MEDIA EFFECTS ON EU ATTITUDE DIMENSIONS  19  

In both baseline models (one per dimension), raw exposure does not significantly predict 

change in attitude (identity: b = -0.003, se = 0.004, p = .364; utilitarian: b = -0.001,               

se = 0.003, p = .766). While all other controls do significantly predict change on the utilitarian 

dimension, knowledge does not show a significant effect on the identity dimension (b = -

0.054, se = 0.073, p = .459). While this is not of major interest for the present analysis, it is 

nevertheless noteworthy. In a second model, the weighted exposure measure of visibility of 

dimension-relevant news stories was included in the model: the added variable did not 

significantly predict the dependent variable on either of the dimensions, although the level of 

significance was almost reached for the utilitarian predictor (identity: b = -0.276, se = 0.537,  

p = .608; utilitarian: b = 0.1301, se = 0.844, p = .123. Also, the model improved significantly 

for the utilitarian dimension (χ2(df=1) = 3.48, p = .062; identity: χ2(df=1) = 0.39, p = .534). 

Looking at model 3 and 4, including exposure to tone in any case improves the model: tone, 

in model 3 the only predictor (apart from the controls), significantly predicts the outcome 

variable (identity: b = -0.626, se = 0.371, p = .091; utilitarian: b = 1.977, se = 1.019, p = .052) 

and improves the model fit when compared to the baseline model (χ2(df=1) = 4.17, p = .041; 

utilitarian: χ2(df=1) = 5.51,  p = .019) on both dimensions. The model fit only improves on the 

identity dimension though, when exposure to tone is added to exposure to visibility 

(comparing model 4 with model 2: identity: χ2(df=1) = 3.86, p = .049; utilitarian: χ2(df=1) = 2.16,  

p = .142), with none of the predictors of interest yielding a significant relationship to change 

(identity, visibility: b = -0.123, se = 0.545, p = .821; tone: b = -0.611, se = 0.376, p = .104; 

utilitarian, visibility: b = 0.340, se = 1.158, p = .769; tone: b = 1.696, se = 1.398, p = .225). It 

is noteworthy though that tone on the identity dimension comes close to the .1-significance 

level. 

One can draw from this last finding that it is important whether exposure to visibility 

is accounted for when checking for exposure to tone on the utilitarian dimension, but that this 

appears to be less the case for the identity dimension. Generally though, for both dimensions 
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Table 2. Fixed effects models explaining change on the identity and utilitarian EU attitude 

dimensions using respondents’ individual exposure to tone and visibility of dimension-relevant 

content. 

 Identity Utilitarian 

 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 

         

Visibility  -0.28  -0.12  1.30  0.34 

  (0.54)  (0.54)  (0.84)  (1.16) 

  .608  .821  .123  .769 

Tone   -0.63* -0.61   1.98* 1.70 

   (0.37) (0.38)   (1.02) (1.40) 

   .091 .104   .052 .225 

Raw exposure -0.01 -0.02 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 

 (0.03) (0.02) (0.03) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.03) 

 .364 .624 .488 .638 .766 .520 .664 .622 

Knowledge -0.05 -0.05 -0.08 -0.07 0.18*** 0.15** 0.14** 0.14** 

 (0.07) (0.07) (0.07) (0.08) (0.06) (0.07) (0.07) (0.07) 

 .459 .492 .301 .319 .006 .018 .029 .030 

Pol. Interest 0.08*** 0.08*** 0.08*** 0.08*** 0.03** 0.03** 0.03** 0.03** 

 (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 

 .000 .000 .000 .000 .017 .013 .012 .012 

Discussion 0.04*** 0.04*** 0.05*** 0.05*** 0.02* 0.02* 0.02** 0.02* 

 (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 

 .002 .002 .001 .001 .053 .057 .049 .051 

Econ. evaluations 0.10*** 0.10*** 0.10*** 0.10*** 0.13*** 0.13*** 0.13*** 0.13*** 

 (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) 

 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 

Gov. satisfaction 0.06*** 0.06*** 0.05*** 0.05*** 0.06*** 0.06*** 0.06*** 0.06*** 

 (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) 

 .006 .006 .007 .007 .001 .001 .001 .001 

Constant 1.83*** 1.83*** 1.84*** 1.84*** 2.81*** 2.82*** 2.82*** 2.82*** 

 (0.11) (0.11) (0.11) (0.11) (0.10) (0.10) (0.10) (0.10) 

 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 

R2 (within) .019 .019 .020 .020 .023 .024 .024 .024 

AIC 12875.78 12877.39 12873.61 12875.53 10954.77 10953.3 10951.27 10953.14 

LR: Prob > chi2 – .534 .041** .120 – .062* .019** .060* 

Note: Indicated are b-coefficients, standard errors (in par.), and p-values. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1. 
N=2,189. Observations over 4 waves=6,924. LR tests compare models with key variables with baseline model. 
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it can be stated that exposure to tone is significantly predicting change (hereby supporting 

H1a, H2a), whereas exposure to visibility is not (supporting H1b, H2b). Moreover, the 

strength of influence of the former on attitude change is also considerably higher. It is worth 

drawing a more nuanced picture for the utilitarian dimension: when not controlling for the 

other key independent variable, both exposure to visibility and to tone can be seen as 

influential: since the former did only by a little margin not reach the significance level, the 

support for H2b is not as clear-cut as for the identity dimension (H1b). When controlling for 

the respective other, the effects of exposure to tone and visibility for themselves diminished 

though. Related to this, results of an additional analysis of mere correlations are noteworthy: 

while for utility the correlation between exposure to tone and exposure to visibility showed a 

value of .64, for identity this was a mere .33.  

The effects found are not weak in nature: e.g. if every outlets’ evaluations on utility-

relevant content increased by 1 points on the 4-point (-2 to 2) scale for tone only, equalling a 

1-point increase on the 17.64-point (-8.82 to 8.82) weighted exposure measure scale, this 

would cause an average increase of 1.977 points on the corresponding 7-point EU attitude 

scale (calculation based on model 3). 

Turning to H3, stating the expectation of media effects to be stronger on the utilitarian 

than on the identity dimension, this can be supported. Not only are the coefficients stronger 

on the utilitarian dimension, causality can also be seen as more plausible when interpreting p-

values, apart for the exception discussed. It is noteworthy though that the average change in 

attitudes respondents have undergone over the course of the six months is found to be higher 

on the identity (Mean = 0.76, SD = 0.76) than on the utilitarian dimension (Mean = 0.70, SD 

= 0.70); this effect was significant (t(2756) = 2.50, p =.001). Furthermore, there is one finding 

that had not been expected like this: both tone and visibility (although far from significance) 

are found to negatively affect EU attitudes on the identity dimension, regardless of the model. 

These findings also merit some further interpretation. 
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Discussion and Conclusion 

This study addressed its research question about effects exposure to dimension-

relevant media content respondents’ corresponding EU attitudes by means of fixed effects 

modelling. This yielded three main findings: results for both dimensions suggest a significant 

relationship between the exposure to tone when not simultaneously controlled for exposure to 

visibility of dimension-relevant news content, while no significance was found for exposure 

to the latter in any of the models. Second, media effects were found to be stronger on the 

utilitarian than on the identity dimension. Third, the only unexpected finding was the negative 

correlation between exposure to both tone and visibility of identity-relevant content on the 

corresponding EU attitudes. These findings will subsequently be discussed and put into 

context. 

Tone and visibility 

Overall tone was balanced since positive and negative evaluations balanced each other 

out, and not because there were few evaluations; there also was considerable variation across 

time and across outlets. Moreover, there was overall enough visibility of the dimension-

relevant news content to infer from the results presented. 

It could be expected that tone would be more influential for attitude change than mere 

visibility was (de Vreese et al., 2006; Zaller, 1992). What remains puzzling though is that the 

effect of tone was only significant for the model where visibility was not controlled for, 

although the significance was overall higher than for the effect of visibility. As was touched 

on in the results section, tone and exposure correlate much more on the utilitarian than on the 

identity dimension, a similar pattern can also be drawn from figure 2 above. These 

correlations explain why exposure to visibility absorbs a substantial part of the effect of 

exposure to tone on the utilitarian dimension, and vice versa. This is not the case on the 

identity dimension. As vectors point in a similar direction, effects of an individual vector are 

less significant when controlled for the other vectors. 
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This does not diminish the value of the findings though, rather can one interpret this as 

two findings for themselves: first, while for the utilitarian dimension tone became more 

positive with a rise in visibility, despite not showing significance, this was not the case for the 

identity dimension. Second, exposure to tone is generally stronger in its predictive power for 

attitude change on both dimensions than exposure to visibility. It can therefore be 

summarized that mere salience (cf. Hooghe & Marks, 2005) did not have a significant effect; 

tone was needed to establish this (Zaller, 1992). Still, the findings call for some further 

attention by scholars, also with visibility not appearing to be of the same explanatory power 

for every EU attitude dimension. 

Strengths of media effects by dimension 

Taking up the last aspect from above, exposure visibility did not appear to be of 

importance for the prediction of attitude change on the identity dimension at all, whereas it 

did play an important role for the utilitarian dimension. Regarding the exposure to tone, it is 

noteworthy that effects for the utilitarian dimension were more significant than for the 

identity dimension (at least for model 3). Overall, and this is key for this part of the 

discussion, the strengths of effects were more enhanced on the former than on the latter. 

This on first sight reflects what had been expected: identity is generally seen as more 

stable than performance attitudes (Boomgaarden et al., 2011), moreover are the latter seen as 

susceptible to media coverage (Goidel & Langley, 1995; Hetherington, 1996). As shown in 

the results section though, this is contradicted by the average change per individual over four 

waves, which has been found to be higher for the identity than for the utilitarian dimension. 

The latter could point to a different pace in change of identity depending on whether 

one refers to a European identity or a national identity: the emergence of European identity 

over the last decades is not seen as part of a zero-sum game with a national identity 

consequentially losing in importance, much rather does an “inclusive national identity” favour 

a European identity, whereas an “exclusive” does not (Citrin & Sides, 2004; Marks & 
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Hooghe, 2003). A European identity can therefore be interpreted as an additional “layer in 

people’s staples of affiliations and affinities” (Gripsrud, 2007, p. 490; see also Risse, 2004). It 

is not surprisingly still volatile, due to the relative novelty of the European project when 

compared to nation states. As Duchesne and Frognier (2008) point out, it in this context 

moreover appears fruitful to discuss the following argument: while national identities in 

Europe have grown over centuries and are therefore to be seen as consistent, feelings of 

belonging to Europe are too young of an issue and are therefore too volatile in the mid-term to 

be called identities. Duchesne and Frognier therefore call them “identifications”. Not only I in 

this contribution, but many scholars have not considered this distinction (for the sake of 

consistency, I will stick to the term identity here). 

By the discussion above though, the mismatch of high volatility of the identity 

components on the one hand and limited media effects on them on the other is not sufficiently 

addressed yet. A potential explanation for this can be found in the structure of the identity 

scale suggested by Boomgaarden et al. (2011), which includes both civic and cultural 

components of European identity. As Bruter (2003) points out, the individual components 

could be influenced by very distinct aspects of media content. Although these items were 

included in the content analysis leading up to the analysis – e.g. symbols for cultural 

(perfectly corresponding to Bruter’s suggestion) and citizenship for civic identity 

(conceptually corresponding) –, using a combination of all these items both for independent 

as well as for the dependent variables could have led to a weakening of media effects. A 

different design would make it possible to observe them to their full extent. Breakwell (2004), 

by distinguishing between a European and a EU identity, raises a similar point. Concluding 

from this, media effects on different indicators constituting the identity dimension of EU 

attitudes could diverge or depend on specific content analysis items only, despite the survey 

items generally loading high together. Future research on this topic should consider applying 

a more fine-grained design here. 
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Moreover though, it could simply be the case that EU identity evaluations are less 

susceptible to media effects than utilitarian evaluations despite being similarly volatile (cf. 

Price & Allen, 1990). This also appears plausible when looking at the underlying survey 

items: for the utilitarian scale, judgements were elicited from the respondents that they are 

unlikely to learn about by other channels than the media (e.g. “The Netherlands have overall 

benefitted from their membership in the European Union”; see also table 1). The identity 

indicators, differently, are fully based on rather soft, emotion-related factors (e.g. “The 

European flag means a lot to me”), which are more prone to influences of other, direct 

experiences than media exposure. 

Rejection of EU identity through media coverage? 

Still, exposure to tone of identity-relevant media content did have a significant effect 

on change on the corresponding attitude dimension. Unexpectedly, this effect was negative; 

overall tone and respondents’ attitudes both decreasing over time does not consequentially 

lead to a positive correlation in this design. Castano (2004) provided a plausible explanation 

for parts of these findings: the EU being in the foreground of citizens’ minds can lead to 

lower identification with it among those who already have a rather negative attitude towards 

it. This is in line with the suggestion of cue theory (Hooghe & Marks, 2005; but also e.g. 

Sniderman, Hagendoorn, & Prior, 2004) that increased salience of an issue can lead to 

cognitive short-cuts and different answers when being surveyed. These considerations are 

only about the visibility of identity-relevant media content though, and these have not been 

found to be significant. For an individual to be exposed to tone, the identity-relevant news 

story must be visible though. This partly explains the significant negative effect of tone for 

the model, in which visibility is not controlled for (model 3).  

It is striking though that tone also has an almost significant negative effect when 

visibility is controlled for. Peter (2007) provided a potential explanation for this: comparing 

effects of the tone of media coverage on support for further integration across countries, he 
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found a negative effect (although not significant) for dissonant communication environments. 

While citizens adapted the dominant opinion in a consonant news environment, they were 

inevitably exposed to conflicting opinions if in a dissonant context. As touched on above, the 

latter can be seen as present for this study. The more positive the identity-relevant content is 

that individuals are exposed to, the more strongly they reject an EU identity. This can be 

interpreted in a similar way: drawing from Shaefer (2007), who in a different context 

suggested tone to affect salience, an increase of the latter would have a negative effect on EU 

identity. This, according to Peter (2007), would only take place in dissonant contexts, where a 

conflicting opinion is present in the arena. Drawing from Castano (2004) again, this is 

potentially contingent on initial levels of the EU attitude, the individual intercepts.  

The effects on changes in EU attitudes assessed in this contribution are potentially 

contingent on more time-invariant factors than only the intercept discussed. Citizens with 

different levels of political knowledge for instance were found to undergo different patterns of 

change in EU performance evaluations (Desmet, van Spanje, & de Vreese, 2015; Elenbaas et 

al., 2012). Similarly, political interest (cf. Maier & Rittberger, 2008) or interpersonal 

communication (cf. Desmet, van Spanje, & de Vreese, 2015) could also moderate these 

effects. This contribution was not able to address these questions by means of its design; 

future approaches should consider it. 

The media as curse or blessing for the improvement of EU attitudes? 

In 2001, the European Commission set the promotion of a European identity as a 

priority (Carey, 2002); the emergence of it is seen as crucial for the legitimacy of the post-

Maastricht Union (cf. Meyer, 1999). EP elections are commonly seen as one of the 

instruments contributing to this end: by means of higher salience of the issue also through 

media coverage, they are expected to boost public attitudes about the EU and hereby award 

legitimacy to the project (van der Brug & de Vreese, 2016). The findings in this contribution 

suggest that the consequences of EP elections on public opinion are double-edged regarding 
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media effects on the utilitarian and identity EU attitude dimensions: for the latter, overall 

attitudes decreased over the period of the study, and change in tone negatively predicted 

attitude change. 

Although media content, especially for identity-considerations, is not the only 

antecedent of EU attitudes, these are worrying findings. Seen through the eyes of advocates of 

a EU identity, hoping for negative tone in identity-relevant news content in order to improve 

the corresponding EU evaluations is counterintuitive. Since tone is dependent on visibility to 

be present, a lower presence of identity-relevant news content could theoretically confine 

negative effects. More practically, other influences on EU identity are more likely to 

contribute to the emergence of a stronger EU identity, such as student exchange programs 

(Sigalas, 2010). On the other hand, the findings for the utilitarian dimension can be 

interpreted as uplifting: increasing visibility and improving tone over time are suggested to 

significantly contribute to the improvement in corresponding EU attitudes. They hereby also 

contribute to the EU’s legitimacy (Thomassen, 2009). 

The two attitude dimensions discussed are not goals in themselves only: spill-over 

effects on other EU attitude dimensions exist (cf. Page-Shapiro 1992), and even on national 

politics (de Vries, 2007). In other words, EU attitude dimensions are not completely 

independent (Boomgaarden et al., 2001). E.g. have identity- and utility-based items been 

linked to anti-integrationist and EU-sceptic voting (De Vreese & Tobiasen, 2007; van Spanje 

& de Vreese, 2011), and identity items have been suggested to have an impact on attitudes 

towards deepening and widening (La Barbera, 2015). The identity and the utilitarian 

dimensions can therefore be considered as “building blocks” (Elenbaas et al., 2012) for other 

measures of EU attitudes and support. Drawing from this and from findings of this 

contribution, positive tone of identity-relevant news content could not only have a negative 

impact on the corresponding identity attitude dimension, but also on other measures of EU 

support (Hooghe & Marks, 2005). On the other hand, negative tone would spark the opposite 
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effect. While this makes the findings presented for the identity dimension appear even more 

alarming, the opposite is the case for the utilitarian dimension; moreover, effects on the latter 

dimension have been found to be more influential than on the former. 

Regarding the relevance of the attitude dimensions under consideration and the media 

as their antecedents, there is little literature on their relation. Mainly experimental studies 

address media effects on EU identity (Bruter, 203; La Barbera et al., 2014; for an exception 

using cross-sectional analysis, see Gavin, 2000). Reviewing the literature on media effects on 

utilitarian considerations about the EU allows for a similar conclusion (but, see Elenbaas et 

al., 2012). The present study contributes to this underexplored field by means of a robust 

longitudinal design, including furthermore a number of items of conceptual need. 

The data this contribution is based on was not always perfectly valid: certain wave-

outlet combinations provided low number of news stories. For example, only one news story 

about the EU was coded for RTL for the first wave. This can partly be attributed to the 

sampling strategy. Furthermore, it is debatable that, despite this study being focused on 

change, the content analysis did not reflect today’s usage patterns: print media are in average 

only used for about 30 minutes among the more than 8 hours of daily media use in the 

Netherlands (Media:Tijd, 2014), and are therefore highly overrepresented in this study’s 

design. Also, causality is not completely rendered plausible: some degree of selective 

exposure based on EU attitudes cannot be ruled out (cf. Stroud, 2011); one could even 

hypothesize about a potential “reinforcing spiral” (Slater, 2007). Differences in distances 

between waves are not desirable but do also not strongly flaw the arguments made. Lastly, 

despite the focus on change, national circumstances matter. The Netherlands are a dissonant 

environment regarding EU coverage; respondents are expected to possess above-average 

political knowledge (OECD, n.d.). Despite these limitations and due to its state of the art-

approach regarding methodology, the present paper contributes relevant findings to its strand 

of research. Building up on it, comparative attempts are called for to allow for inferences for a 
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wider number of countries: a deeper understanding of processes leading up to changes in EU 

evaluations is of utmost importance for the future development of this unique political 

project. 

 

Notes 

                                                

1 The latter found patterns similar to their main results when including visibility and tone for 

the EU in general; this is also tested for in this thesis, as shown in the results section. 

2 Only one variable about the ‘Dutch membership being a good thing’ was, after test coding, 

considered not to be suitable to be coded. Similarly, an item for “good or bad news” 

(suggested by Bruter, 2003) was considered not to be sufficiently reliable to be coded. 

3 Fieldwork dates were December 13-26, 2013 for the first, March 20-30, 2014 for the 

second, April 7-28 for the third, and May 26 to-June 2 for the fourth wave. For more 

information on the data collection, see de Vreese, Azrout, and Möller (2014, 2016). 

4 From December 2, 2013 to April 17, 2014 (waves 1-3), each outlet was coded every third 

day. After that (campaign period), outlets were coded every day. For TV outlets the entire 

newscast was coded (except for weather and sports), for newspapers and the webpage the 

front page and a randomly chosen page were coded entirely. Additionally for newspapers, 

the first five EU stories for each outlet were coded during the non-campaign period, all 

EU-stories from the outlet were coded during the campaign period, leading to an 

oversampling of EU stories for newspapers. Only news stories, reportages/background 

stories, portraits/interviews, editorials and columns/commentaries were analysed. This 

sampling technique resulted in 4133 news stories; 878 mentioned the EU at least once. 

For details on sampling, see de Vreese, Azrout, and Möller (2016). 

5 Linkages between survey questions and content analysis items: (1) The EES content 

analysis codebook asked e.g. whether bits like „our shared civilization“, or similar, were 
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part of news stories. This relates closely to the survey item about a „common tradition, 

culture, and history“. (2) Feeling „close to other citizens“ is related to solidarity. (3) In 

the EES codebook, both „peace and stability“ and „ the own country has benefitted from 

EU membership or not“ are explicitly mentioned. 

6 Intercoder reliability measures for variables collected in both content analyses are provided 

in Appendix B. Intracoder reliability measures for the second content analysis are also 

reported. Since the only coder of the latter is not a native Dutch speaker, this is important 

for validity and reliability of the study. For the codebook for all items collected in the 

second content analysis see Appendix C. 

7 Different to the items in the EES content analysis, where “rather good” or “rather bad” were 

coding options for tone, the evaluations in the second content analysis did for the analysis 

get trichotomized with “neutral/balanced/not evaluated” as middle category. 

8 For example would the former procedure lead to making inferences for wave 3 based on not 

a single article mentioning the EU from de Telegraaf when compared to eight by means 

of the approach chosen. 

9 It was not possible to model respondents’ individual media exposure in a way so it would 

account for the media content consumed exactly up until the day they would be 

interviewed. Instead, two alternatives were tested: for one, media content during the 

fieldwork periods was excluded from the analysis, resulting in the neglecting of 971 news 

stories; for the other, these were counted to the media content of next wave’s measure. 

Strengths of predictors and model fit proved to be similar. Therefore, the second option 

was chosen to be presented due to its higher N. The first model tested can be found in 

Appendix G. A link to the syntax (STATA Do-file) and the datasets it is working with, 

allowing for retracing of the construction of the weighed exposure measure and the fixed 

effects model presented in the main text, is provided in Appendix H. 
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10 Political knowledge (Elenbaas et al., 2012) was assessed by five questions about both 

Dutch domestic and EU politics. Panel sensitization was marginal: in a separate fixed 

effects model explaining change in knowledge, each additional wave was found to have a 

positive effect of 3.2% in correct answers. 

11 Levels of multicollinearity between exposure to visibility of utility-relevant news stories 

and raw media exposure were high. Following O’brien’s (2007), this was not problematic 

(VIF=3.30). A Hausman test suggested fixed effects modelling (χ2(df=8) = 204.98, p = 

.000). The corresponding random effects model is provided in Appendix K. A table 

predicting change by means of the variables that are only based on the EES content 

analysis items is provided in Appendix L. A table predicting change by means of tone 

and visibility of news content mentioning the EU at least once is provided in Appendix M 

(following Desmet, van Spanje, & de Vreese, 2015). 
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Appendices 

Appendix A: Descriptive measures of dependent variables used for fixed effects models 

           Eigenvalue Cronbach’s α   N         M       SD 

t=1 2.33 0.86 2189 2.72 1.31 

t=2 2.29 0.84 1819 2.77 1.33 

t=3 2.36 0.86 1537 2.73 1.35 

Identity attitude dimension: (1-7 scale, high value 

is better attitude): 

“You will now hear some statements about the 

European Union. Can you tell to what degree you 

agree or disagree with them?” 

 (1) „I am proud to be a European citizen.”, (2) 

“Being a citizen of the European Union means a lot 

to me.”, (3) “The European flag means a lot to me.” 

t=4 2.37 0.86 1379 2.70 1.36 

t=1 2.70 0.84 2189 3.71 1.27 

t=2 2.79 0.85 1819 3.76 1.29 

t=3 2.80 0.86 1537 3.76 1.29 

t=4 2.89 0.87 1379 3.81 1.32 

Utilitarian attitude dimension: (1-7 scale, high 

value is better attitude) 

“You will now hear some statements about the 

European Union. Can you tell to what degree you 

agree or disagree with them?” 

 (1) “The membership of the Netherlands in the 

European Union is a good thing.”, (2) “The 

Netherlands have overall benefitted from their 

membership in the European Union.”, (3) “The 

European Union fosters peace and stability.”, (4) “The 

European Union fosters the preservation of the 

environment.” 
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Appendix B: Inter- and intracoder reliability scores for tone (visibility by definition scores 

higher) 

 
Standardized intercoder reliability scores of tone for second content analysis computed with Lotus (Fretwurst, 

2015)  

  Fretwurst’s Lotus (standardized) 

Second content analysis EU fostering protection of 

environment 

.86 

 Mutual dependency .70 

 Citizenship .71 

 Symbols .77 

 Common project .82 

Note: N= 50. News items were randomly selected; the only requirement for an news item to be sampled was to 

mention the EU or its institutions at least once. A Dutch native speaker was recruited and trained as a second 

coder. 

 

Standardized intercoder reliability scores of tone for EES content analysis computed with Lotus (Fretwurst, 

2015)  

  Fretwurst’s Lotus (standardized) 

EES content analysis EU identity .73 

 EU solidarity .74 

 Past effects of EU .71 

Note: N=11. News items were purposefully selected. 10 Dutch native speakers were recruited and trained as 

coders both for the content analysis as for the reliability testing. 

 

Standardized intracoder reliability scores of tone for second content analysis computed with Lotus (Fretwurst, 

2015)  

  Fretwurst’s Lotus (standardized) 

Second content analysis EU fostering protection of 

environment 

.89 

 Mutual dependency 1.00 

 Citizenship .88 

 Symbols .92 

 Common project .84 

Note: N=50. News items that were previously coded for the second content analysis were randomly selected. 
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Appendix C: The codebook for the second content analysis designed for the collection of 

content items of conceptual need can be found under the following link: 

https://www.dropbox.com/sh/1tcidwv27n37bos/AAAl0d4j5WQAgZ2GZpl1O

kuoa?dl=0 
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Appendix D: Figures showing visibility/tone of news content by outlet over time. 

 
Figure C.1. Visibility utility-relevant items 

 
Figure C.2. Tone utility-relevant items 
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Figure C.3. Visibility identity-relevant items 

 

Figure C.4. Tone identity-relevant items 
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Appendix E: Descriptive measures of dimension-relevant items by outlet.  

 
  Mean SD N 

NRC Handelsblad 0.04 0.11 455 

De Volkskrant 0.03 0.12 486 

De Telegraaf 0.02 0.11 844 

NOS journaal 0.01 0.01 749 

RTL nieuws 0.00 0.03 928 

Visibility Utilitarian Dimension 

Nu.nl 0.02 0.14 671 

NRC Handelsblad 0.05 0.14 455 

De Volkskrant 0.07 0.18 486 

De Telegraaf 0.03 0.16 844 

NOS journaal 0.05 0.22 749 

RTL nieuws 0.02 0.16 928 

Visibility Identity Dimension 

Nu.nl 0.06 0.24 671 

NRC Handelsblad 0.01 0.15 455 

De Volkskrant 0.02 0.19 486 

De Telegraaf -0.01 0.16 844 

NOS journaal 0.02 0.21 749 

RTL nieuws 0.00 0.00 928 

Tone Utilitarian Dimension 

Nu.nl 0.00 0.15 671 

NRC Handelsblad 0.02 0.20 455 

De Volkskrant 0.00 0.21 486 

De Telegraaf -0.01 0.19 844 

NOS journaal 0.02 0.28 749 

RTL nieuws 0.00 0.09 928 

Tone Identity Dimension 

Nu.nl -0.00 0.24 671 
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Appendix F: Fixed effects models explaining change on the identity and utilitarian EU 

attitude dimensions using respondents’ exposure to tone and visibility of 

dimension-relevant content. Differently to table 2 in the main text, media 

content collected during the field times was excluded from the construction of 

the weighted exposure measures. 
 Identity Utilitarian 

 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 

Visibility  -0.074  -0.076  0.932  0.300 

  (0.391)  (0.391)  (0.653)  (0.908) 

  .850  .847  .154  .741 

Tone   -0.678* -0.679*   1.353* 1.101 

   (0.378) (0.378)   (0.790) (1.099) 

   .073 .073   .087 .316 

Raw exposure -0.021 -0.018 -0.015 -0.013 -0.006 -0.011 -0.007 -0.009 

 (0.023) (0.025) (0.023) (0.025) (0.020) (0.020) (0.020) (0.020) 

 .364 .465 .503 .605 .766 .576 .705 .660 

Knowledge -0.054 -0.052 -0.079 -0.077 0.175*** 0.155** 0.146** 0.145** 

 (0.073) (0.074) (0.075) (0.075) (0.064) (0.065) (0.066) (0.066) 

 .459 .480 .290 .307 .006 .018 .026 .028 

Pol. Interest 0.079*** 0.079*** 0.081*** 0.080*** 0.032** 0.033** 0.034** 0.034** 

 (0.015) (0.015) (0.015) (0.016) (0.013) (0.013) (0.014) (0.014) 

 .000 .000 .000 .000 .017 .014 .012 .012 

Discussion 0.042*** 0.042*** 0.046*** 0.046*** 0.023* 0.023* 0.023* 0.023* 

 (0.014) (0.014) (0.014) (0.014) (0.012) (0.012) (0.012) (0.012) 

 .002 .002 .001 .001 .053 .055 .053 .054 

Econ. evaluations 0.100*** 0.100*** 0.097*** 0.096*** 0.134*** 0.134*** 0.134*** 0.134*** 

 (0.020) (0.020) (0.020) (0.020) (0.018) (0.018) (0.018) (0.018) 

 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 

Gov. satisfaction 0.055*** 0.055*** 0.054*** 0.054*** 0.059*** 0.059*** 0.059*** 0.058*** 

 (0.020) (0.020) (0.020) (0.020) (0.018) (0.018) (0.018) (0.018) 

 .006 .006 .007 .007 .001 .001 .001 .001 

Constant 1.827*** 1.827*** 1.833*** 1.838*** 2.813*** 2.822*** 2.816*** 2.819*** 

 (0.110) (0.110) (0.110) (0.110) (0.095) (0.096) (0.096) (0.096) 

 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 

R2 (within) .019 .019 .019 .019 .023 .024 .024 .024 

AIC 12875.78 12877.73 12873.07 12875.01 10954.77 10953.79 10952.48 10954.32 

LR: Prob > chi2 – .819 .030** .092* – .084* .038** .108 

Note: Indicated are b-coeff., standard errors (in parentheses), and p-values. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1. 
N=2,189. Observations over 4 waves=6,924. LR tests compare models with key variables with baseline model 
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Appendix G: Fixed effects models explaining change on EU attitude dimensions using 

respondents’ exposure to tone and visibility of dimension-relevant content. Variables the 

weighted exposure measures are based on do not represent the share of identity-relevant items 

among the total of news items, as in table 2 in the main text, but only among all the news 

items mentioning the EU. 
 Identity Utilitarian 

 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 

Visibility  -0.004  0.087  0.222  0.105 

  (0.055)  (0.083)  (0.162)  (0.250) 

  .941  .297  .170  .675 

Tone   -0.023 -0.049   0.200 0.131 

   (0.022) (0.034)   (0.139) (0.214) 

   .304 .144   .149 .540 

Raw exposure -0.021 -0.020 -0.017 -0.034 -0.006 -0.011 -0.007 -0.009 

 (0.023) (0.026) (0.023) (0.028) (0.020) (0.020) (0.020) (0.020) 

 .364 .455 .452 .223 .766 .587 .709 .648 

Knowledge -0.054 -0.055 -0.068 -0.074 0.175*** 0.152** 0.149** 0.147** 

 (0.073) (0.073) (0.074) (0.075) (0.064) (0.066) (0.066) (0.066) 

 .459 .456 .363 .322 .006 .021 .025 .027 

Pol. Interest 0.079*** 0.079*** 0.080*** 0.081*** 0.032** 0.033** 0.034** 0.034** 

 (0.015) (0.015) (0.016) (0.016) (0.013) (0.014) (0.014) (0.014) 

 .000 .000 .000 .000 .017 .013 .013 .013 

Discussion 0.042*** 0.042*** 0.044*** 0.043*** 0.023* 0.023* 0.024** 0.024** 

 (0.014) (0.014) (0.014) (0.014) (0.012) (0.012) (0.012) (0.012) 

 .002 .003 .001 .002 .053 .054 .046 .049 

Econ. evaluations 0.100*** 0.100*** 0.098*** 0.097*** 0.134*** 0.134*** 0.134*** 0.134*** 

 (0.020) (0.020) (0.020) (0.020) (0.018) (0.018) (0.018) (0.018) 

 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 

Gov. satisfaction 0.055*** 0.055*** 0.055*** 0.055*** 0.059*** 0.058*** 0.058*** 0.058*** 

 (0.020) (0.020) (0.020) (0.020) (0.018) (0.018) (0.018) (0.018) 

 .006 .006 .007 .007 .001 .001 .001 .001 

Constant 1.827*** 1.827*** 1.833*** 1.838*** 2.813*** 2.822*** 2.816*** 2.819*** 

 (0.110) (0.110) (0.110) (0.110) (0.095) (0.096) (0.096) (0.096) 

 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 

R2 (within) .019 .019 .019 .019 .023 .024 0.024 0.024 

AIC 12875.78 12877.77 12876.24 12876.64 10954.77 10954.02 10953.72 10955.47 

LR: Prob > chi2 – .929 .214 .208 – .097* .081* 0.191 

Note: Indicated are b-coeff., standard errors (in parentheses), and p-values. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1. 
N=2,189. Observations over 4 waves=6,924. LR tests compare models with key variables with baseline model 
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Appendix H:  A syntax (STATA Do-file) allowing to retrace the construction of the weighted 

exposure measure and the fixed effects model presented in the main text and 

the corresponding datasets can be found via the following link: 

https://www.dropbox.com/sh/1tcidwv27n37bos/AAAl0d4j5WQAgZ2GZpl1O

kuoa?dl=0 

 

Appendix I: Change-score model including the same variables as the fixed effects model 

presented in the main text, including additional controls expected to be time-

invariant and influential for change in EU attitudes: Age, Sex, Education, 

Ideology, and the “Big Five” character traits (Bakker & de Vreese, 2015). 

 

 Identity Utilitarian 

 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 

Visibility  -0.746  -1.258  5.728***  5.785*** 

  (0.708)  (0.789)  (1.660)  (1.665) 

  .292  .111  .001  .001 

Tone   0.305 0.585   -0.806 -2.050 

   (0.358) (0.399)   (4.626) (4.634) 

   .394 .142   .862 .658 

Raw exposure -0.07*** -0.09*** -0.07*** -0.09*** -0.025 0.003 -0.030 0.012 

 (0.016) (0.018) (0.016) (0.018) (0.019) (0.033) (0.020) (0.033) 

 .000 .000 .000 .000 .191 .919 .131 .712 

Knowledge 0.162** 0.161** 0.163** 0.162** -0.43*** -0.43*** -0.42*** -0.42*** 

 (0.070) (0.070) (0.071) (0.070) (0.085) (0.085) (0.085) (0.085) 

 .021 .022 .021 .022 .000 .000 .000 .000 

Pol. Interest 0.222*** 0.222*** 0.222*** 0.222*** 0.256*** 0.256*** 0.256*** 0.256*** 

 (0.013) (0.013) (0.013) (0.013) (0.016) (0.016) (0.016) (0.016) 

 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 

Discussion -0.05*** -0.06*** -0.05*** -0.06*** 0.009 0.009 0.007 0.007 

 (0.013) (0.013) (0.013) (0.013) (0.016) (0.016) (0.016) (0.016) 

 .000 .000 .000 .000 .583 .543 .670 .677 

Econ. evaluations 0.364*** 0.362*** 0.364*** 0.362*** 0.211*** 0.211*** 0.212*** 0.212*** 

 (0.018) (0.018) (0.018) (0.018) (0.021) (0.021) (0.021) (0.021) 

 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 

Gov. satisfaction 0.305*** 0.302*** 0.305*** 0.302*** 0.262*** 0.262*** 0.262*** 0.262*** 

 (0.017) (0.017) (0.017) (0.017) (0.020) (0.020) (0.020) (0.020) 

 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
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Sex -0.071** -0.071** -0.071** -0.071** 0.007 0.006 0.007 0.005 

 (0.030) (0.030) (0.030) (0.030) (0.036) (0.036) (0.036) (0.036) 

 .017 .017 .017 .017 .841 .861 .848 .890 

Education 0.071*** 0.067*** 0.071*** 0.067*** -0.016* -0.016* -0.016* -0.016* 

 (0.008) (0.008) (0.008) (0.008) (0.009) (0.009) (0.009) (0.009) 

 .000 .000 .000 .000 .071 .076 .072 .082 

Age 0.005*** 0.005*** 0.005*** 0.005*** 0.002 0.002 0.002 0.001 

 (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) 

 .000 .000 .000 .000 .134 .135 .175 .218 

Ideology -0.08*** -0.07*** -0.08*** -0.07*** -0.05*** -0.05*** -0.05*** -0.05*** 

 (0.007) (0.007) (0.007) (0.007) (0.008) (0.008) (0.008) (0.008) 

 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 

Extraversion -0.016 -0.015 -0.016 -0.015 0.051*** 0.050*** 0.051*** 0.050*** 

 (0.011) (0.011) (0.011) (0.011) (0.013) (0.013) (0.013) (0.013) 

 .141 .164 .141 .164 .000 .000 .000 .000 

Conscientiousness -0.002 -0.000 -0.003 -0.000 -0.014 -0.014 -0.014 -0.014 

 (0.011) (0.011) (0.011) (0.011) (0.013) (0.013) (0.013) (0.013) 

 .822 .975 .821 .974 .289 .298 .289 .305 

Neuroticism 0.017 0.018* 0.017 0.018* 0.080*** 0.079*** 0.080*** 0.080*** 

 (0.011) (0.011) (0.011) (0.011) (0.013) (0.013) (0.013) (0.013) 

 .105 .095 .105 .095 .000 .000 .000 .000 

Openness 0.000 -0.000 0.000 -0.000 0.015 0.015 0.015 0.015 

 (0.012) (0.012) (0.012) (0.012) (0.014) (0.014) (0.014) (0.014) 

 .987 .973 .987 .975 .275 .274 .277 .277 

Agreeableness 0.023 0.025* 0.023 0.025* -0.06*** -0.06*** -0.06*** -0.06*** 

 (0.015) (0.015) (0.015) (0.015) (0.018) (0.018) (0.018) (0.018) 

 .117 .094 .117 .094 .002 .002 .002 .002 

Constant 0.530*** 0.530*** 0.532*** 0.535*** 0.533*** 0.576*** 0.532*** 0.574*** 

 (0.165) (0.165) (0.165) (0.165) (0.137) (0.138) (0.137) (0.138) 

 .001 .001 .001 .001 .000 .000 .000 .000 

R2 .220 .220 .220 .221 .406 .408 .406 .408 

Note: Indicated are b-coeff., standard errors (in parentheses), and p-values. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1. 
N=2189. Observations=4707. LR tests compare models with key variables with baseline model 
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Appendix J:  Descriptive measures of control variables used for fixed effects models 

           Eigenvalue Cronbach’s α   N         M       SD 

t=1 2.24 0.83 2189 3.80 1.05 

t=2 2.19 0.82 1819 3.94 0.98 

t=3 2.32 0.85 1537 3.95 1.03 

t=4 2.31 0.85 1379 3.91 1.03 

Economic evaluations (1-7 scale, high value is 

positive evaluation):  

(1) „Looking at the economic situation in the 

Netherlands, do you think the situation will be better 

or worse twelve months from now?“ 

(2) “How about if you think of the European Union, 

do you think that twelve months from now the 

economic situation in the EU will be better or worse  

(3) „How about your personal situation: Do you think 

that twelce months from now your personal economic 

situation will be better or worse?“ 

      

t=1 3.26 0.87 2189 3.17 1.06 

t=2 3.22 0.86 1819 3.21 1.05 

t=3 3.42 0.88 1537 3.26 1.10 

t=4 3.46 0.89 1379 3.25 1.10 

Government satisfaction (1-7 scale, high value is 

positive evaluation):  

(1) “The current national government is doing a good 

job.”  

“And how well do you think the government is 

handling the issue of…(2) European integration; (3) 

the economy; (4) the environment; (5) immigration.  

      

t=1 2.26 0.83 2189 3.56 1.45 

t=2 2.28 0.84 1819 3.55 1.45 

t=3 2.30 0.85 1537 3.41 1.44 

t=4 2.37 0.87 1379 3.36 1.52 

Political interest (1-7 scale, high value is high 

interest): 

“How interested are you in the following topics: (1) 

the European Union (EU); (2) Politics. 

(3) In May 2014 there will be elections for the 

European parliament. How interested are you in these 

elections?  

      

t=1 1.74 0.85 2189 3.00 1.39 

t=2 1.70 0.82 1819 3.10 1.37 

t=3 1.77 0.86 1537 2.48 1.22 

Interpersonal communication (1-7 scale, high value 

is much communication): 

(1) How often do you speak about politics with your 

family, friends, or colleagues? 

(2) How often do you speak about EU politics with 

your family, friends, or colleagues? 

t=4 1.78 0.87 1379 2.74 1.34 

t=1 1.83 0.55 2189 0.37 0.22 

t=2 1.78 0.54 1819 0.41 0.22 

t=3 1.74 0.56 1537 0.42 0.24 

Knowledge (0-1 scale, high value is higher 

knowledge; respondent were assigned 0.25 points for 

each correct answer):  

(1) What is the name of today’s minister of foreign 

affairs? 

(2) How long does a legislature formally last for a 

member of the second chamber? 

t=4 2.00 0.63 1379 0.48 0.27 
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(3) How many seats in the European parliament will 

the Netherlands have after the elections of 2014? 

(4) How many member states does the European 

Union have today? 

(5) Who was the president of the European parliament 

for the past 2 years? 

 

 

Appendix K: Random effects model including the same variables as the fixed effects model 

presented in the main text, including additional controls expected to be time-

invariant and influential for change in EU attitudes: Age, Sex, Education, 

Ideology, and the “Big Five” character traits (Bakker & de Vreese, 2015). 

 

 Identity Utilitarian 

 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 

         

Visibility  -0.168  -0.107  2.442***  0.947 

  (0.547)  (0.554)  (0.864)  (1.197) 

  .758  .847  .005  .429 

Tone   -0.277 -0.266   3.422*** 2.627* 

   (0.371) (0.376)   (1.050) (1.455) 

   .456 .480   .001 .071 

Raw exposure -0.014 -0.010 -0.012 -0.009 -0.038** -0.05*** -0.04*** -0.05*** 

 (0.019) (0.024) (0.019) (0.024) (0.016) (0.017) (0.016) (0.017) 

 .438 .674 .531 .701 .017 .002 .009 .006 

Knowledge -0.19*** -0.19*** -0.20*** -0.19*** 0.222*** 0.191*** 0.178*** 0.176*** 

 (0.067) (0.067) (0.068) (0.069) (0.058) (0.059) (0.060) (0.060) 

 .005 .006 .004 .005 .000 .001 .003 .003 

Pol. Interest 0.153*** 0.153*** 0.153*** 0.153*** 0.112*** 0.114*** 0.115*** 0.115*** 

 (0.014) (0.014) (0.014) (0.014) (0.012) (0.012) (0.012) (0.012) 

 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 

Discussion 0.041*** 0.041*** 0.043*** 0.043*** 0.004 0.003 0.005 0.004 

 (0.013) (0.013) (0.013) (0.013) (0.011) (0.011) (0.011) (0.011) 

 .001 .001 .001 .001 .712 .762 .675 .704 

Econ. evaluations 0.157*** 0.157*** 0.156*** 0.156*** 0.262*** 0.261*** 0.261*** 0.261*** 

 (0.019) (0.019) (0.019) (0.019) (0.016) (0.016) (0.016) (0.016) 

 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
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Gov. satisfaction 0.181*** 0.181*** 0.181*** 0.181*** 0.216*** 0.215*** 0.216*** 0.215*** 

 (0.018) (0.018) (0.018) (0.018) (0.016) (0.016) (0.015) (0.015) 

 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 

Sex -0.029 -0.030 -0.029 -0.029 -0.092** -0.092** -0.092** -0.092** 

 (0.049) (0.049) (0.049) (0.049) (0.041) (0.041) (0.041) (0.041) 

 .547 .545 .551 .549 .023 .023 .023 .023 

Education 0.009 0.009 0.009 0.009 0.097*** 0.095*** 0.097*** 0.096*** 

 (0.012) (0.012) (0.012) (0.012) (0.010) (0.010) (0.010) (0.010) 

 .484 .481 .479 .478 .000 .000 .000 .000 

Age 0.004** 0.004** 0.004** 0.004** 0.006*** 0.006*** 0.006*** 0.006*** 

 (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) 

 .017 .017 .015 .015 .000 .000 .000 .000 

Ideology -0.05*** -0.05*** -0.05*** -0.05*** -0.07*** -0.07*** -0.07*** -0.07*** 

 (0.011) (0.011) (0.011) (0.011) (0.009) (0.009) (0.009) (0.009) 

 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 

Extraversion 0.047*** 0.047*** 0.047*** 0.047*** -0.026* -0.026* -0.026* -0.026* 

 (0.018) (0.018) (0.018) (0.018) (0.015) (0.015) (0.015) (0.015) 

 .007 .007 .007 .007 .076 .075 .072 .072 

Conscientiousness -0.019 -0.019 -0.019 -0.019 -0.005 -0.004 -0.005 -0.004 

 (0.018) (0.018) (0.018) (0.018) (0.015) (0.015) (0.015) (0.015) 

 .300 .300 .300 .299 .759 .800 .768 .782 

Neuroticism 0.079*** 0.079*** 0.079*** 0.079*** 0.020 0.020 0.020 0.020 

 (0.018) (0.018) (0.018) (0.018) (0.015) (0.015) (0.015) (0.015) 

 .000 .000 .000 .000 .166 .172 .180 .179 

Openness 0.020 0.020 0.020 0.020 0.008 0.008 0.008 0.008 

 (0.020) (0.020) (0.020) (0.020) (0.016) (0.016) (0.016) (0.016) 

 .306 .306 .307 .307 .626 .630 .637 .636 

Agreeableness -0.062** -.061** -.062** -0.062** 0.027 0.028 0.028 0.028 

 (0.025) (0.025) (0.025) (0.025) (0.021) (0.020) (0.020) (0.020) 

 .013 0.013 0.013 .013 .181 .171 .174 .172 

Constant 1.009*** 1.009*** 1.010*** 1.010*** 1.184*** 1.198*** 1.193*** 1.196*** 

 (0.217) (0.217) (0.217) (0.217) (0.181) (0.181) (0.181) (0.181) 

 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 

R2 (within) .018 .018 .019 .019 .019 .019 .020 .020 

Note: Indicated are b-coeff., standard errors (in parentheses), and p-values. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1. 
N=1856. Observations over 4 waves=5877. LR tests compare models with key variables with baseline model 
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Appendix L: Fixed effects models explaining change on the identity and utilitarian EU 

attitude dimensions using respondents’ individual exposure to tone and 

visibility of dimension-relevant content. Only variables from EES content 

analysis are included in weighted exposure measures. 
 Identity Utilitarian 

 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 

Visibility  1.986  0.875  2.607  -0.413 

  (1.491)  (1.911)  (1.694)  (2.426) 

  .183  .647  .124  .865 

Tone   -3.607 -2.756   3.279** 3.527* 

   (2.316) (2.969)   (1.416) (2.029) 

   .119 .353   .021 .082 

Raw exposure -0.021 -0.027 -0.028 -0.029 -0.006 -0.012 -0.007 -0.006 

 (0.023) (0.023) (0.023) (0.023) (0.020) (0.020) (0.020) (0.020) 

 .364 .241 .222 .207 .766 .565 .741 .780 

Knowledge -0.054 -0.072 -0.064 -0.069 0.175*** 0.153** 0.138** 0.138** 

 (0.073) (0.074) (0.074) (0.075) (0.064) (0.065) (0.066) (0.066) 

 .459 .332 .386 .351 .006 .019 .036 .036 

Pol. Interest 0.079*** 0.080*** 0.079*** 0.080*** 0.032** 0.033** 0.034** 0.034** 

 (0.015) (0.015) (0.015) (0.015) (0.013) (0.013) (0.013) (0.013) 

 .000 .000 .000 .000 .017 .014 .011 .011 

Discussion 0.042*** 0.043*** 0.045*** 0.044*** 0.023* 0.023* 0.024** 0.024** 

 (0.014) (0.014) (0.014) (0.014) (0.012) (0.012) (0.012) (0.012) 

 .002 .002 .001 .001 .053 .054 .042 .042 

Econ. evaluations 0.100*** 0.099*** 0.098*** 0.098*** 0.134*** 0.134*** 0.135*** 0.135*** 

 (0.020) (0.020) (0.020) (0.020) (0.018) (0.018) (0.018) (0.018) 

 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 

Gov. satisfaction 0.055*** 0.055*** 0.055*** 0.055*** 0.059*** 0.059*** 0.058*** 0.058*** 

 (0.020) (0.020) (0.020) (0.020) (0.018) (0.018) (0.018) (0.018) 

 .006 .007 .007 .007 .001 .001 .001 .001 

Constant 1.827*** 1.836*** 1.833*** 1.835*** 2.813*** 2.822*** 2.815*** 2.814*** 

 (0.110) (0.110) (0.110) (0.110) (0.095) (0.096) (0.095) (0.096) 

 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 

R2 (within) .019 .019 .019 .020 .023 .024 .025 .025 

AIC 12875.78 12875.18 12874.23 12875.92 10954.77 10953.31 10948.92 10950.88 

LR: Prob > chi2 – .107 .060* .145 – .063* .005*** .019** 

Note: Indicated are b-coeff., standard errors (in parentheses), and p-values. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1. 
N=2,189. Observations over 4 waves=6,924. LR tests compare models with key variables with baseline model 
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Appendix M: Fixed effects models explaining change on the identity and utilitarian EU 

attitude dimensions using respondents’ individual exposure to tone and 

visibility of news items mentioning the EU at least once. 
 Identity Utilitarian 

 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 

Visibility  0.000  0.000  -0.003  -0.003 

  (0.002)  (0.002)  (0.002)  (0.002) 

  .937  .962  .176  .147 

Tone   0.042 0.040   0.117 0.175 

   (0.211) (0.214)   (0.242) (0.245) 

   .843 .851   .628 .476 

Raw exposure -0.021 0.009 -0.019 0.014 -0.006 -0.007 -0.005 -0.006 

 (0.023) (0.032) (0.023) (0.032) (0.020) (0.027) (0.020) (0.028) 

 .364 .773 .408 .664 .766 .788 .790 .824 

Knowledge -0.054 -0.056 -0.051 -0.051 0.175*** 0.175*** 0.176*** 0.176*** 

 (0.073) (0.073) (0.074) (0.074) (0.064) (0.064) (0.064) (0.064) 

 .459 .445 .487 .486 .006 .006 .006 .006 

Pol. Interest 0.079*** 0.079*** 0.078*** 0.078*** 0.032** 0.032** 0.032** 0.032** 

 (0.015) (0.015) (0.015) (0.015) (0.013) (0.013) (0.013) (0.013) 

 .000 .000 .000 .000 .017 .017 .018 .018 

Discussion 0.042*** 0.042*** 0.042*** 0.041*** 0.023* 0.023* 0.023* 0.023* 

 (0.014) (0.014) (0.014) (0.014) (0.012) (0.012) (0.012) (0.012) 

 .002 .002 .002 .003 .053 .053 .054 .054 

Econ. evaluations 0.100*** 0.099*** 0.100*** 0.099*** 0.134*** 0.134*** 0.134*** 0.134*** 

 (0.020) (0.020) (0.020) (0.020) (0.018) (0.018) (0.018) (0.018) 

 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 

Gov. satisfaction 0.055*** 0.055*** 0.055*** 0.056*** 0.059*** 0.059*** 0.059*** 0.059*** 

 (0.020) (0.020) (0.020) (0.020) (0.018) (0.018) (0.018) (0.018) 

 .006 .006 .006 .006 .001 .001 .001 .001 

Constant 1.827*** 1.824*** 1.826*** 1.822*** 2.813*** 2.813*** 2.812*** 2.812*** 

 (0.110) (0.110) (0.110) (0.110) (0.095) (0.096) (0.096) (0.096) 

 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 

R2 (within) .019 .019 .019 .019 .023 .023 .023 .024 

AIC 12875.78 12875.1 12877.44 12876.36 10954.77 10956.77 10956.72 10958.71 

LR: Prob > chi2 – .102 .558 .180 – .924 .811 .970 

Note: Indicated are b-coeff., standard errors (in parentheses), and p-values. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1. 
N=2,189. Observations over 4 waves=6,924. LR tests compare models with key variables with baseline model 


