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Ιs 'Old Southern Europe' still Eurosceptic? Determinants of mass attitudes 

before, during and after the Eurozone crisis 

 

 

By Eftichia Teperoglou and Ana Maria Belchior 

 

 

Abstract 

 

One of the consequences of the eurozone crisis in the countries of 'Old Southern Europe' is the 

shift from pro-European to eurosceptic attitudes. Our overarching goal is to assess whether these 

critical stances towards the EU are more conjunctural or long-lasting. We further aim to analyse 

the determinants of euroscepticism at the micro-level before, during and after the emergence of 

the eurozone crisis. Our analysis reveals that euroscepticism is of a more conjunctural nature in 

Spain and Portugal, yet more structural in Italy and Greece. Moreover, our findings show that 

cultural and political/institutional approaches, but also political/ideological ones, better explain 

South European euroscepticism before, during and after the crisis when compared to 

utilitarian/economic approaches. 
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Up to the early 1990s, a widespread 'permissive consensus' was predominant on European 

integration issues. Since then, citizens’ opinion on the process of European integration has moved 

from this indifference and unquestioned support into a phase of 'constraining dissensus'– i.e. a 

period in which public opinion has explicitly displayed its opposition to the European project 

(Hooghe & Marks 2009; Down & Wilson 2008; Hutter & Grande 2014). The shift away from the 

original elite-centred view of European integration is perhaps most obvious after the onset of the 

eurozone crisis. Since the crisis, there has been an ongoing debate in most member-states about 

the role and scope of European Union (EU) institutions. It could be argued that the politicisation 

of European integration, that is, the increased importance of public and party preferences on 

European integration in elections and referenda, has changed the content, as well as the process of 

decision-making, with parties making room for a more eurosceptic public (Hooghe & Marks 2009; 

Hooghe & Marks 2018). 

 

Under these circumstances, a region which has gained scholarly attention with regard to 

contemporary euroscepticism is Southern Europe. Before the onset of the eurozone crisis,1 this 

used to be a generally pro-European region. With the emergence of the crisis, there was a steep 

decline in support for the EU in ‘Old Southern Europe’ (Italy, Greece, Spain and Portugal)2, giving 

rise to a clear indication that the 'EU’s most pro-European' region (Hooghe & Marks 2007; 

Llamazares & Gramacho 2007) was turning towards euroscepticism (Braun & Tausendpfund 

2014; Belchior 2015).  

 

The ultimate objective of this article is to provide an overview of the rise of eurosceptic attitudes 

in these four countries, and to analyse the factors that underpin (or impede) the adoption of 
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eurosceptic attitudes and how these factors evolved throughout the crisis. An important point in 

our study is that we aim to highlight country specificities. In other words, ‘Old Southern Europe’ 

is not considered a unitary group for the study of euroscepticism. On the contrary, we seek to 

investigate whether we can detect differences between these countries and in particular between 

the sovereign bailout countries (Greece and Portugal) on one hand, and Spain and Italy on the other 

(although Spain had a bank bailout, this did not affect sovereignty to the extent experienced by 

Greece and Portugal). Furthermore, are these determinants different at the three points of time of 

our study or are they the same irrespective of the onset of the crisis? In a broader perspective, the 

article aims to answer the question whether the critical stances towards the European project that 

are observed after the onset of the economic crisis in the four countries are more conjunctural and 

related to the crisis or alternatively, have become more enduring and deep-seated.  

 

The structure of the article is as follows. In the next section, we briefly present the context in which 

increased euroscepticism occurred in Southern Europe. In the third section, we focus on our 

theoretical framework. In the fourth section our hypotheses are formulated, followed by the 

presentation of the data, variables and method. Next, we provide an aggregate-level overview of 

the evolution of public opinion in Southern Europe towards the EU over the timeframe of our 

study. The last section discusses the determinants of euroscepticism at the micro-level, and the 

paper ends with some concluding remarks. 

 

The eurozone crisis and the new euroscepticism 

Before the emergence of the eurozone crisis, EU membership was perceived as a positive thing for 

most South Europeans, who used to associate the EU with economic growth, rising standards of 
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living and a sought-after institutional framework for the modernisation of the state and economy. 

Nevertheless, it should be mentioned that in all four countries there were some surges in 

euroscepticism even before the onset of the crisis, but mostly related to the national context 

(Verney 2011) and not to the same extent. 

 

In 2010 the global credit crunch morphed into the eurozone crisis with Greece at its epicentre. The 

crisis soon spread to other countries in the periphery of the eurozone and in particular to other 

South European countries, exerting unprecedented pressure on their political systems. The Greek 

and Portuguese governments were forced to request the activation of emergency funds (bailout 

packages that rely on EU-IMF loans, the so-called Memorandum of Understanding/MoU), while 

Spain asked for a bank bailout in July 2012.3 Italy did not have to go through formal bailouts, but 

was forced to implement severe austerity policies imposed by the EU. Among the four countries 

of our study, Greece was the most severely affected by the economic and political fallout of the 

crisis. The old party system changed beyond recognition from 2009 to 2015 (Teperoglou & 

Tsatsanis 2014; Tsatsanis & Teperoglou 2016; Verney 2014). In Italy, the economic recession and 

rising unemployment derived from austerity led in 2011 to the resignation of a prime minister, 

who was then succeeded by an EU-sanctioned technocrat as head of government. Subsequently, 

the results of both the 2013 and 2018 national elections showed a seismic shift in the country's 

political scene. Similarly, the national election of 2015 in Spain signalled the end of the two-party 

system that was dominant since 1982 between the socialist party of PSOE (Partido Socialista 

Obrero Español ‒ Spanish Socialist Workers’ Party) and the centre-right PP (Partido Popular‒–

People’s Party). Mainly due to the rise of two national-wide challenger parties, Podemos (We Can) 

from the centre-left and Ciudadanos (Citizens) from the centre-right party the Spanish political 
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arena in the period of the economic crisis has changed significantly and moved towards a multi-

party system (Orriols & Guillermo Cordero 2016). Conversely, despite the fact that Portugal was 

with Greece one of the bailout southern European countries, we cannot detect similar fundamental 

changes in the Portuguese party system.  Perhaps the most striking transformation in the 

Portuguese party system relates to the changing inter-party dynamics that led to the collaboration 

of parties of the left for the first time since the transition to democracy in the mid-1970s. 

 

At the party level, euroscepticism in Italy has been mainly driven by the populist and eurosceptic 

party M5S (Movimento 5 Stelle – Five Star Movement) or by the far-right LN (Lega Nord – 

Northern League). In contrast, especially in Greece, but also in Spain and in Portugal, 

euroscepticism at the party level is mainly associated with leftist (and communist) ideology (Lisi 

& Tsatsanis 2018). In Spain, the rise of Podemos, a left-wing party founded in the aftermath of the 

social protests of 2011, challenged the consensus on EU integration. Therefore, a striking 

characteristic in the study of euroscepticism in southern Europe are the different political legacies 

related to eurosceptic stances. With the exception of Italy, the other three countries deviate from 

the common western-northern European pattern in this regard, where the adoption of less pro-

European stances is mainly found among political actors belonging to the right and extreme right 

(Van Elsas, Hakhverdian & Van der Brug 2016, pp. 1192-1194; Lisi & Tsatsanis 2018).  

 

Previous studies have focused on the effects of the economic crisis on the rise of euroscepticism 

(e.g. Braun & Tausendpfund 2014; Freire, Teperoglou & Moury 2014; Serricchio, Tsakatika, & 

Quaglia 2013), examining only the period leading up to the crisis and its early manifestations. In 

the literature, there are various studies on these four countries with similar research questions, but 
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most of them concentrate on the period at the beginning of the crisis (e.g. Clements, Nanou, & 

Verney 2014; Jiménez & de Haro 2011; Serricchio 2012). To our knowledge, the only recent study 

on the rise of euroscepticism addressing Southern Europe exclusively (also including Cyprus and 

Malta) was published by Verney (2018), offering an analysis of the evolution of euroscepticism in 

Southern Europe using aggregate findings. 

 

Our contribution aims to fill this research gap by analysing euroscepticism in the four countries 

before the onset of the eurozone crisis, during its peak and after its outbreak both at the aggregate 

and micro-level.4 We are aware that it is rather early to analyse the long-term consequences of the 

crisis on EU attitudes in Southern Europe. Nevertheless, we believe that as the period of economic 

turmoil gradually recedes into the past, the time has come to start to shed light on the determinants 

of this new euroscepticism.  

 

Determinants of euroscepticism: competing theoretical perspectives  

Euroscepticism has been acknowledged as being of a complex multidimensional nature (e.g. 

Lubbers & Scheepers 2005; Boomgaarden et al. 2011), being traditionally defined as 'contingent 

or qualified opposition, as well as incorporating outright and unqualified opposition to the process 

of European integration' (Taggart 1998, p.366). Most of the studies on euroscepticism construe 

elite and party oppositions to European integration based mainly on the classic distinction between 

'soft' and 'hard' euroscepticism as originally formulated by Taggart (1998) and its consequences 

for the national political arena. The literature reveals growing interest in the study of EU public 

opinion since the late 1980s as a result of the consequences of market integration (Inglehart, Rabier 

& Reif 1991; Hooghe & Marks 2009), whereas emphasis is given to the analysis of the predictors 
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of anti-European stances (e.g. Hooghe & Marks 2009; McLaren 2007). In this section of the article, 

we will briefly present the main theoretical approaches to explaining public opinion stances 

towards the EU.  

 

The cognitive mobilisation approach 

Cognitive mobilisation is defined by the (high) level of education and by (high) interest in 

discussing politics and/or higher political involvement (Inglehart 1970; Janssen 1991). The latter 

variable is related to exposure to information on European matters and consequently to a higher 

level of 'EU political sophistication' (e.g. awareness of how the EU works). Citizens who are more 

cognitively mobilised tend to adopt more pro-European stances compared to those who are less 

cognitively mobilised. 

 

The utilitarian/economic approach  

Attitudes towards European integration are analysed in terms of economic effects (Gabel & Palmer 

1995; Gabel 1998; Eichenberg & Dalton 1993). The main underlying rationale is that the stances 

of European citizens towards the process of European integration are influenced by a trade-off 

between the benefits and costs of their country’s EU membership (both for retrospective and 

prospective evaluations). EU citizens are able to make a rational evaluation of the economic 

consequences of European integration both for themselves ('egocentric utilitarian approach') and 

for their country’s economy ('subjective sociotropic utilitarian approach') (Hooghe & Marks 

2009; Serricchio 2012). Moreover, Gabel & Palmer (1995) and Gabel (1998) argue that citizens’ 

support for integration is positively related to their welfare gains from integration policy. In both 

studies they predict that ‘human capital level of education, income and occupational skills’ is an 
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important proxy for citizen support for integration. Their analysis reveals that those who are less 

well educated, with low income and manual workers tend to be less supportive of the EU (Gabel 

1998, p.343). However, education and occupational skills are also positively correlated with 

cognitive skills (Gabel 1998). 

 

 This interest-based approach was the most prominent in the relevant literature up to the mid- 

1990s. In the aftermath of the Maastricht treaty, some studies have shown that the relative impact 

of economic considerations in explaining the rise of euroscepticism has decreased, while on the 

other hand the impact of cultural aspects has increased (Schäfer et al. 2018). In other words, some 

scholars moved away from the economic calculus approach to understanding euroscepticism, 

claiming that possible threats to attitudes towards European integration could not be of an 

economic nature only, but could also involve other factors such as the strength of national versus 

European identity. 

 

The national identity approach  

The third main approach to a possible explanation of the endorsement of eurosceptic stances is 

based on national identity (e.g. Carey 2002; Hooghe & Marks 2005, 2009; McLaren 2007). This 

theory primarily flourished when EU citizens became more doubtful about the process of the 

European integration, a trend which has been characterised as the 'post-Maastricht blues' 

(Eichenberg & Dalton 2007). As van Elsas and van der Brug (2015, p.202) argue, ‘Maastricht 

made citizens aware of the implications of the EU for national interests, sovereignty, and identity, 

thereby giving right-wing citizens a reason to become eurosceptical’. A further development was 

the introduction of EU citizenship and the idea of European identity. This approach stresses the 
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multilevel nature of governance in the EU, the loss of sovereignty for nation states and the debate 

around multiculturalism versus national identity. National identity effects are likely to become 

increasingly pertinent to explain attitudes on European integration as a consequence of the national 

politicisation of EU issues (Hooghe & Marks 2009). In particular, national identity effects on 

euroscepticism can be potentiated by the division of the political elite on European integration in 

the country (Hooghe & Marks 2005).  

 

The political/institutional approach 

This approach focuses on national peculiarities rather than links with the actual process of 

European integration (e.g. Armingeon & Ceka 2014; Serricchio, Tsakatika, & Quaglia, 2013). It 

is argued that euroscepticism is linked to the (negative) performance of the national government, 

as well as to (low) levels of trust in national institutions. However, findings from previous studies 

are inconclusive regarding this approach (McLaren 2007). Some authors claim that there is a spill-

over effect from dissatisfaction with the national government to the EU sphere (e.g. Anderson 

1998), while others argue that the higher the level of dissatisfaction with national government 

institutions, the more pronounced will be the adoption of positive stances towards the EU (e.g. 

Sánchez-Cuenca 2000). 

 

The pertinent literature of this approach includes two more plausible explanations of the 

determinants of euroscepticism, referring to input-oriented factors in response to the performance 

of the system (Mcevoy 2016). The first approach associates eurosceptic positions with a negative 

evaluation of democracy at the European level (e.g. Armingeon & Ceka 2014; Serricchio, 

Tsakatika, & Quaglia 2013). In particular, the literature links the debate on the EU democratic 
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deficit with euroscepticism. The second one emphasises a possible connection between the feeling 

of political efficacy, that is, the feeling that the citizens’ voice is taken into account in the EU 

political process, and the issue of political support for the EU (e.g. Braun and Tausendpfund 2014, 

p. 239; Mcevoy 2016). This effect seems to downplay short-term utilitarian concerns, as citizens 

who feel their voice is represented are more likely to show support for the EU regardless of their 

perceptions of the economy (Mcevoy 2016).  

 

Political/ideological approach 

Previous studies argue that supporters of centrist parties tend to adopt more pro-European stances, 

while voters of both extreme right and extreme left parties are considered more eurosceptic (see 

Van Elsas & Van der Brug 2015; Van Elsas, Hakhverdian &Van der Brug 2016). The origins of 

left and right-wing euroscepticism are, however, distinctly different. Radical left-wing parties 

derive their euroscepticism from their support of the welfare state and opposition to market 

liberalisation. On the other hand, radical right-wing parties are wary of the threat posed by 

European integration to national sovereignty via the transfer of powers from the nation-state to 

supranational institutions and to national culture due to the increase of immigration (Van Elsas et 

al., 2016). In this regard, Van Elsas and Van der Brug (2015, pp. 205-206) demonstrate that voters 

on the left are more fearful of losing social security than those on the right, and that right-wing 

voters are more afraid of losing national identity than the left. In this vein, in Southern Europe, the 

legacy of the party systems prior to the emergence of the crisis seems to explain these countries’ 

deviance from the rest of Europe regarding patterns of euroscepticism (Lisi & Tsatsanis 2018).  
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Hypotheses and expectations: knowledge, utility, identity, institutional trust, efficacy or left-

right orientation? 

 

Our first hypothesis draws on cognitive mobilisation theory. Here, we aim to figure out whether 

less knowledge about the EU increases the likelihood of eurosceptic attitudes in Southern Europe. 

 

Hypothesis 1: Eurosceptic stances will tend to be higher for citizens with a low level of knowledge 

about the EU, when compared to citizens with a higher level of knowledge (H1) 

 

Some scholars have demonstrated that during the crisis, there was an increase in the explanatory 

power of utility and economic calculations, as opposed to identity factors, in public support for 

European monetary integration (Hobolt & Wratil 2015). This conclusion is most likely dependent 

on the issue at stake being economic, stimulating citizens to consider it ‘more in terms of economic 

self-interest and less in terms of their national identity’ (Hobolt & Wratil 2015, p. 252). Freire, 

Teperoglou and Moury (2014) found that both the economic crisis and the political responses of 

the EU to austerity policies contributed to a strong increase of euroscepticism in Greece and 

Portugal between 2008 and 2012. Andreadis et al. (2014), in focusing on the rise of euroscepticism 

in Italy and Greece during the period of 2012-13, conclude that the increase in negative attitudes 

towards Europe in both countries is closely related to the attribution of blame to the EU for the 

economic crisis.  

 

Our general expectation is thus that the emergence of the crisis in the South European countries 

led to an increase in euroscepticism due to a decreasing perception of European integration's 
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utilitarian value, both egocentric and sociotropic. We expect this to be more prominent in Greece 

and Portugal, the two sovereign bailout countries in our study, compared to Spain and Italy. 

Moreover, utilitarian considerations are expected to play a significant role in citizens’ support for 

the EU (especially in Greece and Portugal) whenever they can establish a link between their own 

economic situation and EU integration policies.  

 

In order to test sociotropic economic utilitarianism, our hypothesis stands as follows: 

Hypothesis 2a: The more negative the evaluation of the prospective situation of the national 

economy, the more pronounced the eurosceptic stances especially at the peak of the crisis in 

Greece and Portugal (H2a)  

 

To test egocentric economic utilitarianism, we formulated the following two hypotheses: 

Hypothesis 2b: The more negative the evaluation of the current economic situation of the 

household, the more pronounced the eurosceptic stances especially at the peak of the crisis in 

Greece and Portugal (H2b) 

 

Hypothesis 2c: Citizens whose individual-level characteristics are associated with lower 

socioeconomic status (manual workers or unemployed) are more inclined to adopt eurosceptic 

stances especially at the peak of the crisis in Greece and Portugal (H2c) 

 

Previous studies carried out at the beginning of the eurozone crisis concluded that, although the 

utilitarian approach explains variation in EU attitudes in the countries most affected by the crisis, 

national identity was found to be more important in explaining euroscepticism (Serricchio, 
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Tsakatika & Quaglia 2013). National politicisation of EU issues and elite conflict has augmented 

as a result of the economic crisis (Hobolt &Wratil 2015), which contributes to an expected 

increased national identity effect in ‘Old Southern Europe’ during the course (and as a 

consequence) of the crisis. Our hypothesis is based on exclusive national identity. 

 

Hypothesis 3: Citizens who are more inclined to adopt an exclusive national identity are more 

likely to espouse eurosceptical stances (H3) 

 

Armingeon and Ceka (2014) demonstrated that the erosion of trust in the EU between 2007 and 

2011 (mostly in Greece and Portugal, but also in the other countries under external financial 

intervention) is much more likely to be due to policies of national governments and developments 

in the national economy than to the direct effect of EU policies. We expect that the low levels of 

trust in the national government will be a significant predictor, especially at the peak of the crisis, 

given that all four countries experienced widespread discontent and cynicism in the national 

political arena.  

 

Hypothesis 4: An increased level of political distrust of the national government (especially during 

the peak of the crisis) will be associated with stronger eurosceptic stances in the four countries 

(H4) 

 

Furthermore, previous studies on South European countries found that negative attitudes of 

citizens towards the EU were closely related to their opinions on the political responses of the EU 

during the crisis (Andreadis et al. 2014; Freire, Teperoglou & Moury 2014). In order to assess how 
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citizens’ evaluations of EU performance affects euroscepticism, we worked on the following 

hypothesis: 

 

Hypothesis 5: The more negative the evaluation of EU democracy (especially during the peak of 

the crisis), the stronger the eurosceptic stances in the four countries (H5) 

 

Based on the political/institutional approach, we also include a hypothesis pertaining to political 

efficacy. We expect that the feeling of political efficacy towards the EU was a stronger predictor 

of euroscepticism before the crisis emerged, and that it has declined since then, as explained above.  

 

Hypothesis 6: The lower the level of citizens’ political efficacy towards the EU (especially before 

the emergence of the crisis) the stronger the eurosceptic stances in the four countries (H6) 

 

Finally, we expect that euroscepticism in Southern Europe is moulded by the legacy of the party 

systems prior to the emergence of the crisis, characterised by left-wing eurosceptic parties in 

Portugal and Greece (the communist and radical left parties), and by right-wing eurosceptic parties 

in Italy (e.g. Lega Nord). Spain had the least eurosceptic party system of this group before the 

onset of the crisis (Lisi & Tsatsanis 2018, p. 10), a scenario that started changing with the rise of 

the left-wing party Podemos. This change has probably been accelerated by the entry of extreme 

right party Vox into parliament at the regional and national level, in 2018 and 2019 respectively 

(which is however beyond the scope of the current article).  
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Hypothesis 7:  eurosceptic stances are expected to be more linked in Italy to extreme right positions 

on the left-right axis compared to the other three countries, whereas in Greece, Spain and Portugal 

the adoption of eurosceptic stances is more linked to leftist positions on the left-right axis (H7) 

 

Operationalisation: data, variables and method 

In all four countries, as presented below, we observe a sharp decline of support for the EU during 

the period of the eurozone crisis. We use the year 2009 as a benchmark for the period before the 

onset of the crisis. This year has been commonly used in studies on Southern Europe to identify 

the moment before the crisis exploded (e.g. Freire, Teperoglou & Moury 2014). In 2009 South 

European economies were already in, or entering, recession, but it was only in 2013-2014 that the 

eurozone crisis deeply affected these countries. The second period of our analysis is the peak of 

the crisis (2014). This year corresponds to the moment citizens’ critical views were at a high point, 

when compared to the time before the emergence of the crisis or the period of new equilibrium 

and stabilisation in 2018. We argue that for the four countries, 2014 generally represents the 

moment when the economic consequences of the crisis were more severely felt by the population.  

 

The third phase began in 2018, bringing renewed balance and stability. This year appears to be a 

turning point as most macro-level socioeconomic indicators become positive.5 In order to test our 

hypotheses, we used data from the Eurobarometer surveys series which enabled us to study at the 

predictors of euroscepticism at the individual level of analysis 6  in the four countries, using 

comparable variables in the three distinctive time points.  
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The dependent variable of our study is the following question about the image of the EU: ‘In 

general, does the EU conjure up for you a very positive, fairly positive, neutral, fairly negative, or 

very negative image?’. We used this question for two reasons. Firstly, it is the only appropriate 

indicator available in all three Eurobarometer surveys. Secondly, it captures a more general 

sentiment towards Europe - which constitutes the core of our research questions - with no reference 

to any benefits from EU membership or specific policy integration stances.7  

 

In order to depict the determinants of euroscepticism in Southern Europe, we ran an ordered logit 

model as our dependent variable is an ordinal one (see Table 1A in the appendix which summarises 

the variables used in the model with the exact wording of the questions and the scales). Following 

the hypotheses presented above, the independent variables included in the model come from a 

range of sociodemographic and attitudinal variables. We use gender (with male as a reference 

category), age and education.  

 

The first hypothesis, which is formulated based on the cognitive mobilisation theory, is tested by 

creating an index of EU knowledge. The utilitarian/economic approach (H2a, b and c) is tested 

through the inclusion of a question related to perceptions about the current household economic 

situation and another question on the prospective subjective evaluation of the national economy. 

Furthermore, in order to test whether socioeconomic placement of individuals reflects whether an 

individual is a winner or loser of European integration (H2c), we included some sociodemographic 

variables in the model. These are: ‘low education’ and ‘university education’ as dummies along 

with the occupational dummy variables for manual workers, managers and unemployed.  
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The national identity approach (H3) is tested with the introduction in the model of a variable of 

‘national identity only’. Due to the absence of this question in the survey of 2009, we used as a 

proxy the question whether respondents feel they are EU citizens. In order to test the hypothesis 

of a possible association between an increased level of political distrust for the national 

government and euroscepticism (H4), the variable of trust in the national government is used. For 

testing H5, which is about the correlation between eurosceptic stances and negative evaluation of 

EU democracy, we introduced the variable of the (negative) evaluation of EU democracy. In order 

to test whether EU political efficacy is a determinant of euroscepticism (H6), we included the 

indicator ‘My voice does not count in the European Union’. Finally, the hypothesis related to the 

political/ideological approach is tested using the question of self-placement on the left-right axis. 

We created four dummy variables (extreme left, left, right and extreme right) with the centre being 

the reference category. 

 

From pro-European to eurosceptic during the eurozone crisis? The evolution of public 

opinion towards the EU in Southern Europe, 2009-2018 

 

Our various Eurobarometer indicators produced rather puzzling findings. Overall, we can certainly 

say that the eurozone crisis has undermined the conventional wisdom – largely established prior 

to the crisis – concerning the region’s pro-European character. Starting with the question about the 

negative image of the EU, which is our dependent variable in the analysis below, the distribution 

of the responses is presented in Figure 1. 
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Not surprisingly, the first main conclusion is that the most negative image of the EU is observed 

at the peak of the eurozone crisis in all four countries: ranging from 45 per cent in Greece and 30 

per cent in Italy to 26 per cent in Portugal and 22 per cent in Spain. Before the onset of the crisis, 

the proportion who harboured a negative image of the EU was much lower in all four countries 

(ranging from 10 per cent in Italy to 19 per cent in Greece). From 2009 to 2014, negative stances 

increased by 26 per cent in Greece and by 10 per cent in Portugal.  

 

In 2018, after the eurozone crisis, a decline in the negative EU image is observed in all four 

countries, but not to the same extent in all. On the one hand, only 13 per cent of Portuguese and 

15 per cent of Spanish citizens now had a negative image of the EU - percentages below the EU 

average (18 per cent). Interestingly, the results in Portugal were even lower than before the crisis. 

Therefore, it seems that especially in Portugal but also in Spain there was, in 2018, an 

overwhelming majority with a positive image of the EU. On the other hand, in Italy and especially 

in Greece, there was a significant group of citizens who still held negative views about the EU (25 

per cent in Italy and 34 per cent in Greece, both above the EU average).  

 

Overall, the main conclusion from Figure 1 is that even though the ups and downs in terms of the 

image of the EU follow the same patterns in the four countries, there are important differences. 

Possible explanations for this differentiation could be economic factors (the crisis in Greece was 

more severe and in 2018 the country was completing its third bailout programme), or the influence 

of an anti-European agenda endorsed by parties and the media specifically regarding the negative 

role of the EU in the crisis, as well as the dynamic presence of eurosceptic parties mainly in Greece 

and Italy.  
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A possible legitimacy crisis? Evaluation of EU democracy and trust in European institutions   

 

During the period of the crisis a remarkably high percentage of South European citizens show a 

negative evaluation of the performance of EU democracy (see Figure 2). In total, 74 per cent of 

Greeks, 62 per cent of Italians and Spaniards and 69 per cent of Portuguese citizens negatively 

appraised democracy at the EU level (with the EU average at about 47 per cent). These findings 

contradict previous patterns of positive evaluations of EU democracy in these countries (in contrast 

to usually lower levels of positive evaluation of national democracies, e.g. Hobolt 2012, pp. 91-

92) and could be linked to the profound disillusionment of citizens, especially at the peak of the 

crisis. Moreover, in Greece, this period gave rise to phenomena of civil unrest along with the rise 

of radicalism, extremism and populism (see among others Dinas et al. 2013). Additionally, 

particularly in the two bailout countries, the attribution of blame for the crisis often pointed to EU 

policies and institutions. Nevertheless, as Kriesi (2018) argues, the critical evaluation of 

democracy during the eurozone crisis did not undermine the citizens’ support for democracy. After 

the crisis period, we observe a sharp decline in negative evaluations of EU democracy in Italy and 

especially Spain and Portugal, and also but to a much lesser extent in Greece. The fact that Greece 

remains an outlier could be related to the depth of the economic crisis in the country. 

 

The negative evaluation of EU democracy is accompanied by high levels of distrust of EU 

institutions and the EU itself (see Figure 3). In the pre-crisis period in Southern Europe there was 

a pattern of higher trust in the EU institutions compared to national ones. But at the peak of the 

crisis we observe a kind of a 'distrust syndrome' directed towards EU institutions. In the eyes of 
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the citizens the austerity measures and the ensuing recession were widely construed as externally 

imposed by EU institutions (especially the European Commission). The most negative stances 

towards EU institutions are recorded for the European Central Bank in all four countries, while the 

European Parliament still held the highest percentages of trust (although also in decline compared 

to the period before the onset of the crisis). In 2018 the data show that there was an increase in the 

levels of trust in Spain, Portugal but also in Greece for all EU institutions. On the contrary, in Italy 

levels of trust in the European Commission were even lower and the picture remained almost 

unchanged for the other institutions. This could be attributed to the immigration/refugee crisis and 

the electoral rise of the former Lega Nord, now known simply as Lega). 

 

The main conclusion from the analysis at the aggregate level is that the most significant boost in 

eurosceptic stances took place in Greece. An increase in critical stances towards the EU can already 

be observed from the late 2000s (Teperoglou, 2016). However, during the crisis, euroscepticism 

in this country exceeded even the levels of the traditionally eurosceptic UK (Verney, 2015, p.286). 

Portugal followed with particularly high levels of anti-European stances during the peak of the 

crisis compared to the pre-crisis period. In Italy, increased anti-European sentiment was already 

visible earlier, it intensified during the crisis and continues to be evident. 

 

On the other hand, Spain showed the lowest level of euroscepticism during the crisis. Moreover, 

in post-crisis Spain and Portugal, a new pro-European equilibrium has emerged. We might 

conclude that the rise of euroscepticism in the two Iberian countries was more conjunctural and 

related to the eurozone crisis itself. On the other hand, the data show that in Italy and Greece 

euroscepticism had become more entrenched. There was a more critical evaluation of the European 
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project as a whole, irrespective of the passing of the crisis. Finally, there were differences between 

the two bailout countries in the evolution of public support towards the EU at least at the aggregate 

level of analysis. 

 

In order to better understand and interpret the trends observed at the aggregate level, in the next 

section we switch to the individual-level of analysis.  

 

The determinants of euroscepticism in ‘old’ Southern Europe 

In order to test our hypotheses, we rely on the results of the ordered logit model presented in Tables 

2A and 3A in the online Appendix. Moreover, we used the Brant test to explore whether the 

proportional odds/parallel lines assumptions of the ordered logit model are met. We find that this 

is the case for most of the regressions, with a few exceptions.8 Figures 4a to 4c present the marginal 

effects of our predictors of euroscepticism on the dependent variable (a negative EU image). These 

enable the reader to more easily examine the differences between countries and years.  

 

We begin by examining H1, in which we try to depict whether there is a correlation between low 

levels of EU knowledge and eurosceptic stances. The conclusion is that for 2014 and 2018 there 

is no evidence of such a link in any of the four countries (the question was not included in the 

survey of 2009). Thus, our hypothesis is not confirmed, meaning that citizens in southern Europe 

who were not well-informed about EU politics did not necessarily turn into eurosceptics.  

 

Moving to the economic/instrumental approaches to explain EU public opinion variation (H2a, b 

and c) the results do not follow the same pattern in all four countries over the timeframe of our 
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study. More specifically, in 2009, before the onset of the crisis the prospective evaluation of the 

economic situation of the country (H2b) was an important determinant in Italy, Spain and Portugal, 

whereas it was less important in Greece. Interestingly, in the latter in 2009, egocentric economic 

utilitarianism related to employment status (H2c) was a significant determinant. The other variable 

which captures egocentric economic utilitarianism (evaluation of the household economic 

situation-H2a) was a significant predictor before the peak of the crisis in Greece, Spain and 

Portugal but not in Italy (see Figure 4a and Tables 2A and 3A in the online Appendix). Overall, 

we might conclude that even before the emergence of the eurozone crisis, the economic calculus 

explanation gains some support, whereas the deviations between the four countries could be 

justified by the different trajectories at the level of the national economy.  

 

At the peak of the crisis in 2014, a different pattern is observed. As Figure 4b shows, unemployed 

status became significant as a determinant of euroscepticism in Italy but not any more in Greece. 

Moreover, in Greece both egocentric and sociotropic economic utilitarianism were important 

factors (confirming H2a and H2b); in Spain only the egocentric factor mattered and in Portugal 

only the sociotropic factor (and thus H2b is partially disconfirmed). On the other hand, in Italy 

economic considerations (with the exception of unemployment) did not seem to be associated with 

the increase in euroscepticism. In other words, (low) socio-economic status does not appear to be 

a significant factor in the countries that signed bailout agreements during the peak of the crisis, 

thus disconfirming our hypothesis. This could be attributed to the lack of significant variation 

among the samples, given that the effects of the crisis were severe for the majority of Greek and 

Portuguese society. 
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 Moving to 2018, after the end of the eurozone crisis, the predictors associated with the 

utilitarian/economic approaches seem to be important determinants in Italy (see Figure 4c). As the 

data at the aggregate level showed above, in 2018 the Italians recorded the most eurosceptic stances 

on various indicators compared to the citizens of the other three countries. On the other hand, in 

Spain only the (negative) prospective evaluation of the national economic situation emerged as an 

important predictor. For Greece and Portugal, the two bailout countries, the economic calculus 

considerations were important, confirming both H2a and H2b. Moreover, there is a correlation 

between low socio-economic status and an inclination to adopt more eurosceptic attitudes (low 

education for Portugal and being a worker in Greece). The increased significance of 

socioeconomic explanations in Greece and Portugal in this period could be interpreted as a sign of 

return to normality in terms of drivers of euroscepticism. This could reflect the ‘restoration’ of 

variance in the samples of the two populations in terms of economic evaluations (both egocentric 

and sociotropic).  

 

Moving to the third hypothesis, the so-called cultural explanations of public support for the EU, 

the overarching conclusion is that the feeling of strong and exclusive national identity is one of the 

most significant predictors of euroscepticism in ‘Old Southern Europe’ throughout the period 

covered by our study. The loss of national sovereignty because of the imposition of economic 

measures by EU institutions and the IMF dominated party and broader political discourse at the 

peak of the crisis in all four countries. Therefore, our findings are in line with those of Serricchio, 

Tsakatika and Quaglia (2013) who found national identity to be more important in explaining 

euroscepticism at the beginning of the crisis. This enduring characteristic downplayed the role of 

the economy as a predictor of euroscepticism, especially at the peak of the crisis. 
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Other significant determinants are the low levels of trust in each national government (H4) and the 

negative evaluation of EU democracy (H5). Our hypotheses are confirmed for all four countries at 

the peak of the eurozone crisis. However, the possible spill-over of dissatisfaction from national 

to EU institutions as an explanation for a surge in eurosceptic stances is also significant before the 

onset of the crisis (we do not have data for EU democracy). For 2018, the low level of trust in the 

national government was still relevant as a predictor in Spain and Portugal, but not in Italy and 

Greece (see Figure 4c). In the case of Greece, the more eurosceptic orientation of the coalition 

government, composed of the radical left SYRIZA and the nationalist ANEL, that assumed office 

in 2015 can explain why lower trust in the government (most probably by sympathisers of the 

opposition parties) was associated with pro-European attitudes and vice versa. The same 

explanation might apply to Italy, given the change in government after the 2018 election when a 

coalition of M5S and The League took power.  

 

Moving to other hypotheses, as expected before the onset of the crisis, the citizens who believed 

their voice did not count in the EU tended to adopt more eurosceptic stances, thus confirming our 

hypothesis (H6). At the peak of the crisis, low levels of EU-related political efficacy continued to 

play a salient role in Italy, Greece and Spain, but not in Portugal. After the crisis, this was again a 

significant predictor for all countries. Overall, the results are inconclusive regarding H6.  

 

Finally, our analysis reveals some interesting patterns in the political/ideological approach. As 

shown by Figure 4b and Table 3A in the online appendix, in Portugal at the peak of the crisis, self-

placement on the centre-left and to a lesser extent on the extreme left was a significant determinant 
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of eurosceptic stances. This could be attributed to the role of the PS (Partido Socialista – Socialist 

Party) in opposition and to the active voices of the two radical left-wing parties, the PCP [Partido 

Comunista Português - Portuguese Communist Party, that actually runs as a coalition with the 

Greens, the so-called Unitary Democratic Coalition (CDU – Coligação Democrática Unitária)] and 

the BE (Bloco de Esquerda – Left Bloc) contesting the role of the EU during the crisis. These 

coefficients lost significance in 2018, which might be related to the fact the PS was then in 

government after a parliamentary agreement with the two radical left parties. On the other hand, 

in 2018, self-placement on the centre-right in Portugal significantly increased the likelihood of a 

pro-European stance. The same pattern is also observed in Greece  but mainly in 2009 for those 

who place themselves at the centre right, probably because by that time the main centre right party 

of New Democracy (ND – Nea Democratia) was in opposition and adopted less critical stances 

towards the EU (see Figure 4c). Meanwhile for Greece in both 2009 and 2014, placement on the 

extreme left of the ideological spectrum was an important determinant of euroscepticism. 

Interestingly, this loses significance in 2018, probably due to the detente by then reached between 

the radical left SYRIZA and European governments and institutions.  

 

Moving to Spain, our hypothesis (H7) concerning the more likely adoption of eurosceptic stances 

by left-wing citizens is fully confirmed for all three years. Moreover, in 2018, those who were still 

eurosceptic in Spain came from the left (extreme and centre) but also from the extreme right (thus 

disconfirming H7). Here our findings fit with the rise of the extreme right-wing party, Vox, which 

entered Parliament after the 2019 national elections. Finally, for Italy, unlike the other three 

countries, the data show self-placement on the left-right axis is not an important determinant, 

except for the extreme right in the pre-crisis period (confirming H7). Overall, our findings are in 
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line with earlier work on the importance of party system legacies and national contexts when 

discussing varieties of Euroscepticism (Lisi & Tsatsanis 2018). 

 

Conclusions 

The main aim of this article was to provide an overview of the rise of euroscepticism among 

citizens in ‘Old Southern Europe’ and try to explain the determinants of these attitudes. The main 

research question is whether in Italy, Greece, Spain and Portugal the heightened anti-European 

stances during the eurozone crisis were more conjunctural or more structural and deep-rooted. We 

also aimed to analyse the micro-level factors that underpinned (or impeded) the adoption of 

eurosceptic attitudes and how these factors evolved from 2009 to 2018. 

 

Our findings are strong and positive regarding the connection between anti-European stances and 

national identity in all four countries and for the entire timeframe of our study. This pattern 

demonstrates that at least in Southern Europe, exclusive national identity diminishes support for 

European integration, as Hooghe & Marks (2005) pointed out for other EU member states. 

Therefore, even in times of extraordinary economic recession this factor continues to explain a 

significant part of the variation in public opinion support for the EU. Another conclusion is that – 

counterintuitively – the economic calculus approach does not have the same discriminatory power 

when it comes to euroscepticism. However, as we showed above, there is no common trend among 

the countries of our study when it comes to the importance of economic factors. 

 

Furthermore, the increase in euroscepticism in the region is undoubtedly linked to the deterioration 

in economic conditions. However, the relative lack of variation in terms of perceptions of 
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economic trajectories (both personal and national) impede the overall explanatory power of 

economic considerations, particularly during the peak of the economic crisis. We might conclude 

that cultural and political/institutional approaches tend to more closely explain southern European 

euroscepticism before, during and after the crisis than economic considerations. On the other hand, 

ideological preferences are important predictors in Greece, Portugal and Spain especially for those 

imbued with a leftist ideology (confirming the continuing influence of party and ideological 

legacies in the three countries) whereas in Italy this is not the case. 

 

Overall, one could argue that both aggregate and micro-level data reveal more differences than 

similarities among the four Southern European countries when it comes to attitudes towards 

Europe. Euroscepticism for the two countries of the Iberian Peninsula appears to be more 

ephemeral; after the Eurozone crisis- particularly in Spain, there has been a return to a new 

equilibrium where positive stances towards the European project outnumber negative feelings. In 

Greece euroscepticism is more persistent, possibly because the crisis here was more severe than in 

the other countries and its effects run deeper. The findings are more ambiguous for Italy. The 

country follows a different trajectory and there were signs of increasing euroscepticism in 2018. 

 

If we posit the question whether Southern Europe returned to normality after the crisis in terms of 

its stances towards the EU, the answer is affirmative for Spain and Portugal, but not for Greece 

(yet) and not for Italy either. Therefore, the crisis does not seem to have had a homogenous effect 

on the euroscepticism of ‘Old Southern Europe’ countries. It was smoother for Portugal and Spain, 

which returned to a pre-crisis positive image of the EU after the crisis had passed. It left a stronger 

mark on Greece and Italy, consolidating eurosceptic attitudes in an apparently more structural way. 
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However, it would be premature to give any definitive answers given the unpredictability and 

contingency of European politics at the moment. Although the Eurozone crisis is generally 

considered to have been overcome, with social and economic indicators getting back to their pre-

crisis levels, the Eurozone saga continues. Not only could this crisis have generated lasting effects 

that predispose individuals in southern European countries to be sceptical about the EU, but other 

crises might also be looming, given the evident vulnerabilities of southern European economies. 

The rift between the southern and northern countries of the Eurozone over the economic response 

to the coronavirus crisis confirms that the legacy of the sovereign debt and migration crises has 

been the sedimentation of a north-south divide that could keep resurfacing every time the Eurozone 

faces a new challenge.  
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Figures (main text) 

Ιs 'Old Southern Europe' still eurosceptic? Determinants of mass attitudes before, during 

and after the Eurozone crisis 

 

Figure 1. Negative image of the EU before during and after the eurozone crisis: ‘Old Southern 

Europe' and EU average (2009, 2014 and 2018) 

 
Source: authors’ elaboration of Eurobarometer data: surveys 71.3 ( June-July 2009), 82.3 (November 2014) and 

90.3 (November 2018) 

 

Note: the data represent the combined total percentages of the categories ‘fairly negative’ and ‘very negative image’ 
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Figure 2. Negative evaluations of EU democracy before, during and after the eurozone crisis: 

‘Old Southern Europe’ and EU average (2009, 2014 and 2018) 
 

 
 
Source: authors’ elaboration of Eurobarometer data: surveys 71.3 ( June-July 2009), 82.3 (November 2014) and 

90.3 (November 2018). 

 

Note: the data represent the combined total percentages of the categories ‘not satisfied with EU democracy’ and ‘not 

at all satisfied with EU democracy”. 
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Figure 3.  Trust in EU Institutions and in the EU: "Old Southern Europe" 2009, 2014 and 2018 

(% of total) 
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Source: authors’ elaboration of Eurobarometer data: surveys 71.3 (June-July 2009), 82.3 (November 2014) and 

90.3 (November 2018) 

 

Note: values represent percentages 
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Figure 4a. Predictors of Euroscepticism in ‘Old Southern’ Europe: Average marginal effects before 

the eurozone crisis (2009) 
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Portugal 

 
 
Source: authors’ elaboration of Eurobarometer data: survey 71.3 (June-July 2009). 
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Figure 4b. Predictors of Euroscepticism in ‘Old Southern’ Europe: Average marginal effects at the 

peak of the eurozone crisis  (2014) 
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Portugal 

 
Source: authors’ elaboration of Eurobarometer data: survey 82.3 (November 2014). 
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Figure 4c. Predictors of Euroscepticism in ‘Old Southern’ Europe: Average marginal effects 

after the eurozone crisis (2018) 
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Portugal 

 
Source: authors’ elaboration of Eurobarometer data: survey 90.3 (November 2018). 
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Online Appendix 

For the article “Ιs 'Old Southern Europe' still Eurosceptic? Determinants of mass attitudes before, 

during and after the Eurozone crisis” by Eftichia Teperoglou and Ana Maria Belchior, Published 

in South European Society and Politics (2020) 

 

Table 1A . List of dependent and independent variables for the micro-level analysis 

Variable Wording Scale 

Dependent  

EU image In general, does the European Union conjure up for you a very 

positive, fairly positive, neutral, fairly negative or very negative 

image? 

0=  very positive+ fairly positive; 1= 

neutral; 2=  fairly negative + very negative 

image 

Independent 

Evaluation of current household 
economy (negative) 

How would you judge the current situation in each of the 
following?.  The financial situation of your household 

 

0=very good to 4= very bad 

Prospective eval. of  national 

econonimic situation (negative) 

What are your expectations for the next twelve months: the 

economic situation of your country 
 

0= better; 1= the same, 2= worse 

 

EU knowledge 

(2018, 2014)  

For each of the following statements about the EU could you 

please tell me whether you think it is true or false: a)  The Euro 
area currently consists of 19* Member States, b)  The members 

of the European Parliament are directly elected by the citizens of 

each Member State and c)  Switzerland is a Member State of the 
EU 

(* 28 member states asked in the 2014 survey) 

 

Creation of index of EU knowledge based 

on these questions 
 

Exclusive National Identity (2018, 
2014) 

Do you see yourself as (nationality only) 
 

 

0/1 

EU citizen (2009) Feel like EU citizen  
 

 

0=no, rather does not; 1= yes, rather 

Trust national government Please tell me if you tend to trust or tend not to trust the national 
government 

 

0= trust; 1= not to trust 

Satisfaction with EU democracy 

(2014, 2018) 

On the whole, are you very satisfied, fairly satisfied, not very 

satisfied or not at all satisfied with the way democracy works in 
the EU  

 

0=very satisfied to 3= very dissatisfied 

Political Efficacy EU level  My voice counts in the European Union (reversed) 0= tend to agree ; 1= tend to disagree 
(2009 survey) 

1= totally disagree; 2= disagree; 3= agree; 

4= totally agree ( 2014 and 2018 surveys) 
 

Extreme left Left/Right self-placement 

In politics, people sometimes talk about the ‘left’ and the ‘right’. 

Where would you place yourself on a scale from 0 to 10, where 
0 means the furthest left and 10 means the furthest right? 

1-2= extreme left (1) & 

other (0) 

Left 
 

3-4= left (1) & 
other (0) 

Center 

 

5-6= centre (1) & 

other (0) 

Right 7-8=right (1) & 
other (0) 

Extreme right  9-10= extreme right (1) & 
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other (0) 

   

Sociodemographic variables 

Male  0=female; 1= male 

Age  15-24; 25-39;40-54 and 55 and older 

Primary education  0/1 

University education  0/1 

Manual worker  0/1 

Manager  0/1 

Unemployed  0/1 



Table 2A. Predictors of Euroscepticism in Italy and Greece 2009, 2014 and 2018 

 Italy Greece 

Year 2009 2014 2018 2009 2014 2018 

 Β(s.e.) Β(s.e.) Β(s.e.) Β(s.e.) Β(s.e.) Β(s.e.) 

Male .092 

(.172) 

-.200 

(.174) 

.214 

(.159) 

-.067 

(.143) 

-.000 

(.158) 

-.036 

(.148) 

Age -.095 

(.096) 

.027 

(.120) 

-.000 

(.090) 

.255*** 

(.089) 

.097 

(.108) 

.056 

(.090) 

Education 
 

University education  -.275 

(.279) 

-.013 

(.200) 

-.297 

(.202) 

.165 

(.266) 

.219 

(.194) 

.082 

(.183) 

Primary education .436 

(.309) 

.167 

(.229) 

-.320 

(.211) 

-.170 

(.271) 

-.130 

(.234) 

-.235 

(.218) 

Occupational Category 

Manager .004 
(.294) 

.134 
(.244) 

-.088 
(.280) 

-.216 
(.326) 

-.221 
(.295) 

-.070 
(.294) 

Worker .019 

(.305) 

.115 

(.280) 

-.089 

(.238) 

-.148 

(.265) 

-.044 

(.295) 

.808** 

(.327) 

Unemployed -.200 

(.319) 

.750** 

(.350) 

-.285 

(.481) 

.711** 

(.282) 

.112 

(.236) 

.360 

(.262) 

Utilitarian approach   

Evaluation of household 

economy (negative) 

.156 

(.124) 

 

-.131 

(.133) 

.547*** 

(.133) 

.408*** 

(.097) 

.322*** 

(.112) 

.210* 

(.113) 

Prospective eval. of econ. 

situation country (negative) 

.478*** 

(.113) 

 

.159 

(.132) 

.311*** 

(.106) 

.211* 

(.116) 

.250* 

(.128) 

.268** 

(.121) 

National Identity approach 

Exclusive national identity -1.191*** 
(.185) 

 

.624*** 
(.192) 

 

.843*** 
(.188) 

-1.399*** 
(.151) 

.818*** 
(.174) 

.987*** 
(.171) 

 

Cognitive mobilization approach 

EU knowledge 

n.a  

 

-.115 

(.104) 

.003 

(.097) 

n.a -.006 

(.115) 

.041 

(.091) 

Political/institutional approach 

 Distrust government  .910*** 
(.226) 

1.155*** 
(.244) 

.057 
(.178) 

1.38*** 
(.216) 

1.581*** 
(.389) 

-.089 
(.205) 
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Source: authors’ elaboration of data from Eurobarometer surveys 71.3 ( June-July 2009), 82.3 (November 2014) and 90.3 (November 2018). 

Note: ***:p <0.01; **:p < 0.05; *:p < 0.1. Robust standard errors in parentheses. We used  brant command to run  Brant’s test of ologit’s parallel regression/ proportional odds assumption. The 

insignificant overall chi2 value suggests that ologit’s assumptions are met. 

  

Evaluation of EU democracy 
(bad) n.a 

1.70*** 
(.122) 

1.32*** 
(.145) 

n.a 1.184*** 
(.118) 

.981*** 
(.115) 

Political efficacy EU  1.812*** 

(.254) 

.297*** 

(.102) 

.548*** 

(.106) 

1.70*** 

(.205) 

.706*** 

(.113) 

.941*** 

(.111) 

Political/ ideological approach  (ref. centre) 

Extreme left .158 

(.336) 

-.120 

(.323) 

-.159 

(.274) 

1.60*** 

(.362) 

1.302*** 

(.422) 

.393 

(.403) 

Centre-left -.136 

(.267) 

-.034 

(.234) 

-.319 

(.218) 

.103 

(.217) 

.009 

(.201) 

.207 

(.204) 

Centre-right 

.153 

(.222) 

.381 

(.243) 

.041 

(.235) 

-.563** 

(.226) 

-.158 

(.259) 

.201 

(.216) 

Extreme right .755* 

(.416) 

-.227 

(.393) 

.133 

(.325) 

-.114 

(.308) 

-.493 

(.370) 

.577 

(.355) 

/cut1 2.57 

(.518) 

2.62 

(.603) 

3.44 

(.453) 

2.84 

(.508) 

5.30 

(.647) 

3.80 

(.484) 

/cut2 4.70 

(.537) 

4.59 

(.626) 

5.82 

(.486) 

5.27 

(.526) 

7.78 

(.709) 

6.46 

(.531) 

R-squared .199 .208 .250 .252 .337 .266 

Brant test chi2 ( p>chi2) 18.74 (.282) 40.00 (.002) 51.87(.000) 26.06(.053) 16.80 (.537) 27.48 (.070) 

N 
737 

614 715 965 818 846 
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Table 3A. Predictors of Euroscepticism in Spain and Portugal 2009, 2014 and 2018 

 Spain Portugal 

Year 2009 2014 2018 2009 2014 2018 

 Β(s.e.) Β(s.e.) Β(s.e.) Β(s.e.) Β(s.e.) Β(s.e.) 

Male -.016 

(.155) 

-.045 

(.160) 

-.182 

(.176) 

.060 

(.187) 

-.200 

(.168) 

-.040 

(.171) 

Age -.088 

(.096) 

 

.002 

(.098) 

.162* 

(.096) 

.162* 

(.092) 

.010 

(.112) 

.146 

(.110) 

 

Education 
 

University education  -.189 
(.210) 

.417* 
(.216) 

.253 
(.200) 

-.304 
(.252) 

.306** 
(.310) 

-.071 
(.255) 

Primary education .087 

(.227) 

.160 

(.202) 

-.180 

(.236) 

-.030 

(.228) 

.453 

(.213) 

-.381* 

(.223) 

Occupational Category 

Manager -.078 

(.290) 

-.169 

(.342) 

.287 

(.308) 

-.023 

(.318) 

-.032 

(.356) 

-.007 

(.359) 

Worker -.342 

(.226) 

.117 

(.213) 

.560** 

(.230) 

.287 

(.219) 

.255 

(.222) 

-.145 

(.240) 

Unemployed -.329 

(.229) 

.099 

(.209) 

.776*** 

(.287) 

.297 

(.286) 

.450* 

(.235) 

-.293 

(.332) 

Utilitarian approach   

Evaluation of household 

economy (negative) 

.280** 
(.117) 

 

.355*** 
(.132) 

.018 
(.152) 

.615*** 
(.145) 

.171 
(.150) 

.498*** 
(.176) 

Prospective eval. of econ. 
situation country (negative) 

.262*** 
(.100) 

.228 
(.157) 

.404*** 
(.130) 

.569*** 
(.138) 

.790*** 
(.164) 

.449*** 
(.151) 

National Identity approach 

Exclusive national identity -1.445*** 

(.201) 

 

.781*** 

(.199) 

.729** 

(.332) 

-1.270*** 

(.201) 

 

.353** 

(.171) 

.650*** 

(.210) 

Cognitive mobilization approach 

EU knowledge 

n.a  

 

-.036 
(.082) 

.097 
(.104) 

 

n.a -.168 
(.105) 

-.116 
(.102) 

Political/institutional approach 

 Distrust government  
.922*** 

1.194*** .581** .693*** .850*** 1.292*** 
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Source: authors’ elaboration of data from Eurobarometer surveys 71.3 ( June-July 2009), 82.3 (November 2014) and 90.3 (November 2018). 

Note: ***:p <0.01; **:p < 0.05; *:p < 0.1. Robust standard errors in parentheses.  We used  brant command to run  Brant’s test of ologit’s parallel regression/ proportional odds assumption. The 

insignificant overall chi2 value suggests that ologit’s assumptions are met. 

 

 

(.184) (.296) (.262) (.221) (.273) (.176) 

Evaluation of EU democracy 

(bad) n.a 

.527*** 

(.128) 

1.155*** 

(.150) 

n.a 1.330*** 

(.145) 

1.231*** 

(.178) 

Political efficacy EU  1.603*** 

(.167) 

.331*** 

(.102) 

.284*** 

(.106) 

1.393*** 

(.209) 

.056 

(.107) 

.330*** 

(.127) 

Political/ ideological approach (ref. centre) 

Extreme left .517** 

(.222) 

.793*** 

(.237) 

.725*** 

(.271) 

.484 

(.320) 

.625* 

(.361) 

.020 

(.328) 

Centre-left 

-.146 

(.207) 

.189 
(.191) 

.605*** 
(.192) 

.115 
(.223) 

.570*** 
(.205) 

.142 
(.217) 

Centre-right -.540** 

(.260) 

-.301 

(.341) 

.264 

(.425) 

-.008 

(.308) 

-.201 

(.268) 

-.800*** 

(.269) 

Extreme right .006 
(.330) 

 

-.305 
(.413) 

 

1.23** 
(.595) 

.244 
(.594) 

-.369 
(.710) 

.040 
(.060) 

/cut1 .59 
(.459) 

3.24 
(.571) 

4.06 
(.556) 

2.88 
(.536) 

4.06 
(.648) 

4.16 
(.558) 

/cut2 3.083 

(.466) 

5.61 

(.595) 

6.65 

(.599) 

4.94 

(.553) 

6.34 

(.681) 

6.88 

(.609) 

R-squared .202 .134 .166 .217 .215 .248 

Brant test chi2 ( p>chi2) 19.88 (.226) 20.34(.314) 25.16 (.121) 45.59(.000) 32.48 (.019) 24.85 (.129) 

N 
815 

655 564 662 673 717 



 

1 Previous research either found no impact of the global financial crisis on Euroscepticism (Serricchio, Tsakatika & 

Quaglia 2013), or a stronger impact of the Euro crisis when compared to the global crisis (Braun & Tausendpfund 

2014). Our option is thus to focus our study on the Eurozone crisis7 and not the global financial crisis. 
2 The term ‘Old Southern Europe’ refers to the group of southern European countries that joined the EU up to 1986 

(Italy, Greece, Portugal and Spain), contrasting with the ‘New Southern Europe’, referring to those that only joined 

in 2004 (Malta and Cyprus). 
3 Greece signed the first MoU in May 2010 (under the government of the socialist party, PASOK), while the second 

was activated in March 2012 and implemented by the coalition government of PASOK and New Democracy. The 

third bailout package was signed in July 2015 by the coalition government of the radical left party, SYRIZA, with the 

populist radical right party, Independent Greeks. This package ended on 20 August 2018. The Portuguese MoU was 

signed in June 2011, by a majority centre-right coalition, which took over after the minority socialist government of 

José Sócrates resigned in March 2011, unable to implement a package of austerity measures to deal with the external 

debt and market pressure. The bailout programme in Portugal ended in 2014.The Spanish MoU was signed in July 

2012 under a majority government of the Spanish conservative party (PP) and ended in 2013. In the case of Spain, the 

agreement specifically concerned the financial sector, aimed at rescuing Spanish banks.  
4 In our article we focus on these four countries and decided not to include Cyprus –a country also affected by the 

Eurozone crisis, where a decline in pro-European stances too is also observed. The main reason is that the pre-crisis 

Europhile image of Southern Europe refers to the ‘Old South European’ countries. As Verney (2018) points out, in 

the ‘new’ Southern Europe there was already greater contestation of the EU than in the ‘Old Southern Europe’.  
5 According to the World Bank, unemployment  reached its peak in 2013 or 2014 among the four countries (the 

figures for 2009, 2014 and 2018 are: in Greece 9.6%; 26.5% and 19.2%; in Portugal 9.4%, 14.0% and 6.9%; in 

Spain 17.9%, 24.4% and 15.5%; and in Italy: 7.7%, 12.7% and 10.2%). Data from Eurostat on general government 

gross debt also shows a peak in 2014. Regarding median income (EU-SILC and ECHIP surveys) the data are also 

illustrative: back in 2009, it is 12.626 in Greece, 15.564 in Spain, 9.407 in Portugal and 15.233 in Italy. In 2014 this 

has fallen, especially in Greece (8.674), while standing at 14.195 in Spain. In contrast, Portugal and Italy show a 

modest increase (10.125 in Portugal and 15.254 in Italy). Finally, all countries show an increase in 2018.  
6 These are:  EB71.3 (June-July 2009), EB 82.3 (November 2014) and Eurobarometer 90.3 (November 2018). 
7 Another reason for selecting this variable is the relatively low percentage of missing values (e.g. in 2018 ‘Do not 

know’ is 1.87% in Italy, 0.45% in Greece, 1.13% in Spain and 1.65% in Portugal).  
8  The exceptions are: the Portuguese survey of 2009 and the two Italian surveys of 2014 and 2019. We added the 

detail option to the brant command in order to see which variables are responsible for the violation of these 

assumptions. The coefficients which differ greatly are, for the Portuguese survey in 2009, the extreme right and for 

both Italian surveys the variables of extreme left and extreme right. The differentiation might be caused by the high 

percentages of neutral position in the EU image among those who place themselves at the extreme right in Portugal 

before the onset of the crisis and at the extreme right and left in 2014 and 2018 in Italy. For Portugal, the Eurozone 

crisis might have politicised the issue of Europe for extreme right citizens. For Italy the pattern is less clear. But, in 

both cases once we remove these ideological dummies from the model, the Brant test chi2 is not significant. 

                                                           


