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In October 2007, the first EU-wide, indeed thstfiransnational, Deliberative Poll®,
calledTomorrow’s Europegathered a random sample of 362 citizens froB@akEU member
states to the European Parliament building in Balgssvhere they spent a weekend deliberating
about a variety of social, economic, and foreighgyassues affecting the European Union and
its member states. The deliberation, in a tot@3fanguages, with simultaneous translation,
alternated between small group discussion leddged moderators and plenary question-and-
answer sessions with leading policy experts anchprent politicians. The participants’ were
queried about their views on first contact, befoeeng invited to the deliberative weekend, again
on arrival, and again, finally, at the end. (Fareon the method and the rationale, see Fishkin
1997; Luskin, Fishkin, and Jowell 2002.)

The object, as always in Deliberative Polling, wagstimate what the public would
think about the issues if it thought, knew, ané¢dl much more about them and how that would
differ from what they currently think about themhat ordinary polls measure). This
Deliberative Poll, however, was unprecedented imgiong together a random sample from all
the EU’'s member states. The public whose viewgWweing measured was not that of
Germany, France, the U.K., or any other single nesrstate but of the whole EU.

The issues deliberated included what the EU shdalh preserve its pension systems,
what role it should play in the world, how it camrain competitive in an increasingly global
economy, and what if anything it should do aboum#ithg additional member state$he
results shed light on deliberation’s effects ortladise issues. They also shed light on the
possibilities of creating a European public splearé on deliberation’s effects on mutual respect
across national boundaries.

Here, however, we focus on the results concerriagssue of enlargement, which were
striking and ran counter to what many of the EUWigorters would have anticipated. On three
of the four enlargement questions we asked—abdatgeament as a general proposition, about
admitting Turkey, and about admitting Croatia—tlaetigipants cooled on enlargement. We
examine some possible reasons below.

We should emphasize that this is still a very pngiary report. The models may be
refined, the extensive excerpts from the small grdigcussions more thoroughly folded into the
overall discussion. Indeed we expect to try inooaing variables based on the codings into
these or parallel models.

Sampling and Representativeness

The rationale of Deliberative Polling requires lmeging with a sample representative of
the public as it is—knowing, having thought, andihg talked about the issues only as much as
usual in everyday life, which in most cases ismath. In this case, the first step was parallel
random sampling of all 27 member states, conduzyetNS Sofres (the firm responsible for the
Eurobarometer). We then randomly invited a subt#te 3,550 interviewees to the
Deliberative Poll. Of these 362 made their waBtossels for the weekend.
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The aim was to wind up with a sample in which eemintry’s representation would be
roughly proportional to the size of its delegatinrthe European Parliament. This is also
roughly proportional to the country’s populationfiwsome intentional over-representation of
small countries, just as in the European Parlianiself, to ensure that they too have some
voice.

Table 1 shows the distribution by country of thede showed up for the weekend. All
27 member states were in fact represented, angketttentages of the sample and of the
European Parliament from given countries are indeeery close match. In no case is the
difference statistically significant. Even the pfato the percentage of the EU population is
close. None of these differences is statisticsitiyificant either.

But of course country is hardly the only dimenstonwhich we should want the
participants to be representative. One way ofegiing the question of how well the
participants represented the population of Eurepge compare them to the “nonparticipants”:
the respondents to the initial survey who eitherewet invited or declined to attend.

Table 2 presents these results for sociodemographigbles. As can be seen, there were
a fair number of statistically significant differees between the participants and the
nonparticipants. Most, however, were relativelyaBmSomewhat more of the participants were
men. Somewhat more of them were single, somevewatifof them widowed. Distinctly more
of them were working full-time, distinctly fewertneed, slightly fewer unemployed and looking
for work, somewhat more completing their educafidhtime, and somewhat fewer looking
after the home. Perhaps the largest and most tangatifferences, predictably, were with
respect to education. Decidedly fewer of the pgudints had only a secondary education or less,
decidedly more a university education or more.tfeextent that the better educated start off
knowing and having thought more about the issunes probably makes the observed knowledge
gains and attitude changes conservative.

We can also compare the participants and nongaatits with respect to their pre-
deliberation attitudes, as we do in Table 3 for foithe most relevant policy attitude indices.
Here too there are some statistically significaffecences, but here too they tend to be modest.
As can be seen, the participants were significanthye in favor of admitting Ukraine than the
nonparticipants, but neither more nor less in faasfadmitting Turkey or the idea of
enlargement in general. The participants were lals®oeuro-skeptic than the non-participants on
a series of ten questions asking about where desisn given policy areas should be made,
from O (by the individual member states) to 10 ffiyy EU)—rescaled in the table to O (EU) to 1
(individual member states). But these differengese modest. Across all 59 individual policy
items we asked, not just those in these four irglittee average difference between participants
and nonparticipants on these questions was onlysdodthe maximum it could possibly have
been (given the ranges of the scales).



Attitudes toward EU Enlargement

As always in Deliberative Polling, there are tvasic questions to be asked about
deliberation’s attitudinal effects: (1) What de tparticipants think after deliberating? What,
i.e., is the distribution of post-deliberation taities? (2) How did deliberation change what the
participants thought? How, i.e. did the post dekition distribution of attitudes differ from the
pre-deliberation distribution?

The Tomorrow’s Europe survey contained four questiabout what the EU should do
about enlargement: a general question asking whégladitional countries that meet all the
political and economic conditions for membershipugt be admitted to the EU” and three
country-specific questions asking whether Turkeirdihe, and Croatia “should be admitted to
the EU,” in each case, “if it meets all the polfiand economic conditions for membership.
Originally on 0-10 scales, these, like, all ouripphttitude measures, have been linearly
translated into 0-1 scales, where 1 representSighest level of whatever the variable’s name
suggests (here, the most pro-enlargement attitOdag lowest level (here, the most anti-
enlargement attitude), and .5 neutrality.

We asked these four questions at three pointsnitad interview (T1), by phone in most
countries, in-person in four; a self-completion sfiennaire on arrival (T2); and another self-
completion questionnaire at the end (T3). Theewmeption was the Croatia question, asked
only at T2 and T3. There may well be some learaimgj some attitude change from T1to T2, a
period during which the prospective participantdtéo start paying heightened attention to
media stories concerning the topics they knew theyld be talking about in Brussels, to talk
more about those topics with family, friends, andiorkers, and even, in some cases, to research
them, in the library or on the web. We certaintpect there to have been learning and some
attitude change from T2 to T3, the period of thibeéeative weekend.

On all three questions asked at T1, the parti¢gostarted with attitudes that, on average,
tilted toward enlargement (as indicated by meamnescexceeding .5). The same was true of the
Croatia question as of T2. There was less suppoadmitting Turkey than for admitting
Ukraine (or for admitting Croatia at T2) or for theneral idea of enlargement. Attitudes on all
but one remained pro-enlargement following delibera The exception was the Turkey
guestion, where the pre-deliberation mean favordargement, but the post-deliberation mean
was right around (insignificantly to the anti smf¢ neutrality. On all three items we can track
from T1 to T3 (the general, Turkey, and Ukrainesiioms), there was a statistically significant
and sizable decrease in support for enlargemeggdafor Ukraine, but appreciable for Turkey
and the general question as well.

On the general and Ukraine questions almost &lidfange occurred during the
anticipatory period from T1 to T2. On the Turkayegtion, by contrast, the bulk of it occurred
during the deliberative weekend, from T2 to T3. t&a Croatia item, which we can track only
from T2 to T3, the was no sizable or statisticalynificant change, but the timewise pattern of
change for the general and Ukraine items, wherestlall the change occurred before the
weekend, suggests that there could have been eadecin support for admitting Croatia as well,
just one that occurred before the weekend (indase, before we began measuring).
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New versus Old Member States

These results pertain to the sample as a wholeéhby hide some important variation.
On some of these questions, the participants fremversus old member states reacted
somewhat differently. On the general enlargemeestion, essentially all the change came
from the new member state participants. The olthbes state participants changed scarcely at
all. The new member state participants decredssdgsupport sharply—by a bit more than 15%
of the scale. About half of that decrease camerbedrrival, and the other half over the
weekend.

By contrast, the decreases in support for the s&lom of Turkey and Ukraine occurred
both among the new and old member state partigpaRegarding Turkey, the decrease, among
both sorts of participants, came almost entirelyrduthe weekend. Regarding the Ukraine, it
came almost entirely before the weekend amonglthemember state participants but both
before and during (though still more before tharirdy) the weekend among the new member
state participants.

Explaining Attitudes toward Enlargement and How They Changed

The results so far have been descriptive. Théqeestions are explanatory: (1) Why
did some patrticipants emerge with more pro- or-antargement attitudes than others? (2) Why
did some patrticipants’ attitudes change in moreoa @r anti-enlargement direction than others?
In the first case we look simply at T3 attitudesthe second, ideally we should look at the
differences between T3 and T1 attitudes. Unfotelgamany of the relevant explanatory
variables were not present in the T1 questionnao@ye look instead at the differences between
T3 and T2 attitudes. That is, we examine the chamger the deliberative weekend, from
arrival to departure, rather than the changes fftemoment of first contact. We examine the
T3 attitudes and T3 — T2 changes for the genefatrgement, Turkey, and Ukraine items. We
set aside the Croatia item, since attitudes towdrnditting Croatia hardly budged.

What may account for the individual-level variatio T3 attitudes and T3 — T2 attitude
change? We consider a mix of relevant empiricahpses (arguments) about enlargement’s
effects, values, attitudes toward particular cdesfrand sociodemographic characteristics:

Old member stateThis is a dummy variable scored 1 for particisgdrom old member
states and O for participants from new ones. Titierdnces of means above suggest that the
new member state participants may have particutadyced their support for enlargement.

Education Another dummy variable, defined as 1 for thoaeiig a university
education or more, and O for everyone else.

Adding a Muslim country would improve the EU’s tieas with the Muslim world This
is the extent to which the participant agreed \whik statement, the first of several empirical
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premises about the consequences of adding (cértala of) countries. These are arguments for
(in this case) or against (in other cases) enlaegem

Adding a Muslim country would make the EU too dieeA second empirical
premise/argument.

Adding more countries would help our economyother.
Adding more countries would help our securi¥et another.

Adding more countries would make it more diffiéattthe EU to make decision®\nd
another.

Keeping prices downThis is the first of several items and indicaptaring relevant
values—the importance attached by the participatiiings many people think good for
themselves or society. These were originally gduge0-10 scales, translated to 0-1.

Helping people in other parts of the warldnother value.

Having Europe play a larger role in the worldAnd another.

Traditionalism Another.

Autonomy Another.

Economic growth Another.

Personal economic securityAnother.

Protecting the less well offAnd another.

Liking/Disliking Turkey This was one of series of questions asking hawmthe
participant liked or disliked various nationalitieshis one was obviously relevant for attitudes
toward admitting Turkey.

Liking/Disliking Russia Another, relevant to attitudes toward admittisigaine.

Attitude towards migration policyThe thought here was that enlargement couldtaffe
immigration and internal migration and that attesdoward migration might therefore affect
attitudes toward enlargement.

Your country’s ability to provide for its own seityr The thought here was that people
from countries they see as less able to proteotsbbes might favor enlargement to the extent

they think it serves their country’s security (@pose it to the extent they think it undermines
their country’s security).



Europe’s dependency on Russian energy suppfeging this as a problem might have
affected attitudes toward admitting Ukraine.

Russian interference in Eastern European and Gédtsian Seeing this as a problem
might have also affected attitudes toward admittikgaine.

Most of these variables are part of the explangto all three of our dependent variables
(general enlargement, Turkey, Ukraine). Some aregd the explanation of only some of them
(for example liking/disliking Turkey for admittinurkey and liking/disliking Russia for
admitting Ukraine). We estimate two models forredependent variable, one for its value at T3
(post-deliberation), the other for the change fiizrto T3 (over the course of the weekend). In
the first case, we use the explanatory variabld8ats well. In the second case, we use the T3 —
T2 changes in the explanatory variables, explaiohenge with change.

In all, then, we estimate six models, which wetevas linear regression models and
estimate by ordinary least squares. To maximieesffective sample size, we place “no
opinion” responses to the attitudinal questionthese analyses at the midpoint and impute
responses when the whole questionnaire is misagg,number at T2 were, owing to an
administrative glitch. The imputation is describe@n appendix.

The results, in Tables 6-12, are generally satighand enlightening. Thg's and
adjusted?®’'s suggest that these models perform quite at thlaieing post-deliberation attitudes
and moderately well at explaining post-deliberatttitudes. (It is generally harder to explain
change scores.) Many of these explanatory vagdidee some significant effect, and almost
always in the direction one would have expectelde tBbles also show the results when the
equations are estimated separately for particigfamts new versus old member states.

Enlargement in General

We begin with the post-deliberation attitudes twh@nlargement in general. Participants
who thought that adding a Muslim country would oy the EU'’s relations with the Muslim
world or that adding more countries would helpeit®nomy or its security smiled distinctly
more on the idea of enlargement. Those who thatgitadding a Muslim country would make
the EU too diverse frowned distinctly more on it.

The one significant but apparently anomalous adefft estimate in these results belongs
to the empirical premise that adding more countresld make it more difficult for the EU to
make decisions. The more the participants enddhsegroposition, the more they wanted to
see the EU admit new member states. The anonmsdpears for the equation explaining the
pre- to post-deliberation change in attitudes tahearlargement in general, does not appear in
either of the equations explaining attitudes towathitting Turkey, but then reappears in the
equation explaining post-deliberation attitudesamhadmitting Ukraine. We are unsure what to
make of this, but one possibility is that some sexghof the sample would prefer that the EU
have a hard time making decisions—that decisionimgalest as much as possible with the
individual member states. From that point of viegmitting more countries, if it impaired EU-
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level decision—making, might be a plus. It mayweth noting that this effect appears to be
confined to old-member-state participants.

But what of the change from pre-deliberation atk#s? Here too a belief that adding a
Muslim country would improve the EU’s relations wihe Muslim world was important. Those
who came to believe this more came to approve miealargement. So did those who came to
place a higher value on traditionalism or theirsp@al economic security. In addition, the more
the participants believed their country could tekee of its own security, the more favorably
they viewed the prospect of enlargement. It istivapting that the effect of personal was
confined to the participants from the new memib&tes, suggesting that part of the slide in
support for enlargement was a matter of theseqgaattits realizing that their countries’
contributions from the EU might be reduced if they to be shared with additional new
member states.

Turkey

Many of the influences on the post-deliberatiditiates toward admitting Turkey are
similar. Again most of the empirical premises m@attThe more participants believed that
adding a Muslim country would improve relationsiwiMuslim world, that adding more
countries would help our economy, or that addinger@@untries would help our security, they
more they tended to favor admitting Turkey. Thearibey believed that adding a Muslim
country would make the EU too diverse, however |élss the tended to favor it. The more
participants valued helping people in other pafthe world, Europe’s playing a larger role in
the world, or traditionalism, the more they alsoded to favor admitting Turkey. Finally,
unsurprisingly, the more the participants liked Theks, the more they favored admitting
Turkey.

Again the influences on the changes in attitueeatd admitting Turkey look similar.
Participants who came to believe more that addiktyslim country would improve the EU’s
relations with the Muslim world or that adding ma@untries would help our security came to
look more kindly on admitting Turkey, while thosé@avcame to believe more that adding a
Muslim country would make the EU too diverse cam®bk more askance at admitting Turkey.
People who came to place higher value on helpioglpan other parts of the world came to
favor admitting Turkey more, as f course did peopi® came to like Turks more.

Ukraine

Attitudes toward admitting Ukraine were affectgddalucation. In addition, those who
believed that adding more countries would helpEbks economy, help its security, or (again
perhaps anomalously) make it more difficult for Elg to make decisions were more inclined to
support admitting Ukraine, as were those who careck about keeping prices low.



As for changes in attitudes toward admitting Ukeaithe more one came to believe that
adding more countries would help our economy ainaijegly, the more one came to value
keeping prices down, the more one came to favoitddghUkraine.

Implications

The statistically significant (and near-significasince there is nothing God-given about
the conventional .05 threshold) coefficient estesaguggest potential levers for moving public
opinion under the sort of good conditions—balanaafdrmative, mutually respectful—
Deliberative Polling tries to create. For exampltifudes toward enlargement in general could
be made more positive to the extent that more geoplild be persuaded that adding a Muslim
country would improve the EU’s relations with thei®lim world, that adding more countries
would help its economy, or that adding more coestwould help its security—or made more
negative to the extent that they could be persuatidte opposite.

Knowledge Gains

One way of assuring ourselves that these politiydé changes were not adventitious,
that the participants were indeed seriously deditieg is to examine their scores on a series of
factual and quasi-factual knowledge questions. guestionnaire included factual knowledge
guestions about the European Union and the pofiegsaunder discussion, as well as two quasi-
factual questions asking respondents to placeigveswof Nicholas Sarkozy and Gordon Brown
on a left/right scale (where placements of Browrnthtanright and of Sarkozy on the left may be
regarded as wrong). All these questians described in an appendix. Table 3 shows hieat t
participants learned a lot. The participants finoreased their knowledge scores by about 15%,
a sizable increase. (Think of it as a 15% incréaslee average mark on an exam.)

Note the results for the Brown and Sarkozy placesare, on average, very similar to
those from the purely factual items. The percezgdgnowing the correct side of the left-right
scale rose by roughly 9% for Sarkozy and by roud®6 for Brown. This even though no
leader’s ideological position (or party affiliatipwas mentioned in the briefing document or
likely to surface in the discussion and even thooiglly a decided minority of the sample came
from Britain or France. This result suggests tifiece that the prospect of attending the
Deliberative Poll had on the participants’ attentio political news.

Since, as we have seen, there were some diffeydrat@een the participants from new
versus old member states when it came to polidyidé change, Table 6 also examines the
knowledge gains separately for the two groupshdlgh the new member state participants
started from a somewhat (roughly 5%) lower levs, two groups learned about equally.
Averaging across all the knowledge items, the nemiver state participants gained 15.1%, the
old member state participants 15.5%. The onlydalifferences were with respect to the Role of
EU in employment benefitsyhere the new member state participants gained2®fd the old
member state participants only 10.5%; with resgedt3 of EU Budget, where the new member
state participants gained 26.4%, and the old mesthéz participants only 13.3%; and with
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respect to EU vs. US Foreign Aid, where the new beamstate participants gained only 10.5%,
and the old member state participants only 30.5%.

What Was Said: Insights from the Transcripts

We are in the process of examining the transcaptie discussion of enlargement to
identify the opinions expressed and arguments bgexarticipants. We adopted a coding
scheme distinguishing 16 themes, including: whetiheEuropean Union is adding too many
countries too fast, whether some countries areltibferent, whether enlargement would make
the EU’s decision-making capacity easier, and wéretinlargement would improve the EU’s
relations with the Muslim world. Below we presém frequencies of statements exhibiting
these themes and provide examples.

All 19 statements made about the timing of EU espamexpressed the view that the
European Union is adding countries too quicklyr &mmple, one participant from Group 14
said,”...the EU should slow down the enlargement procasd,it should provide us as members
to improve...” On similar lines, a participant from Group 18dsdFirst three, then one, then
two, and then three again. And then, all of a sugldlen countries joined...This was a very large
step...And I think if one keeps pushing the borfietser and further out, and keeps pushing
faster and faster, it won’t be possible in thisate sufficiently attend to the countries to get
them adjusted...”

A participant from group 16 offered a similar vietat it takes time to digest, indeed to
unify or deepen the union, before further enlargapeoceeds:... a Community when it gets
larger needs also to “digest” its new members anodpice more unity by defeating reciprocal
resistances. Once united it can then try to erdatgelf once again. | think that lately we have
done more than it was necessary. Besides econ@s@ssments, or evaluations based upon
human rights standards, all things that are verpamant indeed, we should try to find a way to
divide enlargement as according to a certain amairime, that is for instance, that we cannot
proceed every year to enlarge Europe. Otherwisesisketo run into problems...”

Some of the concerns about enlargement were econ8raf 3 statements made about
EU aid to EU’s current countries said that enlargetmvould decrease EU Aid to its current
member states. On this topic, a participant framup 18 said;...5% is support for the joining
candidates. Joining candidates at the time are &dlania, Croatia, and Turkey...one has to
subsequently think about the fact that, since thes@tries have been accepted and even more
countries are going to join, the new federal state&ermany all of a sudden are above the
average and actually will not receive aid anymote..

Regarding the effect of enlargement on EU’s denisnaking capacity, the statements
were mixed, with 5 statements indicating enlargemaeiuld make decision making easier, but 9
statements indicate decision making would be harBer one participant from Group 7, the
decision making capacity would be easier, becausge might become less dependent vis a vis
the United States. It might be nice to have —@ogkible, in that case — to define our own EU
policy.” While on the other side, another participant fil@moup 7 said;...there is not enough
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cohesion in Europe between the countries and thiatoe felt in our external policies because
countries can have differences, but they shoulchbee cohesive to make it stronger...”

When discussing the issue of enlargement and eaktith the Muslim world, 7 of 7
statements said enlargement would improve relatiatisthe Muslim World. In Group 14, a
participant said;...if we accept Turkey in Europe, then all Muslimsuld understand and
therefore we would gain respect. This is the redso having Turkey in the EU. | know how
they live, let’s try to mentally accept them...thare at least 70 percent of Turkish that would
join Europe. If we isolate Turkey than this wouldbdamage for us.However, 35 of 50
statements made on the topic of whether a cousitigol different said that a particular country is
too different from the existing member countrigstie same discussion group, Group 14, within
minutes of the previous participant’s statemenotlagr participant saidThey are extremist,
they dialogue in a different way. | see them ay ¥@r away from us. | don’t see you for instance
as very far from us, there might be other kindgroblems ok, different speeds, but all these
problems can be solved. In their case, instead; #ne very much far away, their religion is a
very heavy impediment, they are Muslims and thezefery much different. Meanwhile, 15 of
the 50 statements said a particular country isadifferent and an example of this view is from
Group 17, where a participant sdid, | think that Turkey could add some color...it coaltbw
Europe to initiate a dialogue with other countriestart a dialogue with Asian countries...So
Turkey would add some differences. So the presemtber states of Europe have more in
common...” Even though some patrticipants feel a country likek&y is quite different from the
countries within the European Union, other paraais believe that admitting a Muslim country
would not be a problem. Of the 37 statements ontidma majority Muslim country, 21 of the
statements felt it would not be a problem. A staenirom a Group 18 participant pointed out
that"“...Europe is already multi-cultural, so the Muslicalture won’t make such a difference...”
The remaining statements, 16 statements, saicdimitting a majority Muslim country would
be a problem. Here is a statement from Groug.LTm very skeptical about Turkish
membership. Obviously, we must keep the door apémerhaps Turkey will one day be ready
to join the European Union, but the fact that Tyrkean Islamic country, this is something that
we really need to be cautious about and take a mbobefore we make any decisions...”

Regarding human rights, 19 of 19 statements madeceantries that violate human
rights should not be permitted to join the Europgaion. From Group 18, a participant said,
“...I would definitely have a problem...the violatiasfshuman rights in Turkey, the set of
problems concerning the treatment of Kurds in Tyrked the reaction of Turkey to the US
calling the crime against the Armenians genocides.why Turkey reacted. Irf addition,
participants also expressed that being a parteoEth would reduce human rights violations in
member countries. 5 of 5 statements made saidgemeant would reduce human rights
violation. Here is an example from a participanGiroup 12, Concerning Turkey, | think you
have to think about the alternative if Turkey ddelsacome a member of the EU. Are they
going to be pushed further eastwards? Is this ggéinbe a disadvantage for Europe...”

Four topics covered the effects of enlargementeretonomy. On the economy in
general, the participants expressed mixed viewaf ¢ the statements indicated enlargement
would stimulate economic growth and the other bathe statements indicated enlargement
would be an economic burden. A participant froro@r 14 with the latter view saidt is out
of question that we should enlarge to Turkey amglighfor economic reasons. Also with
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Muslims we have to deal since they cannot stanthag,feel uncomfortable with us. It is an
economic reason...While a participant from Group 1 felt that enlamgt would stimulate
economic growth, this participant saidVell, when the EU went into effect back then, vithen
union started, | thought: Thank god, this has beee for a long time. That people find each
other and go with each other more. Economicallizaid incredibly positive effects.”

The second code for the economy was the persoraaldial impact of enlargement.
Only two statements were made on this topic; oatestent indicated its positive impact and the
second statement indicated its negative impagbaricipant from Group 1 had positive
experiences with enlargement and said, ‘thabince | am working in export.. | am happy about
it, about every expansion, because they mean ledsfar me personally and less
complication...you can simply order a truck and htaregs picked up, from Estonia, Latvia,
everywhere we were doing trade..While a participant from Group 7 felt that,.If we allow a
country like Turkey in right now, it's going to g@ate enormous expenses ...l think it's going to
make a nice difference in our personal budget.”

The third code for the economy was the financiglast of enlargement on the
participant’s own country. No participant indicattere has be positive financial impact for
their own country, but two statements were madeatohg enlargement had negative impacts
on their own country. An example of this view canfieom a participant from Group 14, the
participant said;Slovenia is part of the EU since 3 years, notwidmgling this the common
opinion is that the EU has enlarged too much anslihaluded too much diversity within itself.
Due to this diversity, it has lost its strengthfasas its economy is concerned as well as its
unique position...”

The last code for the economy was the financiabichppf enlargement on the European
Union. For this topic, 6 statements said enlargem@uld have a good financial impact and 7
statements said enlargement would have a bad felampact. A participant from Group 1
with a good outlook for the EU said, “And | think, especially Turkey is indispensable for
us...Turkey could offer us a lot of support or asteeommunicate experience in the direction of
the Arabic world...Furthermore, one has to say, & haver been harmful for Europe to grow,
when the market area grew at the same timeArid, on the other end, a participant from Group
11 said/...I just wanted to talk about the economic problenAAs long as we haven't
successfully completed the standardization work lorag as we haven’t managed to raise the
standard of living of those who just joined...brirgganother country...would create more
problems...”

In regards to military and security, 9 out of tifestatements made said that enlargement
would help EU’s military and security. An examplethis view comes from a participant from
Group 6, this participant said, Wouldn't think the approaches dictated with diffity by the
various nations could lead to the creation of a @ean army, an army whose objective would
be to keep the peace. That would be its objedivarmy to defend the European territory.
Well, | see things this way: instead, we shoulddrgncourage coordination of the police forces
rather than the army. Police forces in chargetd security of the movement of people and
goods within the European Union ..The one statement that felt enlargement would Burs
military and security said, that think if certain countries try to achieve certaopremacies,
whatever country that may be, that this is regardedery suspicious by the others. 1 think that,
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in this regard, the citizens of Europe still havimag way ahead of themselves in order to really
take a back seat, so that when some country Y naakeggestion, they can all accept it.”

On the topic of EU’s influence in the world, 6 o§fatements made on this topic said
enlargement would increase EU’s influence in theladvoA participant from Group 1 said,
“Globally, it would certainly be desirable for tHeU to have a considerably stronger position,
since globally, nowadays everything happens wighdB and China involved, and maybe India
in the future...” The one participant that felt enlargement wowddrdase EU’s influence in the
world said,“Starting with the enlargement, for me, there it anough cohesion in Europe
between the countries and that can be felt in atgreal policies because countries can have
differences, but they should be more cohesive tentatronger.”

Finally, on the topic of immigration and migratidmo statements were made. One
statement said immigration and migration would Ipdus and this participant said,. Turkey
did not have to enter the EU but | have said thathave taken a commitment, it could be even a
good thing, we have already Turks in Europe While the second statement argued that
immigration and migration would be a minus, thistiggpant said;"...But if they come and
accept our law, then they are welcome....but astmae time in Germany they make immigrants
sign an agreement where they endorse the resptitystbirespect the German law. Whereas in
Italy, they arrive, they want to work but there ai@jobs even for Italians...so what should we
do? They come from Slovenia, Romania from all aeasof the world, | don’t know if they
would accept this same situation...”

Conclusion

Among other things, Deliberative Polls are “pollshna human face.” The small group
discussions allow us to see public opinion resh@figelf as people think, learn, and talk about
the issues under good conditions. These good tonslinclude vetted and balanced briefing
materials, the small group discussions with traimedierators, the question-and-answer sessions
with competing experts and policy makers, and is ¢Ase, simultaneous interpretation,
permitted transnational discussion. All this ifilserately counterfactual—an effort to see what
the views of a more ideal citizenry would be like.

Tomorrow’s Europe was even more counterfactual tthar Deliberative Polls, aiming,
for its sample, for a weekend, to create an EU-waudlglic sphere that does not in fact exist in the
real world. We hope that this may be merely trat bf a series of pan-EU Deliberative Polls,
as Europe develops its capacities for collectiVewselerstanding and political expression. In
any case, the results of this maiden voyage are-wéidging and rich. This report has focused
simply on the issue of enlargement, but deliberatisanged opinions on a variety of issues, not
just enlargement, and tended to increase crossashtinderstanding and respect.

It is worth reiterating that the deliberations ieliDerative Polling provide a testing
ground for the competing arguments. The regressiefficients suggest some of the empirical
premises capable of moving opinion under these goaditions. So may the recurring themes
that marked the discussions. The results thusitletgify some of the levers proponents or
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opponents of enlargement might effectively use-hdort of fair debate the conditions of
Deliberative Polling are intended to create.

14



Table 1
Representativeness by Country

% of sample | % of EU % of EU Number of
Parliament Population Participants

Austria 3.0% 2.3% 1.7% 11
Belgium 3.0 3.1 2.1 11
Bulgaria 2.5 2.3 1.6 9
Cyprus* 0.8 0.8 0.2 3
Czech 3.3 3.1 2.1 12
Denmark 2.5 1.8 1.1 9
Estonia* 0.8 0.8 0.3 3
Finland 2.2 1.8 1.1 8
France* 11.3 10.0 12.4 41
Germany 13.0 12.6 16.8 47
Great Britain 7.7 10.0 12.3 28
Greece 3.0 3.1 2.3 11
Hungary 3.0 3.1 2.1 11
Ireland 1.7 1.7 0.9 6
Italy 7.7 9.8 12.0 28
Lithuania 1.1 1.7 0.7 4
Luxembourg* | 0.6 0.8 0.1 2
Latvia 1.9 11 0.5 7
Malta* 0.8 0.6 0.1 3
Netherlands 4.1 3.4 3.3 15
Poland 7.2 6.9 7.8 26
Portugal 3.0 3.1 2.2 11
Romania 4.4 4.3 4.4 16
Spain 5.5 6.9 8.9 20
Sweden 25 2.4 1.8 9
Slovenia 1.1 0.9 0.4 4
Slovakia 1.9 1.8 1.1 7
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Table 2
Demographic Representativeness

Participants | Nonparticipants | Whole Sample
Gender*
Male 54.4% 48.3 48.9
Female 45.6 51.7 51.1
Age
18 - 24 years old 9.9 10.3 10.2
25 - 39 years old 30.7 25.1 25.6
40 - 54 years old 32.9 28.5 29.0
55 - 69 years old 19.9 24.4 23.9
70 years old or older 6.6 11.3 10.8
Marital Status
Single* 26.8 22.1 22.6
Married 49.4 53.9 53.5
Unmarried but living with a partner 7.2 7.2 7.2
Separated or Divorced 11.6 8.6 8.9
Widowed* 4.7 8.0 7.6
Occupation
Working full-time* 58.3 47.1 48.2
Working part-time 8.8 8.2 8.3
Not working (seeking work)* 1.7 3.9 3.7
On a government training scheme 0.8 0.4 0.5
Retired* 15.5 24.4 235
In full-time education* 9.1 5.9 6.2
Looking after the home* 2.2 5.9 5.5
Permanently sick or disabled 1.1 1.5 1.4
Not working (and not seeking work)] 0.8 1.4 1.3
Caring for an elderly or disabled 0.0 0.2 0.2
person full-time
Other 1.7 1.0 0.1
Education
Did not finish secondary school* 8.6 19.0 17.9
Finished secondary school* 33.4 45.3 441
Some university* 11.9 8.3 8.7
University degree* 31.2 19.3 20.5
Some postgraduate* 4.7 1.9 2.2
Postgraduate degree* 9.9 5.6 6.0
N 362 3188 3550
*Statistically significant difference (by a twodl test at the .05 level) between participantsraor
participants.
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Table 3
Attitudinal Representativeness

Policy Index Participants| Non-Participants  P-NP  Sig. (2-tailed)
General Enlargement 0.667 0. 679 -0.0116 0.537
Turkey Enlargement 0.556 0.540 0.017 0.435
Ukraine Enlargement 0.690 0.648 0.041 0.034
Euroskepticism 0.404 0.439 -0.035 0.005
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Table 4

Enlargement Attitudes

Enlargement ltem T1 T2 T3 T2-T1 | T3-T2 | T3-T1 p(T2-T1) | p(T3-T2) | p(T3-T1)
General .667 .609 .599 -.058 -.010 -.068 .031 .614 .007
Turkey .556 .547 .496 -.009 -.051 -.060 .697 .004 .007
Ukraine .690 .593 .581 -.097 -.012 -.109 .000 .678 .000
Croatia - .648 .642 - .006 - - 677 -
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Table 5
Enlargement Attitudes: New versus Old Member State

Enlargement Item T1 T2 T3 T2-T1 | T3-T2 | T3-T1 p(T2-T1) | p(T3-T2) | p(T3-T1)
New Member States
General 775 .686 .608 -.089 -.078 -.167 .084 .008 .000
Turkey 577 .576 .488 -.001 -.088 -.089 1.000 .032 .016
Ukraine .782 .600 541 -.182 -.059 -.241 .000 .043 .016
Croatia - .686 .652 - -.034 - - .208 -
Old Member States
General .622 577 .595 -.045 .018 -.027 .215 .083 .344
Turkey .548 .535 499 -.013 | -.036 -.049 .648 .040 .081
Ukraine .650 .590 .599 -.060 .009 -.051 .033 513 .081
Croatia - .619 .633 - .014 - - .170 -
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Table 6
Knowledge Gains

Whole Sample Old Member States New Member States
T1 T3 Gain | T1 T3 Gain | T1 T3 Gain
g@gﬁ' candidate of | o, 20,1 77 205 | 14.50% | 69.5%| 81.0% | 11.4%| 69.5% | 81.0%| 11.4%
Members of EU 540 |77.2 |231 |543 |76.0 |21.7 |533 |80.0 |26.7
Parliament
g‘jv"sv Employment | a6 1192 |106 |102 |209 |106 |48 |152 |105
RoleofEUIN 13545 1499 |178 |310 |528 |209 |324 |429 |105
employment benefits
1/3 of EU Budget 51.0 |735 |226 |453 |71.7 |264 |648 |781 |133
2050 Population > 65| 51.0 | 61.0 |10.0 |53.2 |622 |9.1 |457 |581 |124
ii% vs.USForeign | 553 1440 |217 |252 |433 |181 |152 |457 |305
4 B
b of foreign aid 206 |351 |145 |26.4 |394 |130 |67 |248 |18.1
spending
Country without 513 |61.0 |97 |571 |654 |83 |371 |505 |13.3
nuclear weapons
N. Sarkozy Placemen| 55.4 | 64.6 |9.2 622 |71.6 |95 39.1 |476 |8.6
G. Brown Placement | 18.7 33.7 15.0 19.7 36.6 16.9 16.2 26.7 10.5
Knowledge Index 389 |[542 |154 |405 |559 |[155 |350 |50.0 |151
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Table 7
Explaining General Attitude toward Enlargement T3

Overall New Old
Coeff.| Sig. Coeff. | Sig. Coeff.| Sig.

Old member state 0.0130.699
Education 0.013 0.643 -0.043| 0.477 0.008| 0.811
Adding Muslim country would improve
relations with Muslim world 0.0970.051 0.163| 0.101 0.084| 0.153
Adding a Muslim country would make the
EU too diverse -0.1290.004 0.153| 0.084 -0.241| 0.000
Adding more countries would help our
economy 0.427 0.000 0.207| 0.099 0.444| 0.000
Adding more countries would help our
security 0.204 0.001 0.307| 0.007 0.152| 0.042
Adding more countries would make it more
difficult for the EU to make decisions 0.168.000 0.058| 0.535 0.218| 0.000
Attitude towards open migration policy -0.079.200 -0.273| 0.036 0.013| 0.849
Your Country relied on to protect your
country’s peace and security 0.060.272 0.168| 0.120 0.019| 0.761
Economic Growth 0.0370.734 -0.027| 0.915 0.074| 0.524
Personal Economic Security 0.059.596 -0.095| 0.694 0.240| 0.058
Protecting less well off 0.0390.736 0.412| 0.101 -0.041| 0.770
Autonomy -0.011 0.911 0.006| 0.978 -0.074| 0.518
Traditionalism -0.045 0.526 -0.104| 0.589 -0.088| 0.248
Keeping prices down 0.0840.250 0.063| 0.653 0.079| 0.355
Helping people in other parts of the world -0.012880 0.031]| 0.831 -0.025] 0.805
Having Europe play a larger role in the
world 0.014| 0.876 -0.333| 0.116 0.106| 0.275
Like/Dislike Turks 0.030 0.662 0.086| 0.536 0.000| 0.996
Important a problem Europe’s dependency
on Russian energy supplies 0.040.562 -0.305| 0.108 0.094| 0.293
Important a problem Russian interference
in Eastern European and Central Asian -0.06850 0.111| 0.456 -0.121] 0.164
Like/Dislike Russia -0.061 0.391 0.208| 0.133 -0.142| 0.089
R 0.402 0.500 0.478
Adj R 0.367 0.380 0.434
F 11.39 4.910 11.25

_ 0.000 0.000 0.000
Sig.F
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Table 8
Explaining Change in General Attitude toward Enlargement T3 — T2

Overall New old

Coeff. | Sig. | Coeff.| Sig. Coeff. | Sig.
Old EU Dummy 0.073 | 0.038
Education -0.006 | 0.840 0.009 | 0.873 | -0.005| 0.880
Adding a Muslim country would improve the EU’s
relations with the Muslim world 0.102 | 0.107 0.169 | 0.124 | 0.061 0.457
Adding a Muslim country would make the EU too
diverse -0.058 | 0.233 -0.140 | 0.104 | -0.033| 0.592
Adding more countries would help our economy 0.148.011| -0.030 | 0.763 | 0.265 0.001
Adding more countries would help our security 0.1410.013| 0.108 | 0.268 | 0.100 0.176
Adding more countries would make it more
difficult for the EU to make decisions -0.013 0.79%.047 | 0.596 | 0.024 0.688
Keeping prices down 0.001] 0.98®.073 | 0.545| -0.007| 0.932
Helping people in other parts of the world -0.141.094 | -0.155 | 0.318 | -0.165| 0.125
Having Europe play a larger role in the world 0.0370.649| 0.236 | 0.183 | -0.005| 0.957
Traditionalism -0.150/ 0.1100.045 | 0.773 | -0.239| 0.055
Autonomy -0.052 | 0.623 -0.164 | 0.491 | 0.002 0.989
Economic Growth 0.004| 0.972-0.263 | 0.307 | 0.064 | 0.665
Personal Economic Security 0.198 0.098.117 | 0.623 | 0.320 0.027
Protecting less well off 0.162] 0.150.293 | 0.120 | 0.192 0.217
Like/Dislike Turks -0.013| 0.8740.123 | 0.412 | -0.013| 0.897
Attitude towards migration policy -0.012 0.809.066 | 0.331 | -0.097| 0.249
Your country can provide security 0.124 0.025.083 | 0.449 | 0.158 0.018
Like/Dislike Russia 0.005| 0.9550.002 | 0.987 | -0.082| 0.467
Important a problem Europe’s dependency on
Russian energy supplies 0.031 0.661105 | 0.447 | -0.001| 0.987
Important a problem Russian interference in
Eastern European and Central Asian -0.014 0[&PR38 | 0.778 | -0.055| 0.489
R 0.156 0.190 0.194
Adj R 0.104 -0.002 0.124
F 3.150 1.060 2.820
Sig.F 0.000 0.409 0.002
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Table 9

Explaining Attitude toward Admitting Turkey T3

Overall New Old

Coeff. Sig. Coeff. Sig. Coeff. Sig.
Old EU Dummy 0.018 0.586
Education 0.048 0.092 0.025 0.623 0.058 0.089
Adding Muslim country would 0.593 0.000 0.687 0.000 0.565 0.000
improve relations with Muslim
world
Adding a Muslim country would | -0.179 0.000 -0.287 0.000 -0.149 0.008
make the EU too diverse
Adding more countries would help 0.130 0.040 -0.065 0.529 0.197 0.015
our economy
Adding more countries would help0.111 0.074 0.166 0.091 0.127 0.110
our security
Adding more countries would -0.176 0.000 0.019 0.810 -0.190 0.001
make it more difficult for the EU
to make decisions
Attitude towards open migration | 0.052 0.396 -0.120 0.270 0.129 0.072
policy
Your Country relied on to protect| -0.037 0.481 -0.083 0.367 -0.059 0.377
its peace and security
Keeping prices down 0.020 0.853 -0.453 0.042 6@.1 | 0.194
Helping people in other parts of thé.207 0.061 0.165 0.416 0.218 0.103
world
Having Europe play a larger role |r0.236 0.042 0.329 0.129 0.359 0.016
the world
Economic Growth -0.072 0.478 -0.257 0.172 -0.109 0.373
Personal Economic Security 0.013 0.856 0.110 0.503| 0.011 0.895
Autonomy -0.104 0.148 -0.079 0.499 -0.099 0.270
Traditionalism -0.203 0.013 0.095 0.451 -0.372 .000
Protecting less well off -0.028 0.757 0.116 0.519 | -0.070 0.489
Like/Dislike Turks 0.129 0.020 0.295 0.006 0.097 | 0.137
R 0.551 0.655 0.577
Adj R? 0.527 0.587 0.547
F
Sig. of F
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Table 10
Explaining Change in Attitude toward Admitting Turk ey T3 -T2

Overall New Old
Coeff.| Sig. Coeff.| Sig. Coeff. | Sig.
Old member state 0.03%.320
Education 0.006 0.839| | -0.034| 0.581 0.040| 0.267

Adding a Muslim country would improve
the EU'’s relations with the Muslim world 0.353.000 0.444) 0.000 0.348| 0.000

Adding a Muslim country would make the

EU too diverse -0.0980.057| | -0.225| 0.016| | -0.024| 0.708
Adding more countries would help our

economy 0.0590.331| |-0.123]| 0.249 0.150| 0.058
Adding more countries would help our

security 0.163 0.006 0.171| 0.100 0.116| 0.127
Adding more countries would make it more

difficult for the EU to make decisions -0.06D.217| |-0.194| 0.047| | -0.007| 0.909
Keeping prices down 0.0170.802 0.098| 0.455| | -0.004| 0.960

Helping people in other parts of the worlc -0.19M033| | -0.033| 0.843| | -0.249| 0.024

Having Europe play a larger role in the

world -0.011] 0.902 0.053| 0.776| | -0.040| 0.687
Traditionalism 0.0330.733 0.252| 0.119| | -0.025| 0.844
Autonomy 0.096 0.391 0.369| 0.147 0.138| 0.291
Economic Growth -0.1160.371| |-0.354| 0.203| | -0.105| 0.491
Personal Economic Security 0.008.983| | -0.566| 0.026 0.149| 0.310
Protecting less well off 0.0780.519 0.075] 0.709 0.074| 0.643
Like/Dislike Turks 0.109 0.103| | -0.093| 0.480 0.198| 0.016
Attitude towards migration policy 0.1020.060 0.176| 0.019| | -0.018| 0.830
Your country can provide security -0.010.867 0.047| 0.692 0.009| 0.896
R 0.201 0.346 0.217
Adj R? 0.159 0.218 0.161
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Table 11

Explaining Attitude toward Admitting Ukraine T3

Overall New Old
Coeff. | Sig. Coeff.| Sig. Coeff Sig.

Old member state 0.072 0.038
Education 0.089 0.003 0.078| 0.232 0.086| 0.015
Adding more countries would help our
economy 0.446| 0.000 0.516| 0.000 0.431| 0.000
Adding more countries would help our
security 0.197| 0.003 0.248| 0.043 0.193| 0.015
Adding more countries would make it more
difficult for the EU to make decisions 0.090| 0.060 -0.042| 0.658 0.158| 0.006
Support for Open Migration -0.102 0.114 -0.484| 0.001 0.023| 0.750
Your Country relied on to protect your
country’'s peace and security 0.0780.167 0.193| 0.094 0.011| 0.868
Important a problem Europe’s dependency an
Russian energy supplies -0.1p10.155 0.192| 0.304 -0.220| 0.024
Important a problem Russian interference in
Eastern European and Central Asian -0.108.155 -0.206| 0.162 -0.105| 0.263
Keeping prices down 0.191 0.012 0.147| 0.321 0.207| 0.025
Helping people in other parts of the world 0.0610.474 0.147| 0.352 -0.020| 0.850
Having Europe play a larger role in the worlg 0.00®.946 -0.084| 0.709 0.051| 0.627
Economic Growth 0.058 0.640 -0.267| 0.329 0.183| 0.145
Personal Economic Security -0.1y10.137 -0.196| 0.436 -0.098| 0.466
Autonomy 0.056 0.602 0.393| 0.101 -0.079| 0.524
Traditionalism 0.037 0.619 0.041| 0.842 0.004| 0.963
Protecting less well off -0.146 0.226 -0.061| 0.816 -0.124| 0.407
Like/Dislike Russia -0.012 0.844 -0.147| 0.280 -0.037| 0.592
R 0.362 0.496 0.360
Adj R
Adj. R 0.329 0.398 0.314
Square
c 10.910 4.950 7.860

. 0.000 0.000 0.000
Sig.F
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Table 12

Explaining Change in Attitude toward Admitting Ukra ine T3 — T2

Overall New Old

Coeff. | Sig. Coeff.| Sig. Coeff Sig.
Old member state 0.0610.076
Education 0.017 0.557 -0.050| 0.350 0.053| 0.135
Adding more countries would help our
economy 0.234| 0.000 0.158| 0.094 0.332| 0.000
Adding more countries would help our security  0.048442 0.116| 0.204 -0.065| 0.375
Adding more countries would make it more
difficult for the EU to make decisions -0.028.629 -0.179| 0.031 0.080| 0.172
Keeping prices down 0.1320.046 -0.009| 0.936 0.181| 0.025
Helping people in other parts of the world -0.01@.824 -0.058]| 0.681 -0.040| 0.711
Having Europe play a larger role in the world -@1®.205 0.083| 0.618 -0.159| 0.105
Traditionalism -0.167 0.079 -0.248| 0.096 -0.130| 0.298
Autonomy 0.055 0.609 -0.043| 0.845 0.140| 0.272
Economic Growth 0.1820.141 -0.004 | 0.987 0.212| 0.152
Personal Economic Security 0.16P.170 0.198| 0.357 0.142| 0.328
Protecting less well off -0.0510.655 0.237| 0.172 -0.169| 0.272
Attitude towards migration policy 0.0070.896 0.019| 0.770 -0.051| 0.545
Your country can provide security 0.010.846 0.097| 0.349 -0.011| 0.869
Like/Dislike Russia -0.078 0.259 0.122| 0.263 -0.211| 0.018
Important a problem Europe’s dependency on
Russian energy supplies -0.049| 0.486 0.127| 0.336 -0.107| 0.197
Important a problem Russian interference in
Eastern European and Central Asian 0.047| 0.495 0.064| 0.613 0.042| 0.604
R 0.125 0.229 0.167
Adj R 0.078 0.078 0.107
- 3.080 1.440 3.280

0.000 0.138 0.000

Sig.F

26




Table 13
Number of Statements offered by small groups

Tobic No. of
P Position | Statements
Position on Enlargement  |-------oomosmeoe oo E_Q[ -------- -
Against 35
Stimulate Economig
On Economy, Enlargementwould... | Growth| - 4
Be an Economic Burden 4
EU Aid to EU's current countries would. |--------------------NCrease, | 0. ...
Decrease 3
The personal financial impactof | ~ Good| 1
enlargement would be... Bad 1
Own country’s financial impact of Good 0
enlargement would be... Bad 2
EU’s financial impact of enlargement | ~ Good| | 6
would be... Bad 7
EU is adding countries... L -
Not Fast Enoug} 0
Enlargement would make EU’s decision- | Easier] ! 5
making capacity... Harder 8
Increased immigration/migrationwouldf, Plus| . 1
be... Minus 1
Relations with Muslim World would... f-------------------- Improve| . -
Worsen 0
The effect of enlargement on pensions | Positive| | o
would be... Negative 0
Enlargement would help/hurtEUs | Help| 9
Military/Security Hurt 1
Influence of EU in the World would... e Increase 6
Decrease 1
Not be permitted EU
Countries with human rights violations| admittance, 19
should... Be permitted EU
admittance 0
Enlargement would reduce/not reducef Reduce| ! 5
human rights violations Not reduce 0
Country X would be... ______________I_Q(_)_d_lf_f(_%_r_(?_n_t_ ------- 35
Not so different 15
The admittance of a Muslim countrywould Problem| 16
be... Not a problem 21
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Appendices

Appendix A: Knowledge Questions

Appendix B: Components for Enlargement Indices

Appendix C: EU Regressions Codebook

Appendix D: Brief outline of variables incorporated in regressions but found wanting
Appendix E: Imputation Information

Appendix F: Coding Scheme — EU-wide Deliberative Rloon EU Enlargement

Appendix A: Knowledge Questions (correct answers ibold)

1. Which of the following countries is an officiendidate to join the EU? Answer options: Romania,
MontenegroCroatia, or Morocco

2. Are the members of the European ParliamehtAnswer optiongdirectly elected by the citizens of
their country, elected for three year terms, elected by thegment of their country, or appointed by
their nationahead of government

3. Are new EU laws in the field of employment admpby..? Answer options: the European
Commission and in some cases with the EuropearaPaiht,the Council of Ministers and in some
cases with the EuropearParliament, the European Parliament by itself or the Europmanmission by
itself

4. Is the EU's role regarding unemployment bentdits? Answer options: Finance the member states'
unemployment benefit systems, decide the levelemgth of unemployment benefits in the member
states, require that the member states mergeutheiployment benefit systems by 201@oarantee
that all EU citizens have access to unemployment benefits wheahey live

5. Roughly a third of the EU’s budget is devotedne of the following. Is it .2 Answer options:
Helping the EU’s less prosperous regionsubsidizing the EU’s fishing industry, financidgplomatic
missions abroad anaintaining the EU’s administration and bureaucracy

6. By 2050, is the percentage of the adult EU patmn that is 65 or older projected to b&. Answer
options: About one quarter of what it is now, abloalf of what it is now, about the same as what it
now, about twicewhat it is now or about four times what it is now

7. Which of the following is true of the amountfofeign aid given by the EU and its member states,
combined, versus the amount given by the US? Aneptons: The EU and its member states give
roughly four times as muclhe EU and its member states give roughly twice aauch, the EU and its
member states and the US give about the same antibeitdS gives roughly twice as much, or the US
gives roughly four times as much

8. On average, what percentage of the total spgrmirihe governments of the EU member states for
foreign aid? Answer options: Abol%, 5%, 9%, 13%, or 17%

9. Which of the following countries does NOT possesclear weapons? Answer options: Pakistan,
India, North Korea odapan

Appendix B: Components for Enlargement Indices

EU Membership Policy (Single-item index): “Some pkecthink that your country’s membership in the
EU is an extremely bad thing. Suppose these pewplat one end of a 0-to-10 scale, at point he©Ot
people think that your country’s membership inEtéis an extremely good thing. Suppose these peopl
are at the other end of the scale, at point 1@pleavho are exactly in the middle are at poirdari] of
course other people have opinions at other pogtisden 0 and 10. Where would you place your views
on this scale, or do you have any opinion abou®tha
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Privatization (Single-item index): “Some peoplenththe government should provide a pension for all
retirees. Suppose these people are at one end-taf-20 scale, at point 0. Other people think tha
individuals should make their own decisions abouésting in their pensions. Suppose these peogle a
at the other end of the scale, at point 10. Pewshteare exactly in the middle are at point 5, ahd
course other people have opinions at other pogtisden 0 and 10. Where would you place your views
on this scale, or do you have any opinion abou®tha

How to Pay for Pension (The index is constructethasnean of 5b and 5¢ minus the mean of 5a and
5d.): And how strongly would you favor or opposeleaf the following as ways of paying for pensions?
5a) Letting more immigrants enter the labor markb); Making it more attractive to work longer befor
retiring; 5c) Raising the retirement age; 5d) Emaging people to have more children

Migration (Single-item index): How much would yoavbr or oppose “Making it easier for workers to
move between EU countries” as ways of competirtgdiay’s global economy?

Free Trade (The index is constructed as the avexfagg minus 7a and question 8.): How much would
you favor or oppose each of the following as wdysompeting in today’s global economy? 7d)
Lowering barriers to international trade; 7a) Imgiag taxes on imported products; 8) “Some people
think that your country’s industries should be podéd against foreign competition. Suppose these
people are at one end of a 0-to-10 scale, at poidther people think that your country’s induestri
should be left to compete freely in the global emog. Suppose these people are at the other ehé of
scale, at point 10. People who are exactly imtfdlle are at point 5, and of course other peoalesh
opinions at other points between 0 and 10. Whenddwou place your views on this scale, or do you
have any opinion about that?”

Military (The index is constructed as the averafjhe mean of 11a and 11c and mean of 12a, 12h, 12c
12d, then minus 11b.): 11) How strongly would ygues or disagree with the following statements?
11a) My country should strengthen its military powilb) Military action by EU countries is never
justifiable and 11c) EU countries may sometimesshawse force without a UN mandate. 12) On a
scale from 0 to 10, where 0 is completely unjuestife, 10 is completely justifiable, and 5 is exaatlthe
middle, how justifiable would you say military imention by EU countries for each of the following
purposes could be, or do you have any opinion athaet? 12a) To prevent genocide in other countries
12b) To remove the threat of weapons of mass dgigin,) 12c) To defend economic interests, 12d) To
defend another EU country against military attack.

General Enlargement (Single-item index): How stiprmgpuld you agree or disagree with each of the
following statements? 16a. Additional countrieattimeet all the political and economic conditions f
membership should be admitted to the EU.

Turkey Enlargement (Single-item index): How strigngould you agree or disagree with each of the
following statements? 16b. If it meets all theificdl and economic conditions for membership, Byrk
should be admitted to the EU.

Ukraine Enlargement (Single-item index): How strignwould you agree or disagree with each of the
following statements? 16c. If it meets all theiticdl and economic conditions for membership, likea
should be admitted to the EU.

Croatia Enlargement (Single-item index): How stjigrwould you agree or disagree with each of the
following statements? 16f. If it meets all theifichl and economic conditions for membership, @ea
should be admitted to the EU.
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Level of Decision Making (The index is constructedthe mean of 17 a through i.): “Let’s start véth
scale of O to 10, where 0 means that the individuahber states make all the decisions, 10 means tha
the EU makes all the decisions, and 5 is exacttiiémmiddle. Higher numbers mean more coordination
between countries, while lower numbers mean mategandent decision making by individual
countries. On this 0 to 10 scale, how much ofdbesion-making in each of the following areas stiou
be made by the individual member states versukEtheor do you have any opinion about that?” 17a)
Immigration; 17b) International trade; 17¢) Emplamit 17d) Pensions; 17e) Military action; 17f)
Climate change; 17g) Foreign aid; 17h) Taxation) ERergy supply

EU Veto Support (The index is constructed as thamu# 18 a through d.): “Some people think all the
decisions made at the EU level should require tdyagreement of a large majority of member states,
representing a large majority of the EU’s populati®uppose these people are at one end of a@-to-1
scale, at point 0. Other people think all the siecis made at the EU level should require the tmans
agreement of all the member states. Suppose leegde are the other end of the scale, at point 10.
People who are exactly in-between are at poinh8,ad course other people have opinions at othetpo
between 0 and 10. Where would you place your vigwthis scale, when it comes to ...” 18a) Taxation
decisions? 18b) Social policy decisions? 18ckigor policy decisions? 18d) Defense decisions?

Appendix C: EU Regressions Codebook
Old EU Dummy: Takes value 1 when participant belongs to olchtqu

Countries in 'New Europe': Bulgaria, Cyprus, Czech, Estonia, Hungary, Lithaahatvia, Malta,
Poland, Romania, Slovenia, Slovakia

Countries in 'Old Europe': Austria, Belgium, Denmark, Germany, Greece, Sgiimiand, France,
United Kingdom, Ireland, Italy, Luxembourg, Netteerlls, Portugal, Sweden

Education University or above dummy:Takes value 1 when participant has education etpritvar
beyond university. Recoded from Education variaéasured with six categories.

Here are some things that people find more oritepsrtant for themselves or society to have. On a
scale of 0 to 10, where 0 is not at all importdltjs very important, and 5 is exactly in the m&diow
important would you say each of the following isytu?

Single item: Values - Helping people in other partsf the world
Single item: Values - Having Europe play a largerole in the world

General Economic Growth Value: mean of the followig questions
Promoting economic growth
Making our economy competitive in the global arena

Personal Economic Growth Value: mean of the followig questions
38l. Earning as much money as possible

380. Being able to retire comfortably

38j. Not having to worry about being fired

Protect Less Well off Values Index: mean of the fwing questions
38a. Ensuring equal opportunity
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38b. Making sure nobody goes hungry or lacks média
38d. Minimizing the gap between rich and poor

Traditionalism Values Index: mean of the followingquestions
38c. Preserving traditional industries
38h. Preserving traditions and customs

Single item:Keeping prices down - important for themselvesamiety to have

How strongly would you agree or disagree with eafttne following statements? (5 points scale recod
toOto 1)

Adding Muslim country to EU would improve relations with Muslim world

Adding a Muslim country to the EU would make the EUtoo diverse

Adding more countries to the EU would help our ecoomy

Adding more countries to the EU would make it moredifficult for the EU to make decisions

Attitude towards open migration policy at Index (5point scale, recoded to 0 to 1)

How much would you favor or oppose each of theofelhg as ways of competing in today’s global
economy?

Making it easier for workers to move between EUrtdas

Your Country -relied on to protect your country’s peace and security

On a scale from 0 to 10, where 0 is none at allst@mplete, and 5 is exactly in the middle, houcm
can each of the following be relied on to protemirycountry’s peace and security, or do you haye an
opinion about that? (10 point scale, recodedttml)

Your country

Turks Like/Dislike
T3 Russia Like/Dislike

One last 0 to 10 scale. If 0 means disliking astmas possible, 10 means liking as much as possitde
5 is exactly in the middle, how much would you gay like or dislike each of the following, or coalt
you say about that?

Turkish
Russians

And on a scale from 0 to 10, where now 0 is exttgmeimportant, 10 is extremely important, and 5 is
exactly in the middle, how important a problem is

Important a problem Europe’s dependency on Russiaenergy supplies
Important a problem Russian interference in EasternEuropean and Central Asian
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Appendix D: Brief outline of what variables were incorporatadégression equations but found wanting

On a scale from 0 to 10, where 0 is none at alls@mplete, and 5 is exactly in the middle, houcm
can each of the following be relied on to protemirycountry’s peace and security, or do you haye an
opinion about that? (10 point scale, recodedttml)

UN can provide security
US can provide security
NATO can provide security

One last 0 to 10 scale. If 0 means disliking ashmas possible, 10 means liking as much as possitde
5 is exactly in the middle, how much would you gay like or dislike each of the following, or could
you say about that?

Americans Like/Dislike
Chinese Like/Dislike
EU Like Dislike

UN Like Dislike

And how strongly would you agree or disagree i following statements?
Allowing employers more freedom in hiring and figjimcreases economic growth
Increasing job security allows workers to becomeanskilled

Allowing employers more freedom in hiring and fijimcreases the number of jobs

And how strongly would you agree or disagree wlih following statements?

Freer trade leads to lower prices

Freer trade expands the markets for our products

Freer trade costs more jobs than it creates at home
Freer trade leads to lower prices

Freer trade puts our industries at a disadvantage

Freer trade leads to more economic and social aliégu
Freer trade makes all the countries involved moosgerous
Freer trade leads to lower quality jobs at home
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Appendix E: Imputation Information

There were two kinds of missing data — one emerfyog participants who failed to submit their
guestionnaires in time, and the other one imagitliesto ambivalent attitudes on the question. W de
with missing values in three ways —

1) Where there is row-wise missing data (people wiledao submit questions etc.), we impute
using ‘impute’ command in STATA (details below)

2) In case of “missing value” being part of a mulé+it index, we simply let the ‘mean’ function
assign the mean value. The value isn’t assignee ifiave missing data on all constituent.

3) In case of single item indices or cases where regmowere missing in an ad hoc fashion- we
code the attitudes to the midpoint. This was dareach time point (pre and post deliberation)
and change scores (post minus pre) were calcutatsed on imputed attitudes at those time
points.

Missing data: No t2 data due to unfilled questionniaes

There was a significant amount of missing dat& aie to the fact that participants from 2 growgieé

to submit their questionnaires. Looking at T2, oar see that there is no real pattern among thsimgi
participants. You can see the whole chart, ang:tisea slight skew towards new member states among
the missing 23 participants: AT-2, BG-3. EG/W&ES-6, GB-4, IE-2, LV-1, PL-3, RO-1. Given the
circumstance, we can assume that “Missing at Rahdssumption was fulfilled. We used “impute”
command in STATA to impute missing data for thegimg values. Impute command depends on we
providing a regression equation. We made thevigllg assumptions (which should bias us from finding
significance in t3 t2 differences) — how particifsamarked their entries in t3 on the same attisaddes
were significant predictors of how they marked thegrte.

The r squares for estimating equations were consgstly over .6.
Specific estimations used

SociodenF oldnew married single fulltime parttime student

Know = Knowledge at other time points = tlpkind2gkindex

Knowl = Knowledge at other time points = t1pkind&pkindex

OtherAtt = Fellow items in the battery at otherdipoints = t1q13at1ql3b t1ql3c t1gl3d t2ql6ar
t2q16br t2ql6cr t2q16dr t2ql6er t2q16fr t2q16gd iy t2q16ir t2916jr

OtherAttl = Fellow items in the battery at othendipoints = t1gl3a t1q13b t1ql3c t1ql3d t3ql6ar
t3ql6br t3ql6cr t3ql6dr t3ql6er t3ql6fr t3ql6gad ey t3ql6ir t3gl6jr

t3gl6ar to t3ql6jr< - OtherAtt sociodem know
t2ql6ar to t2q16jr< - OtherAttl sociodem knowl

Similar procedure was applied to values and todiistike.
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AT
BE
BG
CY
Ccz
DK
EE
EG/WG

T2
9
10

43
11
14

41
25
11

27

15
23
11
15

T1-RDD
80
92
83
84
90
82
80

380
90
202
80
300
302
90
80
301
80
80
82
80
106
200
90
146
80
87

T1-
Participants

11
10

44
11
20

41
29
11

27

15
26
11
16

Missing Participants T2

2

o O B O W O O B O O O N O M O O O O P O O O O w o

2.7%
3.0%
1.8%
0.9%
3.6%
2.7%
0.9%
12.8%
3.3%
4.2%
2.4%
12.2%
7.4%
3.3%
1.2%
8.0%
1.2%
0.9%
1.8%
0.9%
4.5%
6.8%
3.3%
4.5%
2.7%
1.2%

T1-RDD
2.3%
2.6%
2.3%
2.4%
2.5%
2.3%
2.3%

10.7%
2.5%
5.7%
2.3%
8.5%
8.5%
2.5%
2.3%
8.5%
2.3%
2.3%
2.3%
2.3%
3.0%
5.6%
2.5%
4.1%
2.3%
2.5%

T1-
Participants

3.1%
2.8%
2.5%
0.8%
3.3%
2.5%
0.8%
12.3%
3.1%
5.6%
2.2%
11.4%
8.1%
3.1%
1.7%
7.5%
1.1%
0.8%
1.9%
0.8%
4.2%
7.2%
3.1%
4.5%
2.5%
1.1%
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SK 7 103 7 0 2.1% 2.9% 1.9%
Total 336 3550 359 23 100.0%  100.0% 100.0%

Appendix F: Coding Scheme — EU-wide Deliberative Rloon EU Enlargement
Code 1: Position on Enlargement — “1” = For Enlangat; “-1” = Against Enlargement; “4” = Neutral

Topic 2: Enlargement would stimulate economic giowt'1”; be an economic burden = “-1"; made
reference to economic growth and remained neutt@rf =

Statement from Group 1, coded “IWell, when the EU went into effect back then, wtrenunion
started, | thought: Thank god, this has been duafong time. That people find each other andnith
each other more. Economically, it had incredibbsitive effects.”

Statement from Group 14, coded “-1":

“It is out of question that we should enlarge taKeay and this is for economic reasons. Also with
Muslims we have to deal since they cannot stantheg,feel uncomfortable with us. It is an economic
reason. | want that Turkey joins the EU.”

Topic 3: Enlargement would increase EU Aid to EWrtinies = “1”; decrease EU Aid to EU countries=
“-1”; made reference to EU Aid and remained neutré)”

Statement from Group 18, coded “-1";

“Regarding the numbers: 5% is support for the jampicandidates. Joining candidates at the time are
Macedonia, Croatia, and Turkey. The aid for newniers, countries that have already joined, comes
for a significant part from the areas of regionaddacohesion politics. And one has to subsequdhitik
about the fact that, since these countries have beeepted and even more countries are going g joi
the new federal states in Germany all of a sudderabove the average and actually will not receiick
any more. These are considerations one also hkemkoat.”

Topic 4: Enlargement would be good for me finag@all”; bad for me financially= “-1"; made
reference to personal financial impact and remanedral= “0"

Statement from Group 1, coded “1":

“...Since | am working in export, | can only speakrftyself. And of course, | am happy about it, dbou
every expansion, because they mean less work fpemsenally and less complication. Back in 2004,
when many countries joined, it was great, we vapply about it at my workplace. And we had a lot of
fun with so many bureaucratic hindrances, imparttises, all this stuff that went with it being étiated
and you can simply order a truck and have thing&eu up, from Estonia, Latvia, everywhere we were
doing trade, Poland. Well, | was very delighted.”

Statement from Group 7, coded “-1";

“| fully agree with Mr. Wesling. If we allow a catry like Turkey in right now, it's going to gent¢za
enormous expenses and we're going to have to gdeidmuch more than we do already. Take a look
at Germany. East Germany is still costing the ¢gua lot and if, indeed, we need to raise ruratiay

to our level, | think it's going to make a nicefeience in our personal budget.”

Topic 5: Enlargement would be good for my counimafcially= “1", bad for my country financially= “-
1"; made reference to financial impact to my coyatnd remained neutral= “0"
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Statement from Group 13, coded “-1";

“Slovenia is part of the EU since 3 years, notwidmeling this the common opinion is that the EU has
enlarged too much and has included too much dityevgthin itself. Due to this diversity, it has s
strength as far as its economy is concerned asagéts unique position.”

Topic 6: Enlargement would be good for EU finardgial‘'l”; bad for EU financially= “-1"; made
reference to financial impact to the EU and rendimeutral= “0”

Statement from Group 18, coded “1": ‘And | think, especially Turkey is indispensableusr.. Turkey
could offer us a lot of support or at least comngaté experience in the direction of the Arabic
world...Furthermore, one has to say, it has neventieemful for Europe to grow, when the market area
grew at the same time..".

Statement from Group 11, coded “-1";

“...I just wanted to talk about the economic problelnis time anyway for Europe to take a time oithw
regard to new members. | think we haven't... okglas we haven't successfully completed the
standardization work we talked about at length thizrning, as long as we haven’t managed to raise th
standard of living of those who just joined, | thitringing another country into the European Union
would create more problems than not...”

Topic 7: EU is adding countries to fast= “1"; EUnist adding countries fast enough= “-1"; made
reference to timing of enlargement and remainedraku‘0”

Statement from Group 14, “1":

“I wanted to say that | completely agree, since@r@nunity when it gets larger needs also to “digets”
new members and produce more unity by defeatirigroeal resistances. Once united it can then try to
enlarge itself once again. | think that lately wavb done more than it was necessary. Besides eé@onom
assessments, or evaluations based upon human sgiitdards, all things that are very important
indeed, we should try to find a way to divide egéanent as according to a certain amount of tima, ith
for instance, that we cannot proceed every yeantarge Europe. Otherwise, we risk to run into
problems...”

Topic 8: Enlargement would make easier EU’s denisitaking capacity= “1"; make harder EU’s
decision making capacity= “-1"; referenced to Edé&cision-making capacity and remained neutral= “0"

Statement from Group 7, “1"™:
“Well, you might even say that if the EU is enlatgere might become less dependent vis a vie thedJni
States. It might be nice to have — and possiblthat case — to define our own EU policy.”

Statement from Group 7, “-1":

“Well, there are two main issues here. One is gbing concerning Turkey and the other one is the
enlargement in general. Starting with the enlargatnfor me, there is not enough cohesion in Europe
between the countries and that can be felt in atgreal policies because countries can have diffees,

but they should be more cohesive to make it strongéhen we were 12 and when we were 15, there
wasn’'t enough cohesion and now, we're 27, it's muaohich harder and the more countries there are, the
harder it is. But the point is there’s not a bidference between 27 and 30, so | don't think gteduld
hinder the enlargement to other countries.”
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Topic 9: Increased immigration/migration would bplas= “1"; increased immigration/migration would
be a minus= “-1"; made reference to immigrationfaigpn and remained neutral= “0”

Statement from Group 13, “1"...Turkey did not have to enter the EU but | haaéd that we have taken
a commitment, it could be even a good thing, we ladready Turks in Europe...”

Statement from Group 14, “-1":

“...But if they come and accept our law, then they welcome, we all need this not only Italy, Shisge
Germany....but at the same time in Germany theyernmakigrants sign an agreement where they endorse
the responsibility to respect the German law. Waeiia Italy, they arrive, they want to work butréne

are no jobs even for Italians...so what should we @hey come from Slovenia, Romania from all
countries of the world, | don’t know if they woulccept this same situation...”

Topic 10: Enlargement would improve relations vifte Muslim world= “1"; worsen relations with the
Muslim world= “-1"; made reference to relationstbe@ Muslim’s world and remained neutral= “0"

Statement from Group 7, “1”:

“...If Turkey joined, it would help the Middle East éreating a bridge between Europe and the Islam.
That would possibly be one of the advantages tatera bridge between Europe and the Middle East,
and that's it...”

Topic 11: Enlargement would have positive impactpensions = “1”; Enlargement would have negative
impacts on pensions = “-1"; made reference to perssand remained neutral= “0”

No Statements

Topic 12: Enlargement would help military/secufity the EU= “1"; would hurt military/security fohe
EU=“-1"; made reference to military/security aremained neutral=“0"

Statement from Group 6, “1”™:

“I wouldn't think the approaches dictated with difilty by the various nations could lead to theatien

of a European army, an army whose objective woaltblkeep the peace. That would be its objedive,
army to defend the European territory. Well, | #@ags this way: instead, we should try to encgera
coordination of the police forces rather than theng. Police forces in charge of the security & th
movement of people and goods within the Europeaorin”

Statement from Group 1, “-1":..1 think if certain countries try to achieve ceitasupremacies,
whatever country that may be, that this is regardedery suspicious by the others. | think thathis
regard, the citizens of Europe still have a longnaaiead of themselves in order to really take &bac
seat, so that when some country Y makes a sugyetstay can all accept it.”

Topic 13: Enlargement would increase influence dfsole in the world= “1"; decrease influence of
EU’s role in the world="-1"; made reference to EWde in the world and remained neutral= “0”

Statement from Group 1, “1”:

“Globally, it would certainly be desirable for tHeU to have a considerably stronger position, since
globally, nowadays everything happens with the b&@hina involved, and maybe India in the
future...”
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Statement from Group 7, “-1"Starting with the enlargement, for me, there it anough cohesion in
Europe between the countries and that can berfaltr external policies because countries can have
differences, but they should be more cohesive te@ntatronger.”

Topic 14: Countries that violate human rights stodt be permitted admittance to the EU=“1";
countries that violate human rights should be peechiadmittance to the EU= “-1"; made reference to
human rights & admittance and remained neutral= “0”

Statement from Group 18, “-1":

“...The things | would definitely have a problem wattthis point are the violations of human rights i
Turkey, the set of problems concerning the treatroeKurds in Turkey, and the reaction of Turkey to
the US calling the crime against the Armenians g&t®- or was it the Senate or the Congress? — the
way Turkey reacted...”

Topic 15: Admitting countries will reduce humanhig violation in EU countries= “1"; Admitting
countries will not reduce human rights violationdgU countries= “-1"; made reference to human gght
reduction & admittance and remained neutral= “0"

Statement from Group 12, “1"™:

“Concerning Turkey, | think you have to think althe alternative if Turkey doesn’'t become a member o
the EU. Are they going to be pushed further easts/ Is this going to be a disadvantage for
Europe...”

Topic 16: Country X is just too different= “1", cotry X is not so different= “-1"; made reference to
country X and remained neutral= “0"

Statement from Group 17, “1”™:

“...1think that Turkey could add some color, could@ach Europe, and it could allow Europe to iniéa
a dialogue with other countries. So it could allBwrope to start a dialogue with Asian countrids.
should help us resolve the most depressing iskaésegard Asia, so they could help us in this sens
maybe. So Turkey would add some differencesheSarésent member states of Europe have more in
common, so Turkey could bring in some differences...”

Statement from Group 16, “-1":

“On Turkey, I'm skeptical when it comes to Turkexduse Turkey is not a European country. When it
comes to accession of Turkey, I'm doubtful anddkaptical. And there we have an issue of religibn.
disagree with you and | think that religion doeayph role. | think that religion is quite importaand

the question of religion is of importance, of sameortance. Turkey is not Christian, so it mayeas
problem — but this is my personal opinion.”

Topic 17: Admitting majority Muslim countries ispoblem= “1", admitting majority Muslim country is
not a problem= “-1"; made reference to Muslim coi@stand remained neutral= “0”

Statement from Group 18, “1"™:

“...Well, regarding multi-cultural, Europe is alreadyulti-cultural, so the Muslim culture won’t make
such a difference. We already have half of Germamyl half of Germany is not full of Muslims, but
still, the bottom line is that they are alreadyeigtated. | think, to blame it on the religion isvays the
worst argument...”

Statement from Group 17, “-1":
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“...I'm very skeptical about Turkish membership. ©hbsly, we must keep the door open and perhaps
Turkey will one day be ready to join the Europeamdd, but the fact that Turkey is an Islamic coyntr
this is something that we really need to be castmibout and take a moment before we make any
decisions...”
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