
Online Appendix A: Descriptive Statistics and Variable Con-
struction

All vote totals were taken from either (1) European Election Database (http://www.nsd.uib.
no/european election database/) or, after 2014, from respective national election
commissions. In order to identify Euroskeptic parties, I utilized the following coding
rules and procedures:

1. Euroskeptic parties were coded on the basis of Chapel Hill Expert Survey (CHES )
dataset. The CHES project uses expert surveys to code parties along several
indicators. For the purposes of this project, I used the position indicator vari-
able (one to seven). A cut-off value of less than 4 (neutral) was used to code
parties as Euroskeptic.

2. Only parties that received 1.5 or more percent of the vote were included.

3. Soft versus Hard Euroskeptic parties were coded on the basis of the CHES
position indicator. Parties that received a score of below two were coded as
Hard Euroskeptic. Parties that received a score of two, but less than four, were
coded as Soft Euroskeptic.

4. Ethnonationalist versus Mainstream parties were coded on the basis of the
CHES ethnic minority variable (zero to ten). Parties that received a score
greater than seven were coded as ethnonationalist. All others were coded as
Mainstream.

Table A1 enumerates all parties included in the analysis and their Euroskeptic
category.
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Tables A2 and A3, respectively, present the variable sources and the descriptive
statistics for all variables. Figure A1 graphs the distribution of all five dependent
variables used in the article.

Table A2: Variables & Sources

Variable Source

EU Funding https://cohesiondata.ec.europa.eu/Other/Historic-EU-payments-
regionalised-and-modelled/tc55-7ysv

Gdp per capita Eurostat Regional Database
∆ Gdp per capita Eurostat Regional Database
Unemployment Eurostat Regional Database
∆ Unemployment Eurostat Regional Database
Years Since Accession Author Calculations
Post-2010 Dummy NA
Percent Minority National Censuses (Closest Census Prior to Election Year)
Ethnic Cue CHES ethnic minority variable

Table A3: Descriptive Statistics

Variable Min Mean Max sd

Aggregate Euroskeptic Vote Choice 0 0.232 0.721 0.187
Soft Euroskeptic Vote Choice 0 0.199 0.643 0.169
Hard Euroskeptic Vote Choice 0 0.032 0.285 0.054
Mainstream Euroskeptic Vote Choice 0 0.060 0.562 0.111
Ethnonationalist Euroskeptic Vote Choice 0 0.182 0.721 0.181
EU Funding (hundred million euros) 0.002 2.497 17.555 2.677
Gdp per capita 1.316 8.154 35.370 5.398
∆ Gdp per capita -0.091 0.102 0.368 0.083
Unemployment 0.022 0.105 0.266 0.050
∆ Unemployment -0.061 -0.007 0.046 0.018
Years Since Accession 0.000 4.672 13.000 4.128
Post-2010 Dummy 0.000 0.422 1.000 0.495
Percent Minority 0.007 0.100 0.423 0.099
CHES Ethnic Cue 0 6.86 9.92 2.817
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Figure A1: Distribution of DV: Euroskeptic Vote Choice

4



Online Appendix B: Robustness Checks

Models Without Lagged Dependent Variable

As a robustness check, I present models (Tables A4-A6) without a lagged dependent
variable and models estimated using random-effects censored Tobit regression (Ta-
bles A7-A9). These models correspond to the Tables 2-4 in the main paper, and
corroborate the results therein.

Table A4: Aggregate Euroskeptic Vote Choice (No LDV)

Bivariate Controls Interaction

EU Funding 0.019 0.019 −0.006
(0.004)∗∗∗ (0.005)∗∗∗ (0.014)

GDP per capita −0.019 −0.015
(0.016) (0.012)

% Change GDP per capita 0.595 0.552
(0.214)∗∗ (0.200)∗∗

Unemployment 0.724 0.876
(0.375) (0.394)∗

% Change Unemployment −0.877 −1.032
(0.555) (0.601)

% Minority 1.748 1.802
(0.607)∗∗ (0.592)∗∗

Years Since Accession 0.017 0.014
(0.006)∗ (0.007)∗

Post 2010 0.021 0.017
(0.037) (0.044)

EN Cue 0.008 0.000
(0.005) (0.014)

EN Cue*EU Funding 0.003
(0.001)

Region Fixed Effects X X X
Lagged Dependent Variable
Observations 248 204 204
Adj. R2 0.145 0.375 0.401
F Statistic 17.22 (df = 1; 52) 6.06 (df = 9; 52) 8.52 (df = 10; 52)

Note: * = p ≤ 0.05; ** = p ≤ 0.01; *** = p ≤ 0.001; EN = Ethnonationalist
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Table A5: Soft versus Hard Euroskeptic Vote Choice (No LDV)

Soft-Control Soft-Interaction Hard-Control Hard-Interaction

EU Funding 0.025 0.005 −0.006 −0.011
(0.005)∗∗∗ (0.013) (0.003)∗ (0.003)∗∗

GDP per capita −0.015 −0.012 −0.004 −0.003
(0.012) (0.012) (0.001)∗ (0.001)

% Change GDP per capita 0.297 0.263 0.297 0.288
(0.158) (0.146) (0.085)∗∗∗ (0.086)∗∗

Unemployment 0.484 0.603 0.240 0.272
(0.314) (0.332) (0.124) (0.131)∗

% Change Unemployment −0.843 −0.965 −0.034 −0.067
(0.435) (0.473)∗ (0.231) (0.238)

% Minority 1.209 1.252 0.538 0.550
(0.492)∗ (0.492)∗ (0.234)∗ (0.226)∗

Years Since Accession 0.008 0.006 0.008 0.008
(0.006) (0.007) (0.002)∗∗ (0.003)∗

Post 2010 −0.037 −0.032 0.049 0.050
(0.025) (0.031) (0.017)∗∗ (0.018)∗∗

EN Cue 0.001 −0.004 0.006 0.005
(0.005) (0.006) (0.001)∗∗∗ (0.001)∗∗

EN Cue*EU Funding 0.002 0.000
(0.002) (0.000)

Region Fixed Effects X X X X
Lagged Dependent Variable
Observations 204 204 204 204
Adj. R2 0.285 0.307 0.412 0.415
F Statistic 5.40 (df = 9; 52) 6.96 (df = 10; 52) 8.35 (df = 9; 52) 7.57 (df = 10; 52)

Note: * = p ≤ 0.05; ** = p ≤ 0.01; *** = p ≤ 0.001; EN = Ethnonationalist
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Table A6: Mainstream versus Ethnonationalist Euroskeptic Vote Choice (No LDV)

MS-Control MS-Interaction EN-Control EN-Interaction

EU Funding −0.000 −0.007 0.020 −0.005
(0.002) (0.008) (0.004)∗∗∗ (0.006)

GDP per capita 0.001 0.002 −0.021 −0.018
(0.010) (0.010) (0.006)∗∗∗ (0.005)∗∗∗

% Change GDP per capita 0.172 0.156 0.422 0.355
(0.150) (0.146) (0.147)∗∗ (0.139)∗

Unemployment 0.557 0.588 0.166 0.295
(0.334) (0.334) (0.205) (0.201)

% Change Unemployment 0.135 0.100 −1.012 −1.162
(0.259) (0.290) (0.511) (0.525)∗

% Minority 0.471 0.498 1.277 1.391
(0.189)∗ (0.190)∗ (0.586)∗ (0.567)∗

Years Since Accession −0.015 −0.015 0.032 0.029
(0.005)∗∗ (0.006)∗ (0.004)∗∗∗ (0.004)∗∗∗

Post 2010 0.088 0.091 −0.076 −0.067
(0.033)∗ (0.035)∗ (0.033)∗ (0.004)∗∗∗

EN Cue −0.000 −0.002 0.009 0.002
(0.003) (0.005) (0.003)∗ (0.003)

EN Cue*EU Funding 0.000 0.003
(0.001) (0.001)∗∗∗

Region Fixed Effects X X X X
Lagged Dependent Variable
Observations 203 203 203 203
Adj. R2 0.307 0.307 0.495 0.518
F Statistic 12.52 (df = 9; 52) 11.83 (df = 10; 52) 18.69 (df = 9; 52) 16.69 (df = 10; 52)

Note: * = p ≤ 0.05; ** = p ≤ 0.01; *** = p ≤ 0.001; EN = Ethnonationalist

Marginal Effect Plots for Aggregate, Soft, and Ethnonationalist Vote Choice
(No LDV)

Figure A2 corresponds to Figure 4 in the main paper. The figures confirm that the
effect of EU funding increases as the ethnic cue in a country becomes more salient.

7



Figure A2: Marginal Effect of EU Funding on Aggregate Euroskeptic Vote Choice at
Different Levels of Ethnic Cue

Random-Effects Censored Tobit Estimations

8



Table A7: Aggregate Euroskeptic Vote Choice (Censored Tobit)

Bivariate Controls Interaction

EU Funding 0.012 0.013 −0.042
(0.003)∗∗ (0.004)∗∗ (0.016)∗∗

GDP per capita 0.000 0.000
(0.002) (0.002)

% Change GDP per capita 0.619 0.581
(0.172)∗∗∗ (0.163)∗∗∗

Unemployment 0.915 1.032
(0.255)∗∗∗ (0.248)∗∗∗

% Change Unemployment −0.071 0.066
(0.656) (0.633)

% Minority −0.486 −0.390
(0.117)∗∗∗ (0.116)∗∗∗

Years Since Accession 0.015 0.015
(0.005)∗∗ (0.005)∗∗

Post 2010 −0.014 −0.017
(0.037) (0.036)

EN Cue 0.015 −0.011
(0.005)∗∗ (0.014)

EN Cue*EU Funding 0.006
(0.002)∗∗∗

Lagged Dependent Variable X X X
Uncensored Observations 187 179 179
Censored Observations 13 13 13
log likelihood 78.836 112.413 118.262
χ2 150.90 262.81 300.14
AIC -147.673 -198.827 -208.524

Note: * = p ≤ 0.05; ** = p ≤ 0.01; *** = p ≤ 0.001; EN = Ethnonationalist
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Table A8: Soft versus Hard Euroskeptic Vote Choice (Censored Tobit)

Soft-Control Soft-Interaction Hard-Control Hard-Interaction

EU Funding 0.014 0.034 −0.003 −0.092
(0.003)∗∗∗ (0.014)∗ (0.003) (0.042)∗

GDP per capita 0.000 0.000 0.002 0.001
(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)

% Change GDP per capita 0.566 0.529 0.144 0.141
(0.152)∗∗∗ (0.144)∗∗∗ (0.144) (0.140)

Unemployment 0.934 1.036 0.667 0.543
(0.217)∗∗∗ (0.211)∗∗∗ (0.233)∗ (0.131)∗

% Change Unemployment 0.177 0.301 −0.492 −0.371
(0.561) (0.542) (0.521) (0.510)

% Minority −0.328 −0.246 −0.526 0.510
(0.100)∗∗∗ (0.098)∗ (0.123)∗∗∗ (0.120)∗∗∗

Years Since Accession 0.004 0.005 0.010 0.007
(0.004) (0.004) (0.004)∗∗ (0.004)

Post 2010 −0.008 −0.011 0.084 0.108
(0.032) (0.030) (0.032)∗∗ (0.034)∗∗

EN Cue 0.012 −0.012 0.049 0.017
(0.004)∗ (0.007) (0.011)∗∗∗ (0.017)

EN Cue*EU Funding 0.006 0.011
(0.001)∗∗∗ (0.005)∗

Lagged Dependent Variable X X X X
Uncensored Observations 172 172 80 80
Censored Observations 20 20 112 112
log likelihood 129.870 136.096 73.239 71.109
χ2 303.16 343.91 70.11 75.85
AIC -233.740 -244.193 -120.479 -114.219

Note: * = p ≤ 0.05; ** = p ≤ 0.01; *** = p ≤ 0.001; EN = Ethnonationalist
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Table A9: Mainstream versus Ethnonationalist Euroskeptic Vote Choice (Censored
Tobit)

MS-Control MS-Interaction EN-Control EN-Interaction

EU Funding −0.003 0.017 0.024 −0.066
(0.005) (0.019) (0.004)∗∗∗ (0.030)∗

GDP per capita 0.010 0.010 −0.006 −0.007
(0.002)∗∗∗ (0.002)∗∗∗ (0.001)∗∗∗ (0.005)∗∗∗

% Change GDP per capita −0.418 −0.505 −0.159 −0.083
(0.288) (0.297) (0.230) (0.219)

Unemployment 1.362 1.289 −0.345 −0.454
(0.456)∗∗ (0.453)∗∗ (0.337) (0.326)

% Change Unemployment −0.918 −1.092 −3.048 −2.755
(0.941) (0.943) (0.783)∗∗∗ (0.758)∗∗∗

% Minority −0.110 −0.172 −0.348 −0.243
(0.158) (0.167) (0.135)∗∗ (0.132)

Years Since Accession 0.008 0.006 0.026 0.023
(0.007) (0.007) (0.005)∗∗∗ (0.005)∗∗∗

Post 2010 −0.012 −0.007 −0.128 −0.103
(0.051) (0.050) (0.037)∗∗∗ (0.037)∗∗

EN Cue −0.013 −0.000 0.032 −0.008
(0.006)∗ (0.012) (0.007)∗∗∗ (0.012)

EN Cue*EU Funding −0.002 0.011
(0.002) (0.004)∗∗

Lagged Dependent Variable X X X X
Uncensored Observations 54 54 134 134
Censored Observations 96 96 16 16
log likelihood 16.723 17.360 104.840 109.425
χ2 73.92 76.19 282.63 309.56
AIC -7.446 -6.720 -183.680 -190.850

Note: * = p ≤ 0.05; ** = p ≤ 0.01; *** = p ≤ 0.001; EN = Ethnonationalist

Marginal Effect Plots for Aggregate, Soft, and Ethnonationalist Vote Choice
(Censored Tobit Regression)

Figure A3 corresponds to Figure 4 in the main paper. The figures confirm that the
effect of EU funding increases as the ethnic cue in a country becomes more salient.
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Figure A3: Marginal Effect of EU Funding on Aggregate Euroskeptic Vote Choice at
Different Levels of Ethnic Cue

Online Appendix C: Survey Experiment in Slovakia

Survey Methodology

The survey for this article was carried out with the help of Focus Research Slovakia
(http://w
ww.focus-research.sk/?section=show&id=1). The survey utilized quota sampling on
the following covariates to ensure sample representativeness: gender, age, education,
nationality, size of settlement, and region. 1015 respondents, all over the age of
eighteen, responded to the survey. 967 respondents successfully answered the response
question (95.2%). The remainder either responded with Do Not Know or Refusal. The
survey was carried out using face-to-face interviews using computer-assisted personal
interviewing (CAPI). Table A10 checks for sample representativeness by comparing
the survey sample to 2011 Slovak census on available covariates. It appears that
representativeness on observables was achieved. Table A11 presents an ANOVA test,
which confirms that randomization on observed covariates was successful. There are
no statistically significant differences between the included covariates across the three
groups, suggesting successful randomization.
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Table A10: Comparing Survey Sample to 2011 Census

Variable Survey 2011 Census

Female 0.51 0.51
Male 0.48 0.48
Age: 18-24 0.10 0.10
Age: 25-34 0.20 0.17
Age: 35-49 0.26 0.21
Age: 50-64 0.26 0.20
Age: 65+ 0.18 0.20
Education: Primary School 0.14 0.15
Education: High School (No Diploma) 0.28 0.23
Education: High School (Diploma) 0.37 0.28
Education: College 0.21 0.13

Table A11: Checking Randomization: ANOVA

Covariate Control Treatment A Treatment B p-value

Left-Right Position 3.12 3.18 3.18 0.521
Gender 0.50 0.53 0.52 0.532
Age 45.59 47.28 45.60 0.994
Education 2.67 2.64 2.66 0.978
Nationality 1.15 1.19 1.16 0.844
Size of Household 2.95 2.93 2.87 0.411
Income 4.36 4.43 4.49 0.378
Size of Settlement 3.94 3.83 3.80 0.362

Some scholars suggest that ordinal-level data should not analyzed using standard
difference-of-means tests. As a robustness check, I utilize the Mann-Whitney U test
(also known as the Wilcoxon Rank-Sum test) to ensure that the results presented
in Table 6 of the article are not a remnant of the statistical test used. The results,
presented in Table A12, corroborate the results presented in the article. In fact, the
difference between the control group and the Treatment A group appears to be even
stronger (p=0.014 as opposed to p=0.047 for difference-of-means).
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Table A12: Survey Experiment Results: Mann-Whitney U Test

Control Median Treatment A Median p-value W

2 2 0.014 54540

Control Median Treatment B Median p-value W

2 2 0.347 48712

Treatment A Median Treatment B Median p-value W

2 2 0.1552 46740
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