
1 

 

Trust in the European Parliament and Fiscal Transfers: The Farmers and 

Rural Areas Case 

Shamam Waldman 

The Hebrew University of Jerusalem 

 

Preliminary draft: please do not distribute 

 

Presented in session: “Institutions and political behaviour and attitudes” at the 3rd International 

ESS Conference, 13-15th July 2016, Lausanne, Switzerland. 

Abstract: Fiscal transfers for agriculture and rural development account for a large share of the 

EU budget. We tested if the transfers improve the trust levels of farmers and residents of rural 
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shocks that were likely to influence the trust individuals place in the EU: the enlargement of the 

EU and the global financial crisis. These exogenous shocks produced natural experiments and 

provided an opportunity to test whether the change in attitude of farmers and rural area residents 

toward the European Parliament and national parliaments was different from the change in 

attitude of the rest of the population. The results suggest a positive impact on farmers and rural 

area residents. After joining the EU, the change in trust levels of the rural area residents of the 

new member states was less negative compared to the rest of the population. During the global 

financial crisis, the change in trust levels of the rural area residents was different from the change 

in the rest of the population only in the original member states. This suggests a different 

perception of the EU in the original member states compared to the new member states. 
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1. Introduction 

How fiscal transfers to specific groups influence the opinion of those groups as well as the 

political gain of the regime is an important question in political economy. 

The European Union (hereafter, EU) can be considered a large-scale natural experiment. The 

fiscal policy of the EU is limited and includes redistribution mostly to two defined targets: 

agriculture and cohesion of the underdeveloped regions (Beramendi 2012). The impact of the EU 

fiscal policy on the attitude of its citizens is of major significance. European integration relies 

heavily on public opinion and deepening the integration cannot occur without a supportive 

atmosphere (Signorelli 2012). Hence, testing whether those transfers influence their beneficiaries 

in adopting a more supportive attitude is essential. 

The present research focuses on farmers and their neighbors. We question whether the transfers 

to agriculture impact their trust in the European Parliament (hereafter, EP) and in the national 

parliaments. A further question is whether the impact is limited to trust in the parliaments or can 

be broadened to different authorities. 

A lot of literature was written on the attitude of the beneficiaries toward the EU compared to the 

rest of the population, but identification of the relationship between the benefits and the 

beneficiaries’ attitude is lacking. The uniqueness of the present research is its use of the 

difference-in-difference-in-differences approach as a source of identification. Two exogenous 

shocks that deeply influenced the daily life of EU citizens produced natural experiments: the 

enlargement of the EU (2004 and 2007) and the global financial crisis of 2008. In these two 

cases, the impact on the farmers was different from the impact on the rest of the population. This 

provides us with an opportunity to test whether the change in attitude among the farmers and 

rural area inhabitants was different from the change in attitude in the rest of the population and 

also to compare attitudes of farmers and rural area residents who were not affected by those 

shocks. 

In the expansion of the EU in 2004 ten states joined the EU, and in 2007 another two joined the 

Union. Although joining the EU had an impact on the lives of all citizens in the new member 

states, the direct impact on the farmers was greatest since they started to receive direct payments 

along with an increase in the investment in rural areas. The database of the European Social 
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Survey for 2002–2012 allows us to monitor public opinion in the new member states, and 

specifically among farmers and rural area residents, both before and after joining the EU. 

Therefore, we can test if the change in attitude in the group of interest was more positive than the 

change in attitude in the rest of the population in the new member states. We can also compare it 

to the change in attitude in the equivalent groups in countries that were already members of the 

EU during the enlargement period or in countries that didn’t join the EU. 

The global economic crisis of 2008–2009 had a destructive impact on the lives of EU citizens, 

and was accompanied with a decrease in the level of trust in the EP (Roth 2009). During the 

crisis, farmers still received their direct payments and additional aid packages. Therefore, it is 

interesting to test whether the decrease in trust during this period was less among the farmers. 

Our findings suggest that transfers to agriculture improved the attitude toward the EU and the 

country of residence. Specifically, living in a rural area had a positive impact on the level of trust 

in the EP and the local parliament. The increase in the trust level is limited to the parliaments 

(and to a limited extent to other national institutions), and does not reflect a general increase in 

the trust level. We also find a difference between the new member states and the original 

member states vis-à-vis attitude changes during the global financial crisis. 

The paper is organized as follows. Section 2 reviews the relevant literature. Section 3 describes 

the data and its sources. Section 4 presents the research question and the methodology used to 

test it. Section 5 presents descriptive statistics. Section 6 presents the results and Section 7 

concludes. 

2. Literature Review 

We review the main findings concerning attitudes toward the EU. This is based mainly on survey 

questions about general support for EU and for the European integration. The findings contain 

two main levels of variables: variables at the individual level and variables at the state level. 

The main factor that represents the direct benefit of EU membership is the net transfer each state 

receives from the EU. The contribution the country makes to the EU budget minus the transfers 

the country received, usually divided by the GNI or GDP of the country to control for country 

size, is correlated with a positive attitude toward the EU (Anderson and Reichert 1995, Brinegar 
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and Jolly 2005). Karp et al. (2003) found strong correlations between the perceived benefit of the 

country’s membership in the EU and the net transfers the country actually receives. Torac et al. 

(2012) found that a positive perception of the benefit to the country has a positive impact on trust 

in the EP. 

Another factor thought to influence attitudes toward the EU is length of membership in the EU. 

Anderson and Reichert (1995) found that citizens of the founding states of the EU tend to 

support the EU more than do citizens of newer member states. By contrast, Torcal et al. (2012) 

tested data of trust in the EP between 1994 and 2005 and did not find a correlation between 

length of time of membership in the EU and level of trust in the EP. The type of capitalism in the 

state is also mentioned as a factor of influence, suggesting that citizens of peripheral systems, 

such as social democratic and liberal systems, will tend to be less supportive of the EU out of 

fear that integration will have a negative impact on their social-welfare institutions (Hooghe and 

Marks 2005). 

Individual-level variables also have a role in explaining the attitude toward the EU. Gabel (1998) 

reviews five theories that attempt to explain variance in public opinion on European integration 

at the individual level: 

(1) Cognitive mobilization – Strong cognitive skills enable identification with a 

supranational political community and hence can lead to a higher level of support of the 

EU. Cognitive mobilization is usually measured with political awareness indicators 

(Gabel 1998, Karp et al. 2003) or educational indicators (Arnold et al. 2012). 

(2) Political values – Political and economic orientation shapes attitudes toward the EU. It is 

maintained that “materialists,” who are concerned with economic and physical security, 

tend to support the EU less than “post-materialists,” who care about values like 

intellectual fulfillment and belonging. 

(3) Utilitarian appraisals of integrative policy – Integration influences different citizens in 

different ways. Specifically, the liberalization of the markets is beneficial for people with 

high levels of education and income and good occupational skills and for people who live 

close to the border. Accordingly, those individuals who benefit more from integration 

tend to support the EU more. 
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(4) Class partisanship – People adopt the attitude of the domestic party they support. Hooghe 

et al. (2002) show that parties’ support of European integration has the form of an 

inverted U-shaped curve; i.e., the extreme parties from both sides tend to oppose 

integration. According to the class partisanship theory, this means that the voters from the 

extreme parties tend to support the EU less. 

(5) Supports for government – People tie their opinion of the EU to their opinion of the 

domestic government. The common explanation is that due to a lack of information, 

citizens use their trust level in domestic institutions as a signal for their trust level in the 

EU institutions (see, for example, Torcal et al. 2012, Arnold et al. 2012). On the other 

hand, Munoz et al. (2011) found that at the aggregate level, high country-average trust in 

the domestic parliament decreased trust in the EP. Arnold et al. (2012) suggested that the 

variable that drives the connection between trust in the EP and trust in the national 

parliament is corruption at the country level. 

Of specific interest to this research is the literature on sub-groups’ attitudes toward the EU as a 

result of transfers. There are two main sub-groups that receive inter-regional transfers: farmers 

and citizens of the poor regions of the EU. Most of the literature is concerned with the impact of 

regional transfers to poor regions and treats agriculture transfers only as a control variable. 

Osterloh (2011) tested data for 1995–1999 and showed the regional transfers under the cohesion 

policy had a positive impact on the attitude toward the EU. He found that awareness of the 

activity of the regional development fund also had positive effects on the attitude toward the EU. 

However, the awareness isn’t a necessary condition and regional transfers had a positive indirect 

impact. He used control variables relating to agriculture and found a negative correlation 

between being a farmer and support of the country’s membership in the EU and a positive 

correlation between the share of employees in agriculture living in the region and the same 

dependent variable. Chalmers and Dellmuth (2015) found that the effect of regional transfers is 

stronger if the citizen has a “European identity.” Anderson and Reichert (1995) found that 

farmers and fishermen tend to support the EU more during two out of the three years that were 

measured. But when testing only the founding states of the EU in 1990, they found that being a 

farmer had a negative effect on support of the EU. According to the authors, a possible 

explanation is the planning of a new reform in the budget for agriculture around that time. 
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3. Data 

Data from three different sources was combined: the European Social Survey (ESS), the 

Eurostat, and the European Commission. 

3.1. The ESS 

The data of ten countries were used: Germany, Britain, The Netherlands, Portugal, Spain, and 

Sweden, hereinafter known as “the original member states”; Poland, Hungary, and Bulgaria, 

hereinafter known as “the new member states”, Eastern European countries that joined the EU 

during the survey period; and Norway, which is not a member of the EU. The data was taken 

from six rounds of the survey: 2002, 2004, 2006, 2008, 2010, and 2012. The listed countries had 

participated in all the rounds from 2002 to 2012, except for Bulgaria, which participated only 

since 2006. 

Survey questions about trust in different institutions, including the EP and the national 

parliaments, were used. The questions were included in all rounds of the survey and were 

introduced to the respondents in a uniform template, as follows: 

“Using this card, please tell me on a score of 0–10 how much you personally trust each of 

the institutions I read out. 0 means you do not trust an institution at all, and 10 means you 

have complete trust.” 

An additional question concerning the general trust in people was used. 

A dummy variable of working in the agriculture industry, called “farmer,” was generate based on 

a question that classified the industry each respondent works for. Control variables at the 

individual level were also taken from the survey data: age, gender, years of education, and 

feeling about income.  

To combine the individual-level data with regional- and country-level data from other sources, 

information about the country in which the participant lives and about the specific region within 

the country was used. For most countries, the region classification was based on the 

Nomenclature of Territorial Units for Statistics (NUTS) classification. During the survey period, 

there were several changes in the classification (Eurostat, 2011). In several cases, transformation 
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from the old to the new NUTS classification was not possible. In those cases, the regions that 

had been slated to change were excluded from this study.
1
 

 

3.2. The Eurostat Data 

We used the Eurostat data for variables at the regional level. The regional rate of employees in 

agriculture was calculated as the number of people who work in the agriculture and fishing 

industry divided by the number of people above the age of 15 who participate in the labor force. 

Another variable that was used at the regional level is the regional unemployment rate. 

 

3.3. The European Commission Data 

We used the European Commission for variables at the Country level. One variable is the yearly 

net transfers to each country as a percentage of the GNI. Data on the EU yearly transfers to 

agriculture as presented under the EU budget objective “Agriculture” in 2002–2006 and 

“Preservation and Management of Natural Resources” since 2007 were also used. One regional-

level variable has been used: regional cohesion transfers as part of both the European Regional 

Development Fund (ERDF) and the Cohesion Fund (CF) of the 2000–2006 and the 2007–2013 

frameworks. The transfers were calculated as € millions for the seven-year framework and not 

annually. 

4. Methodology 

The present research tested whether the transfers to agriculture impact positively the farmers’ 

and rural area inhabitants’ trust in the European Parliament. Since the country is deeply involved 

in the payments mechanism, the improvement of the farmers’ and rural area inhabitants’ trust in 

the national parliament was also tested.  

Most research that tests the attitude toward the EU as a function of different explanatory 

variables does not look at the identification problem. The uniqueness of the present research is its 

                                                           
1
 Spain: 2 out of 17 regions were omitted; Portugal: 3 out of 5 regions were omitted; Germany: 4 out of 20 regions 

were omitted; Britain: 2 out of 14 regions were omitted. (For the changes in the NUTS classification see “History of 

NUTS,” n.d.) 
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use of the Differences-in-Differences-in-Differences (DDD) approach as a source of 

identification. The method used follows Gruber (1994) who used the DDD method for testing the 

labor market effect of mandated childbirth coverage in health insurance in the United States. 

Gruber tested the wage, hours worked, and employment of women of childbearing age (the 

treatment group), before and after the passage of the mandate. He compared the change to other 

age-gender groups in the same states and to women of childbearing age who lived in states that 

did not pass the mandate. 

To implement the method to the study subject, the trust level was measured before and after two 

exogenous shocks: the EU enlargement and the world financial crisis. The treatment group in 

this case is the farmers or the rural area inhabitants and the treatment is the transfers to 

agriculture.
2
 

As detailed below, only variables that can be considered exogenous, most at the regional or 

country level, which are not affected by the unobserved individual error term, were included as 

explanatory variables in the model. For reasons of endogeneity, answers of the respondent to 

other questions in the survey concerning opinions or feelings about political issues were not 

included as explanatory variables. Dummy variables were included for region and year to control 

for time trends and regions or countries’ variance that were not the subject of this study or were 

unobserved. A variable of cohesion transfers to the region was included to control for the other 

main type of fiscal transfers. A set of control variables at the individual level were also included. 

The dependent variables were treated as continuous variables and hence OLS regressions were 

used instead of ordered probit regressions. This choice is reasonable since the respondent needs 

to place the level of trust on a scale of 0 to 10 and verbal expressions attached only to the two 

ends of the scale. Accordingly, the differences between the scale units can be quantified and are 

equal, leading to the conclusion that it is an interval scale and not just an ordinal scale. 

The first shock is the enlargement of the EU. Three new member states, Poland, Hungary, and 

Bulgaria, were examined. After joining the EU, the farmers started to receive payments from the 

EU and additional payments were transferred for rural development (Directorate-General for 

                                                           
2
 The regressions that are presented here were conducted twice, once with farmers as the treatment group and once 

with rural areas as the treatment group. For convenience, in this section we represent the regressions with the rural 

area variable. 
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Agriculture and Rural Development (2010)).
3
 Therefore, the influence of the transfers can be 

estimated by testing farmers’ and rural area inhabitants’ trust before and after joining the EU. It 

can be compared to the general trust trend in the population of those countries and to the 

equivalent groups in control states – states that did not join or left the EU during that period. The 

last comparison allows for a control for trends in the treatment group that are correlated with the 

treatment but are not a consequence of it. The comparison to the control states is especially 

important due to the fact that in 2003, a year before the enlargement of the EU, a major CAP 

reform was decided (European Commission and Directorate-General for Agriculture and Rural 

Development, 2005), which might have affected the farmers’ attitude. 

The equation (Model 1) is as follows: 

𝑇𝑟𝑢𝑠𝑡𝑖𝑟𝑡 = 

𝛾1𝑟𝑢𝑟𝑎𝑙 𝑎𝑟𝑒𝑎𝑟𝑡 + 𝛾2𝑛𝑒𝑤 𝑚𝑒𝑚𝑏𝑒𝑟𝑐 + 𝛾3𝑝𝑜𝑠𝑡 𝑒𝑛𝑙𝑎𝑟𝑔𝑒𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑡 + 𝛾4𝑟𝑢𝑟𝑎𝑙 𝑎𝑟𝑒𝑎𝑟𝑡 × 𝑛𝑒𝑤 𝑚𝑒𝑚𝑏𝑒𝑟𝑐 +

𝛾5𝑟𝑢𝑟𝑎𝑙 𝑎𝑟𝑒𝑎𝑟𝑡 × 𝑝𝑜𝑠𝑡 𝑒𝑛𝑙𝑎𝑟𝑔𝑒𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑡 + 𝛾6𝑝𝑜𝑠𝑡 𝑒𝑛𝑙𝑎𝑟𝑔𝑒𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑡 × 𝑛𝑒𝑤 𝑚𝑒𝑚𝑏𝑒𝑟𝑐 + 𝛾7𝑟𝑢𝑟𝑎𝑙 𝑎𝑟𝑒𝑎𝑟𝑡 ×

𝑝𝑜𝑠𝑡 𝑒𝑛𝑙𝑎𝑟𝑔𝑒𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑡 × 𝑛𝑒𝑤 𝑚𝑒𝑚𝑏𝑒𝑟𝑐 + 𝛾8𝑟𝑒𝑔𝑖𝑜𝑛𝑟 + 𝛾9𝑦𝑒𝑎𝑟𝑡 + 𝛾10𝑐𝑜ℎ𝑒𝑠𝑖𝑜𝑛𝑟𝑡 + 𝛾11𝑋𝑖𝑟𝑡 +  𝜀𝑖𝑟𝑡  

where i index is individual, r index is region, c index is country, and t index is year. “Trust” is 

the level of trust in the EP or the national parliament. “Rural area” is a continuous variable that 

represents the share of employees in agriculture at the regional level. “New member” is a dummy 

variable for states that joined the EU during the survey period. “Post enlargement” is a dummy 

variable that gets 1 after the enlargement of the EU. “Region” and “year” are dummy variables 

for region and year. “Cohesion” is the regional cohesion transfers at the time of the multiannual 

framework. 𝑋𝑖𝑟𝑡 is a vector of control for individual-level variables. The interpretation of the 

coefficients of the interaction terms is as follows: 𝛾4 is the effect of living in a region in the new 

member states with a 100 percent rate of workers in the agriculture industry, 𝛾5 is the change in 

the trust level of the rural areas after the EU enlargement, 𝛾6is the change in the trust level of 

                                                           
3
 Before joining the EU, pre-accession strategy was implemented for each candidate country. The EU had transfer 

funds to the candidate countries for this purpose, including transfers to the agricultural sector. However, these 

agriculture transfers were lower than the transfers received by the country after joining the EU and the payment 

period started a few years before joining the EU and ended a few years after joining the EU. Hence, it does not 

affect the present study and we ignore it when concerning the specific transfers to agriculture (European 

Commission, 2001). One exception is the suspension of pre-accession funding and other funding to Bulgaria in 2008 

as detailed below. 
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new member states’ citizens after the enlargement, and 𝛾7 is the change in trust of inhabitants of 

the new member states’ rural areas after they joined the EU. 

For allowing a non-linear connection between the explanatory variables and the dependent 

variable, a log transform of the trust level was tested.  

Because Bulgaria did not join the EU when Poland and Hungary did, separate regressions, one 

with Poland and Hungary as the new member states and one with Bulgaria as the new member 

state, were enacted. The control states are the same for both of the regressions but the time 

period is different: for the Bulgaria regression, 2006–2012 data were used instead of 2002–2012 

data, since Bulgaria started participating at the ESS only in 2006. Additionally, the change in 

attitude among Bulgaria’s farmers might be different than the change in attitude among Poland 

and Hungary farmers since a year and a half after Bulgaria joined the EU, the European 

commission announced the suspension of EU funding to Bulgaria because of irregularities found 

in the financial management of the funds (European Commission, 2008). In September 2009, the 

Commission decided to unfreeze the payments. Hence, joining the EU was accompanied, for a 

limited period, by damage to Bulgarian farmers’ income. 

The coefficients of main interest are 𝛾6 and 𝛾7 , which shed light on the change in the attitude of  

the general population in the new member states after joining the EU and the impact on the 

farmers/rural area residents. Those coefficients can be written in the following form, illustrating 

the DD and DDD approach: 

𝛾6̂ =

[𝐸(𝑡𝑟𝑢𝑠𝑡|𝑛𝑒𝑤 𝑚𝑒𝑚𝑏𝑒𝑟, 𝑝𝑜𝑠𝑡 𝑒𝑛𝑙𝑎𝑟𝑔𝑒𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡) − 𝐸(𝑡𝑟𝑢𝑠𝑡|𝑛𝑒𝑤 𝑚𝑒𝑚𝑏𝑒𝑟, 𝑏𝑒𝑓𝑜𝑟𝑒 𝑒𝑛𝑙𝑎𝑟𝑔𝑒𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡)] −

[𝐸(𝑡𝑟𝑢𝑠𝑡|𝑐𝑜𝑛𝑡𝑟𝑜𝑙 𝑠𝑡𝑎𝑡𝑒, 𝑝𝑜𝑠𝑡 𝑒𝑛𝑙𝑎𝑟𝑔𝑒𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡  ) − 𝐸(𝑡𝑟𝑢𝑠𝑡|𝑐𝑜𝑛𝑡𝑟𝑜𝑙 𝑠𝑡𝑎𝑡𝑒, 𝑏𝑒𝑓𝑜𝑟𝑒 𝑒𝑛𝑙𝑎𝑟𝑔𝑒𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡)]  

𝛾7̂ = 

[𝐸(𝑡𝑟𝑢𝑠𝑡|𝑛𝑒𝑤 𝑚𝑒𝑚𝑏𝑒𝑟, 𝑟𝑢𝑟𝑎𝑙 𝑎𝑟𝑒𝑎, 𝑝𝑜𝑠𝑡 𝑒𝑛𝑙𝑎𝑟𝑔𝑒𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡)

− 𝐸(𝑡𝑟𝑢𝑠𝑡|𝑛𝑒𝑤 𝑚𝑒𝑚𝑏𝑒𝑟, 𝑟𝑢𝑟𝑎𝑙 𝑎𝑟𝑒𝑎, 𝑏𝑒𝑓𝑜𝑟𝑒 𝑒𝑛𝑙𝑎𝑟𝑔𝑒𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡)] 

−[𝐸(𝑡𝑟𝑢𝑠𝑡|𝑛𝑒𝑤 𝑚𝑒𝑚𝑏𝑒𝑟, 𝑛𝑜𝑡 𝑟𝑢𝑟𝑎𝑙 𝑎𝑟𝑒𝑎, 𝑝𝑜𝑠𝑡 𝑒𝑛𝑙𝑎𝑟𝑔𝑒𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡)    

− 𝐸(𝑡𝑟𝑢𝑠𝑡|𝑛𝑒𝑤 𝑚𝑒𝑚𝑏𝑒𝑟, 𝑛𝑜𝑡 𝑟𝑢𝑟𝑎𝑙 𝑎𝑟𝑒𝑎, 𝑏𝑒𝑓𝑜𝑟𝑒 𝑒𝑛𝑙𝑎𝑟𝑔𝑒𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡)] 
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−[𝐸(𝑡𝑟𝑢𝑠𝑡|𝑐𝑜𝑛𝑡𝑟𝑜𝑙 𝑠𝑡𝑎𝑡𝑒, 𝑓𝑎𝑟𝑚𝑒𝑟, 𝑎𝑓𝑡𝑒𝑟 𝑒𝑛𝑙𝑎𝑟𝑔𝑒𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡)

− 𝐸(𝑡𝑟𝑢𝑠𝑡|𝑐𝑜𝑛𝑡𝑟𝑜𝑙 𝑠𝑡𝑎𝑡𝑒, 𝑓𝑎𝑟𝑚𝑒𝑟, 𝑏𝑒𝑓𝑜𝑟𝑒 𝑒𝑛𝑙𝑎𝑟𝑔𝑒𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡)] 

For convenience, the presentation above treats rural areas as a dichotomous variable, although it 

is continuous. 

The problem of spatial dependence needs to be considered. There is a reasonable possibility that 

observations that are samples from the same region are not independent and hence violate the 

necessary Gauss–Markov assumption of 𝐸(𝜀𝑖, 𝜀𝑗) = 0, 𝑖 ≠ 𝑗 and underestimate the standard 

error. To overcome this, the cluster option at STATA, which allows a covariance between the 

residuals within region observation and adjusts the standard error accordingly, was used. The 

cluster option implements a method suggested by White (1984) and assumes that the number of 

clusters goes to infinity; i.e., there are at least 30 clusters (Cameron et al. 2008). Otherwise the 

standard error is on a downward bias. The number of clusters by regions is 74 in the Bulgaria 

regressions and 91 in the Poland and Hungary regressions, and so the assumption holds. 

To further understand the impact of transfers to the states, the two binary variables of “post 

enlargement” and “new member” were composed into continuous variables of the net transfer 

received by the state divided by the state’s GNI (Model 2). The continuous representation allows 

variance within the new member states and within the control states. The equation is as follows: 

𝑇𝑟𝑢𝑠𝑡𝑖𝑟𝑡 = 𝛽1𝑟𝑢𝑟𝑎𝑙 𝑎𝑟𝑒𝑎𝑟𝑡 + 𝛽2
𝑛𝑒𝑡 𝑡𝑟𝑎𝑛𝑠𝑓𝑒𝑟𝑠𝑐

𝐺𝑁𝐼𝑐
+ 𝛽3𝑟𝑢𝑟𝑎𝑙 𝑎𝑟𝑒𝑎𝑟  ×

𝑛𝑒𝑡 𝑡𝑟𝑎𝑛𝑠𝑓𝑒𝑟𝑠𝑐

𝐺𝑁𝐼𝑐
+ 𝛽4𝑟𝑒𝑔𝑖𝑜𝑛𝑟 +

𝛽5𝑦𝑒𝑎𝑟𝑡 + 𝛽6𝑐𝑜ℎ𝑒𝑠𝑖𝑜𝑛𝑟𝑡 + 𝛽7𝑋𝑖𝑟𝑡 + 𝜀𝑖𝑟𝑡  

with 𝛽3 being the coefficient of interest. A positive coefficient means that the effect of living in a 

rural area increases with net transfers. 

Because the main interest of the present research is the impact of the transfers to farmers, a third 

type of regression was tested, using data on the transfers to agriculture that each state received 

divided by the GNI (Model 3). This regression was conducted by replacing the variable of the 

net transfers in Model 2 with the variable of transfers to agriculture. The underlying assumption 

in this model is that rural area inhabitants and farmers are influenced by the transfers they 

receive regardless of the transfers their country contributes to the EU. We hypothesize that the 
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impact on the rural area inhabitants’ trust in this case is larger than the impact of the net transfers 

as described in Model 2. 

To test whether the change in rural area inhabitants’ attitude is not limited to parliaments but also 

applies to national institutions and the general feeling of trust, the three models were tested with 

dependent variables of the trust level in different institutions and people. To test the influence of 

the transfers to agriculture on the trust level in national institutions, variables of the trust level in 

the legal system, the police, and politicians were used. To test the general increase of trust, 

variables of trust in the United Nations (hereafter, UN) and general trust in people were used. 

The second shock is the global financial crisis. During the crisis, farmers had a source of security 

relative to the rest of the population and they also received aid packages (Directorate-General for 

Agriculture and Rural Development, 2010). The change in the trust level during that period was 

tested to measure if it was different among the farmers and rural area inhabitants compared to the 

rest of the population. A similar method to the one explained above was used but this time two 

options were tested. The first option is not to distinguish between the new member states and the 

control states because the exogenous shock does not relate to the enlargement. The second option 

is to assume that the different time lengths of membership in the EU and the different trust levels 

in the national parliaments may translate into different perceptions of the responsibility of the EU 

during the crisis among the new member states. Hence, we tested the regression described below 

for all countries together and for each group of countries separately. 

Only data for the years 2008 and 2010 was used, corresponding to the beginning of the global 

crisis and the beginning of the recovery period, so as to capture the effect of the crisis alone and 

minimize the intervention of other factors. The crisis damaged different states and even different 

regions within different intensities. To model this, the unemployment rate in the region was used 

as a variable representing the crisis. The equation was as follows:  

𝑇𝑟𝑢𝑠𝑡𝑖𝑟𝑡 = 

𝛼1𝑟𝑢𝑟𝑎𝑙 𝑎𝑟𝑒𝑎𝑟𝑡 + 𝛼2𝑢𝑛𝑒𝑚𝑝𝑙𝑜𝑦𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡 𝑟𝑎𝑡𝑒𝑟𝑡 + 𝛼32010𝑡 + 𝛼4𝑟𝑢𝑟𝑎𝑙 𝑎𝑟𝑒𝑎𝑟𝑡 × 𝑢𝑛𝑒𝑚𝑝𝑙𝑜𝑦𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡 𝑟𝑎𝑡𝑒𝑟𝑡  

+𝛼5𝑟𝑢𝑟𝑎𝑙 𝑎𝑟𝑒𝑎𝑟𝑡 × 2010𝑡 + 𝛼6𝑢𝑛𝑒𝑚𝑝𝑙𝑜𝑦𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡 𝑟𝑎𝑡𝑒𝑟𝑡 × 2010𝑡  

+𝛼7𝑟𝑢𝑟𝑎𝑙 𝑎𝑟𝑒𝑎𝑟𝑡 × 𝑢𝑛𝑒𝑚𝑝𝑙𝑜𝑦𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡 𝑟𝑎𝑡𝑒𝑟𝑡 × 2010𝑡 + 𝛼8𝑟𝑒𝑔𝑖𝑜𝑛𝑟 + 𝛼9𝑋𝑖𝑟𝑡 +  𝜀𝑖𝑟𝑡  
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where the unemployment rate is the unemployment rate at region r and year t and 2010 is a 

dummy variable for 2010. The interpretation of the interaction coefficients is as follows: 𝛼4 is the 

effect of living in a rural area at different levels of unemployment rate, 𝛼5 is the change in the 

level of trust after the crisis if one is living in a rural area, 𝛼6 is the change in attitude after the 

crisis that is dependent on the unemployment rate in the region of residence, and 𝛼7 is the change 

in attitude after the crisis that is dependent on the unemployment rate level and the rural level of 

the region.  

5. Descriptive Statistics 

For examine the average trust levels in the EP and the national parliament the countries were 

grouped into four categories: original member states, new member states in 2004, Bulgaria, and 

Norway (Figure 1 & Figure 2).
4
 The average level of trust in the EP is consistently lowest 

among the original member states. The new member states, Poland and Hungary, recorded the 

highest level of trust when first questioned (before joining the EU): 4.94, then fluctuating during 

the whole period, and finishing with a trust level of 4.22 in 2012. Starting in 2006, the trend of 

the Bulgarian trust level is very similar to that of Poland and Hungary. The change in trust during 

the global financial crisis is negative among the original member states, as expected. However, 

among the new member states the change is positive. Looking at the trust in the national 

parliament, the new member states have the lowest trust level, even lower than their trust in the 

EP. 

The main interest of the present research is the difference in trust between the farmers and rural 

area residents compared to non-farmers and non-rural area residents. Those agricultural groups 

were compared to the rest of the population without weights because the weights were not 

designed for this purpose and hence did not fit. Accordingly, the comparison needs to be done 

carefully, with an awareness of possible bias, and is only meant to give a sense of the raw data. 

Comparing the farmers to the rest of the population in Poland and Hungary reveals that the 

average level of trust in the EP among farmers is lower than that of non-farmers (Figure 3), but 

the gap narrowed over the course of the survey period. In the original member states, the initial 

                                                           
4
 The figures are based on a weighted sample with weights of countries’ population and within country weights.  
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gap was smaller, and became positive in 2006. In Bulgaria, the farmers started with a higher 

level of trust than did the rest of the population, but switched in 2010 to a lower level of trust. 

In Figures 4–6, the average trust level in a region as a function of the share of workers in the 

agriculture industry is shown by year and group of countries. Figure 4 shows that among the new 

member states, the share of employees in agriculture negatively correlates with the trust level in 

the EP but the absolute value of the correlation generally decreases with time, with a noticeable 

exception in 2010, after the financial crisis. By contrast, Figure 5 shows that in the original 

member states during most of the period of the research, the share of workers in agriculture 

positively correlates with the trust level, but the correlation slightly decreases with time, turning 

into a negative correlation in 2012. In Norway (Figure 6), the correlation is negative. However, 

the share of employees in agriculture is relatively low in all regions. 

The unemployment rate in the region was chosen as an indicator of the harm caused by the 

global financial crisis. Figure 7 shows the correlation between the regional unemployment rate 

and the average trust level in the EP. Surprisingly, the correlation is very weak. However, the 

trust level in the national parliament (Figure 8) has a strong negative correlation with the 

unemployment rate. 
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    Figure 1. Trust in the EP by Groups. 

                 Source: ESS rounds 1-6 data. 

 

 

    Figure 2. Trust in the National Parliament by Groups. 

      Source: ESS rounds 1-6 data. 
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    Figure 3. Trust in the EP by Farmers and Non-Farmers. 

    Source:  ESS rounds 1-6 data. 

 

 

Figure 4. Trust in the EP and the Share of Employees in Agriculture in Poland and Hungary.  

Sources: Eurostat (2015) data and ESS rounds 1-6 data. 
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     Figure 5. Trust in the EP and the Share of Employees in Agriculture in Original Member States. 

    Sources: Eurostat (2015) data and ESS rounds 1-6 data. 

 

 

      Figure 6. Trust in the EP and the Share of Employees in Agriculture in Norway. 

      Sources: Eurostat (2015) data and ESS rounds 1-6 data. 
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     Figure 7. Trust in the EP and Unemployment Rate. 

     Sources: Eurostat (2015) data and ESS rounds 1-6 data. 

 

 

                     Figure 8. Trust in the National Parliament and Unemployment Rate. 

                      Sources: Eurostat (2015) data and ESS rounds 1-6 data. 
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6. Results 

 

6.1. The Enlargement of the EU 

Table 1 shows the regression results for Model 1 (without region and year dummies), with rural 

areas as the treatment group and dependent variables of trust levels in the EP (regression 1), the 

national parliament (regression 3), and the log transform of these variables (regressions 2 and 4, 

respectively). The coefficients of interest are significant and in the same direction for the two 

types of parliaments, as expected. 

The results show that after joining the EU, the citizens of the new member states (Poland and 

Hungary) have less trust in the EP. However, the coefficient of the triple interaction, 6.5, is 

positive, reflecting the positive impact on the rural area residents. The baseline trend of the rural 

areas is negative, -3.9, but the positive impact on the rural area residents of the new member 

states is greater in absolute value (t(90)=3.02,p=0.00) and hence the total change in attitude of 

the rural area residents of the new member states is less negative than the change in the rest of 

the population in these states. The trust increase for a one percentage point increase of the share 

of workers in agriculture in the region is 0.03 points.  

Looking at the trust level in the national parliament reveals similar trends, namely, a decrease in 

trust among citizens of new member states and a smaller decrease among rural area residents. 

Comparing the magnitude of the changes in the level of trust in both parliaments shows that the 

decrease in the trust of the general population is significantly stronger toward the national 

parliament than toward the EP: a decrease of 0.98 and 1.68 points, respectively (z=-5.59, 

p=0.00). However, the coefficient of the triple interaction and the total change in attitude of rural 

area residents toward the national parliament is not significantly different from the change in 

their trust in the EP (𝟀2
(1)=2.22, p=0.14). 

Testing Model 1 for years 2006–2012 only, with Bulgaria as the new member state, shows a 

similar pattern, with coefficients in the same direction, when the dependent variable is the trust 

level in the EP. However, if the dependent variable is the trust level in the national parliament, 

the coefficient of the triple interaction is not significant when testing a linear connection and 

negative when allowing for a non-linear connection (results not presented). 
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Testing the same regressions for farmers as for the treatment group shows no significant results 

for the triple interaction (results not presented). However, the same regressions among Bulgaria’s 

farmers show a significant negative impact; i.e., being a farmer had a negative impact on the 

change in attitude after joining the EU (Table 2). The negative impact might reflect the decision 

of the Commission in 2008 to suspend the farmers’ payments. 

Next, Model 2 was tested, with net transfers as the explanatory variable. The results (Table 3) 

show that the net transfers have a negative correlation with trust in the EP, which probably 

reflects the decrease in the trust level in the new member states after the enlargement, as found in 

Model 1. However, the net transfers have a positive impact on the change in the attitude of the 

rural area residents toward the EP (regressions 5 and 6). As the level of net transfers (as a 

percentage of the GNI) increases, living in a rural area causes a larger increase in the trust level. 

The change is positive not just at the EP level but also at the national parliament level 

(regressions 7 and 8), with no significant difference between the coefficients of the interaction 

terms (𝟀2
(1)=0.39, p=0.53). The interaction term of Model 2 with Bulgaria is not significant if 

the dependent variable is the trust in the EP, but it is significantly negative if the dependent 

variable is the trust in the national parliament (results not presented). The same regressions for 

farmers as for the treatment group showed no significant results for the interaction term (results 

not presented). 

Last, Model 3 was tested, with the explanatory variable of transfers to agriculture as a share of 

the GNI (Table 4). The results show, as expected, that transfers to agriculture have significant 

positive effects on the attitude of the rural areas inhabitants toward the European Parliament and 

national parliaments. The effect is significantly higher than the effect of the total net transfers 

(z=-6.03, p=0.00): the coefficient of the interaction term in regression 9 is twice as high as the 

equivalent coefficient in regression 4. This means that when considering the direct benefits of the 

agriculture industry and the rural areas, without considering the counter-payments the state 

transfers to the EU, a much larger impact on the attitude of the rural areas is found to exist. 

The impact on the rural area residents’ trust in the national parliament, i.e., the coefficient of the 

interaction term, is also significant, and not different from the coefficient of the interaction term 

in regression 9 (𝟀2
(1)=0.79,p=0.37). Testing Model 3 for Bulgaria shows significant results in 

the same direction when the dependent variable is trust in the EP. However, the coefficient of the 
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interaction term is not significant when the dependent variable is the trust in the national 

parliament and it is negative when the dependent variable is the log of the trust in the national 

parliament. 

Model 3’s regressions with farmers as the treatment group (Table 5) show significant results for 

the EP (regression 13) and for the national parliament (regressions 15 and 16). Although being a 

farmer correlates with lower trust in the EP (significant only in regression 13), the transfers 

improve the farmers’ attitude toward the EP and the national parliament. The same model for 

Bulgarian farmers did not have significant results (results not presented).  

6.2. Other Institutions 

The regressions described above were tested with different dependent variables that measure 

trust levels in different institutions or peoples: the legal system, the police, politicians, the UN, 

and people. When testing Model 1 (Table 6), a significant decrease in the trust level of the 

citizens of the new member states in several institutions (legal system, politicians, UN) was 

found to exist. However, the change in attitude of the rural area residents of the new member 

states was not significant, with the exception of the trust level in politicians. Testing Model 2 and 

Model 3 with net transfers or agriculture transfers as the explanatory variable and rural areas as 

the treatment group shows a significant positive change in the trust level of the rural area 

residents in the legal system (results not presented). Similarly, testing Model 3 with farmers as 

the treatment group shows the coefficient of interest to be significant and positive when the 

dependent variable is the trust level in the legal system, but not significant otherwise (results not 

presented). The results suggest that while there is partial evidence of an increase in the trust level 

in national institutions, there is no evidence of an increase in the feeling of trust. The increase in 

the trust level is limited to the institutions that are related to the treatment group’s benefits. 

6.3. The Global Financial Crisis 

The results for the global crisis are not significant if countries are not separated into groups of 

new and original member states. The results for separating countries into new and original 

member states (Table 7) reveals differences between the groups. Two main differences should 

be noticed: in the original member states, the unemployment rate after the crisis had a negative 

impact on the level of trust. However, in the new member states, the change in the trust level in 
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the EP was more positive in regions with a high unemployment rate, while no significant change 

in the trust level in the national parliament was observed; the coefficient of the triple interaction 

was positive and significant among the original member states; i.e., the decrease in trust in 

regions with a high unemployment rate was smaller if there was a high regional share of 

employees in agriculture. The same coefficient was not significant in the new member states’ 

regressions. 

The findings suggest a different perception of the responsibility of the authorities for the crisis. 

The citizens of the new member states might not perceive the EU as responsible for the outcomes 

of the crisis. They might even see the EU as a source of help. In this context, the rural areas are 

not different from the rest of the population. By contrast, the change in attitude of the original 

member states was as we conjectured in the hypothesis: as the impact of the crisis increased, the 

trust level in the EP and national parliaments decreased. This indicates that the citizens of the 

original member states see both the EU and the country as being responsible for their condition. 

The impact of living in rural areas is complicated. On the one hand, there was a decrease in the 

trust level in the rural areas compared to the non-rural areas. On the other hand, in regions with a 

high unemployment rate, the decrease in trust of farmers and rural area residents was smaller. 

The same regression for farmers as for the treatment group shows significant results for the 

coefficient of the triple interaction term only in the group of original member states and then 

only if the dependent variable is the trust level in the national parliament (results not presented).    

7. Discussion 

The present study tested whether transfers to agriculture have a positive influence on the trust 

level that farmers and rural areas have in the European Parliament and national parliaments. The 

findings suggest that the transfers have a significant externality in the form of an increasing trust 

level in both types of parliaments among rural area inhabitants. 

The results show that joining the EU in 2004 had a negative impact on the trust level in both 

types of parliaments among the new member states. However, living in rural areas had a positive 

impact and hence the change in the trust level of rural area residents was less negative. The 

influence was found to be even greater when considering the negative trend in rural areas across 

Europe in the years after the enlargement. This conclusion is strengthened by the fact that most 
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of the results on the EP were replicated when Bulgaria, which joined the EU a few years later, 

was tested. The positive impact on the trust in the EP was not different from the impact on the 

national parliament, an indication that the common perception is that both parliaments are 

responsible for the change in benefits. This perception is reasonable considering the crucial 

influence of the domestic parliament on the decision to join the EU and of the local authorities to 

allocate the money received from the EU to the farmers. 

Looking more specifically at the net revenue each country receives from the EU allows for 

variance within the new member states and within the control states. This additional information 

helps to link the change in attitude to the transfers of the EU. It was found that, as expected, the 

larger the net revenue (standardized to the GNI), the larger the positive impact of the share of 

employees in agriculture in the region. 

Replacement of the variables of the net transfers with the variables of the transfers that were 

intended for agriculture multiply the impact on the trust level in rural areas. This result 

strengthens the conclusion that transfers to agriculture are the factor that causes the change in 

attitude of the rural area inhabitants and suggests that the positive impact of the payments is 

greater than the possible negative impact of the contribution to the EU. The positive impact of 

the transfers to agriculture was also significant at the farmers’ level. Interestingly, this was 

almost the only significant result at the farmers’ level. A possible reason is the low rate of 

respondents who were classified as workers in the agriculture industry. This made it more 

difficult to get statistically significant results. 

Another significant result at the farmers’ level was the decrease in the trust in the EP of 

Bulgaria’s farmers after joining the EU, which reflects the suspension of the payments to these 

farmers by the European Commission. Interestingly, the impact on Bulgarian farmers is different 

from the impact on the rural areas in Bulgaria. This is consistent with Osterloh’s (2011) findings 

about negative (positive) correlation between being a farmer (living in a rural area) and support 

of the country’s membership in the EU. The difference in the impact may reflect a difference in 

the way the farmers feel about the payments they receive and the way these payments and the 

rural development are perceived by the rural area residents. 
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Finally, the results for trust levels in other institutions provide only limited evidence of an 

increase in trust in other national institutions. However, there is no evidence of an increase in the 

general feeling of trust. This strengthens the conclusion that the increase in trust in the EP and 

national parliaments is due to the transfers to agriculture.  

The results for the second exogenous shock – the financial crisis of 2008 – were different for the 

original member states than for the new member states. Significant results were found for the 

original member states, indicating that the decrease in trust in regions that suffered more from 

the crisis was less in the rural areas. Among the new member states, the results were not 

significant, which may reflect a different perception of the role of the EU during the crisis. 

It can be concluded that our findings indicate that transfers do have an indirect positive impact in 

the form of a more positive attitude of the residents of rural areas toward the European 

Parliament and national parliaments. 
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Table 1 - Model 1, Rural Areas 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) 

 Trust in EP Log of Trust in 

EP 

Trust in National 

Parliament 

Log of Trust in 

National 

Parliament 

Rural area 9.832
**

 2.507
**

 15.54
**

 4.176
***

 

 (4.590) (1.123) (6.070) (1.555) 
     

New member 0 0 0 0 

 (.) (.) (.) (.) 
     

Post enlargement 0.0148 -0.00635 0.108 0.0157 

 (0.0899) (0.0224) (0.0926) (0.0234) 
     

Rural area ×  

New member 

-5.730 -1.285 -12.17
*
 -3.640

**
 

 (5.277) (1.283) (6.855) (1.721) 
     

Rural area ×  

Post enlargement 

-3.931
*
 -0.844 -3.950 -0.914 

 (2.110) (0.550) (2.740) (0.761) 
     

New member × 

Post enlargement 

-0.978
***

 -0.198
***

 -1.672
***

 -0.416
***

 

 (0.171) (0.0379) (0.158) (0.0378) 
     

Rural area × 

Post enlargement × 

New member 

6.478
***

 1.379
**

 7.829
***

 1.645
**

 

 (2.319) (0.592) (2.968) (0.821) 
     

Cohesion 0.0000530 0.0000142 0.000185
***

 0.0000480
***

 

 (0.0000418) (0.00000999) (0.0000424) (0.0000108) 
     

Income 0.341
***

 0.0909
***

 0.419
***

 0.110
***

 

 (0.0149) (0.00414) (0.0204) (0.00516) 
     

Gender -0.182
***

 -0.0574
***

 0.0904
***

 0.000533 

 (0.0187) (0.00503) (0.0201) (0.00472) 
     

Age -0.0122
***

 -0.00317
***

 0.00137
*
 -0.0000960 

 (0.00122) (0.000329) (0.000750) (0.000169) 
     

Education 0.0261
***

 0.00809
***

 0.0523
***

 0.0123
***

 

 (0.00326) (0.000858) (0.00541) (0.00113) 
     

_cons 3.400
***

 1.264
***

 2.114
***

 0.984
***

 

 (0.178) (0.0437) (0.159) (0.0427) 

N 84,082 84,082 93,235 93,235 
Standard errors in parentheses 

*
 p < 0.1, 

**
 p < 0.05, 

***
 p < 0.01  
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Table 2 - Model 1, Bulgarian Farmers 

 Trust in EP Log of Trust in EP Trust in National 

Parliament 

Log of trust in 

National 

Parliament 

Farmer 0.148 0.0540 0.260
**

 0.0747
**

 

 (0.146) (0.0374) (0.123) (0.0317) 
     

New member 0 0 0 0 

 (.) (.) (.) (.) 

     

Post enlargement -0.0106 -0.0131 0.138
*
 0.0146 

 (0.0616) (0.0157) (0.0769) (0.0185) 
     

Farmer ×  

New member 

0.795
*
 0.187

*
 0.693

***
 0.204

***
 

 (0.422) (0.100) (0.256) (0.0616) 
     

Farmer ×  

Post enlargement 

-0.0322 -0.0153 -0.0550 -0.00718 

 (0.182) (0.0451) (0.153) (0.0395) 
     

New member ×  

Post enlargement 

-0.396
**

 -0.0451 -0.488
***

 -0.0683
**

 

 (0.167) (0.0288) (0.0968) (0.0269) 
     

Farmer ×  

Post enlargement × 

New member 

-0.790
**

 -0.205
***

 -0.404 -0.155
**

 

 (0.370) (0.0752) (0.290) (0.0596) 
     

Cohesion 0.000238
***

 0.0000535
***

 0.000341
***

 0.0000795
***

 

 (0.0000445) (0.0000105) (0.0000527) (0.0000132) 
     

Income 0.321
***

 0.0876
***

 0.412
***

 0.110
***

 

 (0.0194) (0.00530) (0.0284) (0.00670) 
     

Gender -0.176
***

 -0.0561
***

 0.0979
***

 0.00113 

 (0.0266) (0.00736) (0.0199) (0.00517) 
     

Age -0.0147
***

 -0.00361
***

 0.0000110 -0.0000946 

 (0.00140) (0.000388) (0.000953) (0.000257) 
     

Education 0.0250
***

 0.00847
***

 0.0518
***

 0.0125
***

 

 (0.00493) (0.00136) (0.00597) (0.00134) 
     

_cons 3.600
***

 1.297
***

 2.109
***

 0.946
***

 

 (0.105) (0.0282) (0.114) (0.0271) 

N 51,681 51,681 57,220 57,220 
Standard errors in parentheses 

*
 p < 0.1, 

**
 p < 0.05, 

***
 p < 0.01 
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Table 3 - Model 2, Rural Areas 

 (5) (6) (7) (8) 

 Trust in EP Log of trust in EP Trust in National 

Parliament 

Log of Trust in 

National 

Parliament 

Rural area 9.917
***

 2.449
***

 14.41
***

 3.752
***

 

 (2.176) (0.544) (3.201) (0.800) 

     

Net 

transfers/GNI 

-31.89
***

 -6.643
***

 -11.75 -2.278 

 (5.914) (1.408) (11.25) (2.753) 

     

Rural area × 

Net 

transfers/GNI 

198.0
***

 42.41
***

 148.5
**

 39.90
**

 

 (52.55) (12.13) (73.41) (18.09) 

     

Cohesion 0.0000920
**

 0.0000228
**

 0.000105 0.0000246 

 (0.0000462) (0.0000112) (0.0000701) (0.0000184) 

     

Income 0.337
***

 0.0903
***

 0.419
***

 0.110
***

 

 (0.0148) (0.00411) (0.0206) (0.00518) 

     

Gender -0.181
***

 -0.0572
***

 0.0930
***

 0.00121 

 (0.0187) (0.00505) (0.0197) (0.00461) 

     

Age -0.0122
***

 -0.00317
***

 0.00131
*
 -0.000108 

 (0.00122) (0.000329) (0.000743) (0.000168) 

     

Education 0.0266
***

 0.00819
***

 0.0525
***

 0.0124
***

 

 (0.00330) (0.000865) (0.00540) (0.00113) 

     

_cons 3.227
***

 1.229
***

 1.947
***

 0.937
***

 

 (0.150) (0.0380) (0.191) (0.0469) 

N 84,082 84,082 93,235 93,235 
Standard errors in parentheses 

*
 p < 0.1, 

**
 p < 0.05, 

***
 p < 0.01 
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Table 4 - Model 3, Rural Areas 

 (9) (10) (11) (12) 

 Trust in EP Log of Trust in EP Trust in National 

Parliament 

Log of Trust in 

National 

Parliament 

Rural area 8.928
***

 2.296
***

 13.07
***

 3.425
***

 

 (2.036) (0.516) (3.142) (0.806) 

     

Agriculture 

transfers/GNI 

-67.19
***

 -13.72
***

 -39.88
**

 -8.334
*
 

 (9.779) (2.388) (18.81) (4.472) 

     

Rural area × 

Agriculture 

transfers/GNI 

397.5
***

 88.83
***

 286.5
**

 75.45
**

 

 (92.43) (23.28) (120.2) (31.77) 

     

Cohesion 0.0000781
*
 0.0000189

*
 0.000132

**
 0.0000317

**
 

 (0.0000410) (0.00000998) (0.0000565) (0.0000149) 

     

Income 0.337
***

 0.0903
***

 0.418
***

 0.109
***

 

 (0.0149) (0.00414) (0.0205) (0.00516) 

     

Gender -0.181
***

 -0.0572
***

 0.0927
***

 0.00116 

 (0.0187) (0.00504) (0.0196) (0.00459) 

     

Age -0.0122
***

 -0.00317
***

 0.00133
*
 -0.000105 

 (0.00122) (0.000329) (0.000742) (0.000168) 

     

Education 0.0266
***

 0.00819
***

 0.0526
***

 0.0124
***

 

 (0.00329) (0.000862) (0.00540) (0.00113) 

     

_cons 3.422
***

 1.267
***

 2.076
***

 0.965
***

 

 (0.136) (0.0346) (0.168) (0.0419) 

N 84,082 84,082 93,235 93,235 
Standard errors in parentheses 

*
 p < 0.1, 

**
 p < 0.05, 

***
 p < 0.01 
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Table 5 - Model 3, Farmers 

 (13) (14) (15) (16) 

 Trust in EP Log of trust in EP Trust in National 

Parliament 

Log of Trust in 

National 

Parliament 

Farmer -0.132
*
 -0.0187 0.0322 0.0107 

 (0.0752) (0.0186) (0.0767) (0.0179) 

     

Agriculture 

transfers/GNI 

-49.15
***

 -9.861
***

 -32.85
**

 -6.407
*
 

 (8.506) (2.141) (14.35) (3.558) 

     

Farmer × 

Agriculture 

transfers/GNI 

27.87
**

 5.084
*
 26.68

*
 6.072

*
 

 (12.37) (2.744) (13.54) (3.520) 

     

Cohesion 0.0000830
**

 0.0000198
*
 0.000131

**
 0.0000312

*
 

 (0.0000415) (0.0000103) (0.0000613) (0.0000157) 

     

Income 0.338
***

 0.0904
***

 0.419
***

 0.109
***

 

 (0.0149) (0.00416) (0.0205) (0.00518) 

     

Gender -0.181
***

 -0.0573
***

 0.0898
***

 0.000437 

 (0.0189) (0.00511) (0.0197) (0.00462) 

     

Age -0.0122
***

 -0.00318
***

 0.00110 -0.000161 

 (0.00122) (0.000331) (0.000721) (0.000162) 

     

Education 0.0264
***

 0.00817
***

 0.0533
***

 0.0125
***

 

 (0.00329) (0.000868) (0.00547) (0.00115) 

     

_cons 3.867
***

 1.382
***

 2.759
***

 1.144
***

 

 (0.0800) (0.0201) (0.113) (0.0256) 

N 84,082 84,082 93,235 93,235 
Standard errors in parentheses 

*
 p < 0.1, 

**
 p < 0.05, 

***
 p < 0.01 
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Table 6 - Other Institutions 

 (17) (18) (19) (20) (21) 

 Trust in 

Legal System 

Trust in 

Police 

Trust in 

Politicians 

Trust in UN Trust in 

People 

Rural area 12.33
**

 5.816
*
 16.37

***
 4.096 5.322 

 (5.414) (3.315) (5.090) (4.124) (3.732) 
      

New member 0 0 0 0 0 

 (.) (.) (.) (.) (.) 
      

Post enlargement 0.396
***

 0.335
***

 0.165
**

 -0.0946 0.241
***

 

 (0.0757) (0.0744) (0.0762) (0.0577) (0.0668) 
      

Rural area ×  

New member 

-9.949 -6.441
*
 -11.06

**
 -4.167 -4.141 

 (6.161) (3.750) (5.564) (4.497) (3.920) 
      

Rural area × 

Post enlargement 

-1.445 -0.781 -1.664 -2.647
*
 -1.572

*
 

 (2.328) (2.162) (1.421) (1.592) (0.831) 
      

New member × 

Post enlargement 

-1.004
***

 -0.0416 -1.367
***

 -0.561
***

 0.0860 

 (0.177) (0.149) (0.123) (0.127) (0.0988) 
      

Rural area ×  

Post enlargement × 

New member 

3.362 0.270 4.920
***

 2.797 0.337 

 (2.570) (2.289) (1.599) (1.720) (0.958) 
      

Cohesion 0.000148
***

 -0.00000487 0.000175
***

 -0.0000420 0.0000731
**

 

 (0.0000344) (0.0000311) (0.0000406) (0.0000265) (0.0000321) 
      

Income 0.383
***

 0.323
***

 0.372
***

 0.347
***

 0.358
***

 

 (0.0184) (0.0145) (0.0167) (0.0149) (0.0235) 
      

Gender 0.0296 -0.147
***

 -0.0847
***

 0.0145 0.0302
*
 

 (0.0251) (0.0173) (0.0141) (0.0209) (0.0174) 
      

Age -0.00261
***

 0.00798
***

 0.00198
***

 -0.00742
***

 0.00137 

 (0.000767) (0.000776) (0.000690) (0.000630) (0.000934) 
      

Education 0.0496
***

 0.0154
***

 0.0261
***

 0.0311
***

 0.0723
***

 

 (0.00557) (0.00356) (0.00362) (0.00378) (0.00384) 
      

_cons 2.934
***

 4.335
***

 1.566
***

 4.429
***

 2.742
***

 

 (0.157) (0.129) (0.153) (0.181) (0.143) 

N 93,453 94,781 94,129 86,475 95,454 
Standard errors in parentheses 

*
 p < 0.1, 

**
 p < 0.05, 

***
 p < 0.01 
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Table 7 - The Global Financial Crisis 

 Original Member States New Member States 

 (26) (27) (28) (29) 

 Trust in EP Trust in National 

Parliament 

Trust in EP Trust in National 

Parliament 

Rural area 24.56 44.15
**

 4.466 28.52
*
 

 (20.01) (18.70) (10.91) (15.87) 
     

2010 0.587
***

 0.440
**

 -1.164 -0.458 

 (0.166) (0.218) (0.697) (1.120) 
     

Unemployment rate 8.215
**

 6.989 11.65 16.69 

 (3.729) (4.288) (8.988) (16.93) 
     

Rural area × 2010 -21.66
***

 -12.40
*
 5.867 9.156 

 (5.159) (6.578) (10.98) (12.77) 
     

Rural area × 

Unemployment rate 

-198.8 -260.3 -153.9 -227.3
*
 

 (124.2) (156.0) (97.06) (124.6) 
     

Unemployment rate × 

2010 

-9.036
***

 -8.002
***

 11.38
**

 9.785 

 (2.344) (2.957) (5.515) (7.118) 
     

Rural area × 

Unemployment rate × 

2010 

200.3
***

 156.9
*
 -32.31 -51.98 

 (67.32) (90.56) (102.7) (111.7) 
     

Income 0.313
***

 0.419
***

 0.325
***

 0.298
***

 

 (0.0260) (0.0327) (0.0377) (0.0404) 
     

Gender -0.264
***

 0.0964
**

 -0.0616 -0.121
*
 

 (0.0411) (0.0389) (0.0626) (0.0607) 
     

Age -0.0152
***

 -0.000753 -0.00746
***

 0.00592
***

 

 (0.00190) (0.00118) (0.00148) (0.00139) 
     

Education 0.0193
***

 0.0463
***

 0.0345
*
 0.0203

*
 

 (0.00570) (0.00627) (0.0175) (0.0118) 
     

_cons 3.224
***

 1.747
***

 3.370
***

 -0.887 

 (0.550) (0.494) (1.157) (1.820) 

N 19,815 21,620 9,529 10,672 
Standard errors in parentheses 

*
 p < 0.1, 

**
 p < 0.05, 

***
 p < 0.01 


