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Thé impetus for this paper is an empirical pu_ule. In a previous work (Moses and Jenssen,‘
1997), my co-author and I employed a single, fairly parsimonicus, model‘.to explain political
’ behavior at two distinct levels of analysis: the individua;l and the county (i.e., a higher level of '
aggregation). The puzzle began here: the model did not fit comfortably at both levels of >analy:§i:s s
“To overcome this lack of fit, I began a series of alterations. As will becqme._r.nojre clear belo"w‘,l .
my first response was to try again; with no lu;:k; I then began to r'ela); assumptions; this only A. ,
introduced more problems. Finally, we are ﬁow trying to develop an even gréhder, more
complex model. As wofk in the latter direction continues, I have begun a inorg radical (and
: speculaﬁve) query to the problem at hax;d. This paper airs- that query W1th a hope atl spafkiné a '
dialogue, and éventually (hopeﬁllly) .réconciling the initi'gl dilexmné. . |
- The unery' (&g@ent is too strong a word) contains two parts In thé ‘ﬁrs.t section 'I-" : .
introduce some of the empirical results whicﬂ initiated the froﬁleni. Héfe I preseﬁt some data"
‘ ﬁc')m Moses and Jenssen (]‘997) which' show how a narrowly ‘defméd' rational choice éréulﬁcnt?
. goeé soﬁe dlstance in explaimng county- level referendum outcomes, but ﬁnds very htﬁe supp;)ri‘_f.
| in the individual-level data I refer to this explanatory gap as thelmconsutency problem Our |
: 1emp1nca1 work studxes vanance in I;Iordxc F mmsh, Swedlsh and Nowveglan) referendum :V
A outcomes on EU membershlp in 1994.’ Our data-are from crossenangpal.pollsand’counAt)"-Vleyel’
aggregate data.i |
fhe second part of the paper éddresses"potenﬁal'sol'utions to the inconsistency problem.
More traditional solutions include broadening the definition 6f rationality, '_allowing fo? different
aggregation mechanisms, expanding the model's explanatory reach; and questioning the validity
of the data themselves. All of these traditional methdds of recourse harbor serious shortcominig;
As aresult, [ conclude by questioning the ut-ility of and justification for asswning a simple

aggregation mechanism.



L The Empiricél Puzzle

In a recent paper, Anders Todal Jenssen and I tested a ratioﬁal choice argument at two different
levels of analysis (Moses and Jenssen, 1997). Our original paper intended to explain EU
referendum outcomes in Finland, Sweden and Nofway by employing a rational choice model at
the national, county and individual levels. While we found weak support for a ;ational choice
argument, the data contained several apparent inconsistencies and contradictions. This paper
keeps the county-level data, and introduces some new individual-level data to better flush out
those inconsistencies. Before I introduce the new data, however, some background information
may be gseful.

On October 16th, 1994, 56.9%'of voting Finns supported membership in the Eﬂ in an ': .

advisory referendum. Approximately one month later, on Nove_mbgf 13th, 52.3% ot; the

Swedish voting public t‘oIlowgd suit On :November‘?.sm-, the Norwegian electorate had.its
chance. Norwegians, however, ended uﬁ réjgcting membership by 52:3%. These aggregate.
figures are, however, somewhat deceiving, aé there were stroné ggbgraphic pattgrﬁs which éo :
not show.up in the national figures. Figure 1 shows how rop,positivon to EU membership in all -
three countries was strongest (and dominating) m the northern, rural éounties,,wl;ile Su;-)portw-as
focused in the southiern, urban centers. | - |

Figure 1 about here»
In a nutshell, our argument was about political behavior based on economic interest.

To the extent that an individual's livelihood was derived from association with EU member-
states, we expected that ind-ividual to desire peﬁnanent or fixed relationships of exchange with
EU member-states. We argued that this was true because non-membership threatens a fixed
| relationship of this sort in two ways. First, non-membership increases the likelihood of being

caught outside an eventual (potential) "Fortress Europe.” The greater the degree of integration,
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the greater the costs of remaining outside a potential Fortress Europe. Sect)nd, and relatedly, ‘
non-membership excludes the formal (institutional) possibilitSI of affecting policy choices that ,
effect the very market relationships under consideration. Our working hypothesis was. sitnple:
the more economically integrated an entity is with the EU, the greater the likelihood for that-

entity to desire membership in the Eiiropean AUm'on,A

" Aggregate level ' -
The aggregate level test of our hypothe31s was done n twh batches of eounty-level data from '
each of the three countnes "Ihe first batch takes all of the county-level data ﬁ'om the three
| Nordtc‘eountn_es and runs a senes:of regressxons en the most mtere;ﬁng employment vanabtes;.
'I'he_ raw. deta~are p:esented in the Aphendik; -The aggregate data set includes 55 obsetvatioAns:v_
2 Ftnn.ish-,.‘IQ-Norwe'gia:i, and. 24 Swedt'sh eoumies. The s,eeo‘nd‘ betch‘then runs twe.durhm_i:ec '
regress’it)ns -lvtfhich a.lldw‘ed: us to control ft)r Speciﬁe seetoral_effects withfn.e_éch of the'three
o ‘ counniee..Tegether, these regreseions allowed-:tls to evaluate the degfee t0' which there ﬁ’zté eo‘r_nt |
linear relationshjp between the depehdencelot; a éitren_-couhty on a specific;sector (in terms 'oltf
,peljeentage' ot the population employed in that sector) with that cotmty‘s referendum outcome.
) The county-le\:fel data measure the re]ative sttength ofa variety of economic sectors 1n -
: elnploymenl terms. Thus, it is important to get an overali vi'ew'of the empioyment stgniﬁcahccl
of the vat'ious secters in each,country.l This is especielly true as those sectoté which are most
significant in e:nptoymeht terms are not those which are most signiﬁcant. inincome terms. ‘Table

1 provides this (employment-based).infonhation. In all three countn'es, the social services, sel-'es

'The original paper contains a much fuller explanation of the analysxs both aggregate: A
and micro. See Moses and Jenssen (1997). ‘



and manufacﬁuing sectors are the strongest employers. The primary sector, despite its strong
showing in Norway and Finland's export incomes, is a small empquer in all three countries.
Based on our hypothesis, then, we expected that those individuals which were employed in either
the sales or manufacturing (i.e., exposed) sectors would support membersiu'p, whéreas those
employed in the more sheltered sectors (such as social services) would be oppo§ed.
Table 1 about here

With the data availabié, we operationalized five s;ectoral variables (at the single-digit
SITC level). They représent the percentage of the population employed in the: 1) primad sector -
[PRIMSEC?; 2) public sector [PUBSEC]; 3) manufacturing séctor [MANUF]; 4) theoil .
extractioﬁ, mining an_ci qll.lanyir;g industries [OIL]; and 5) wholesale and retail trade 4
{TRADE]. Each variablevw;as runm a series of bi;faﬁate and multivariate eqﬁations inboth

the aggregate and national batches.

Aggregate data

Whereas the mean vote was fairly similar in aH:thIee countries, the spread van'éd éigniﬁ'canﬂy
across counties in all three countri‘es.J As Norwegian opposition ;o EU membership was the .‘ |
strongest, it is n§t surprising toA fmd the county with the strongest opposition to EU }ﬁembership
in Norway, consistently, the weakest opposition was found in Finland. On this d;ata four
different multivariate batches were run, in addition to several bivariate regressions. The

bivariate regressions were used to check the robustness of specific relationships, and appear only

’In particular, those employed in agriculture, ﬁshing, forestry, and hunting.

3A list of the significant descriptive statistics for the batches is given in the Appendix.
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in parenthetical references below. '
Table 2 presents the findings of our multivariate aggregate batch regressions. In these
regressions, national differences were overlooked to focus on the common political ecohomy )

determinants of EU opposition ameng the Nordic countries. In. Model A* we found statisticaliy
significant relationships for three of the four explanatory variables, MANUTF, OIL, and |

_ TRADE For the MANUF and TRADE vﬁﬁabies we found.:i f;airly strong and-statisticail; A.
sirgniﬁcant. relationship between the relativé §trengﬂ1 of empléym;:nt in those.sectors for a given
county; and its support in the EU reférendum_. As the NIANUFand TRADE sectors are the:
most outward-oriented sect;)rs of ﬂ'le ecoﬁéxiiy, these _vﬁndixvlgs wafé c'onsist.eﬁt \}vith'our.
hypéme'sis; :The‘ same can be said, ﬁx_r&aréé; fqr.tﬁe ﬁnqings;v,inﬁ respe<:t totheOIL \}ariab;p_? :

7 Indeed, ;11 of -tl}e ?:oefﬁcie;if s‘igns mttus mddel wé;'ect.)nsistlerit'v';fijth our theér&ical ) |

e;{pectatipns. N | ﬂ o

. Tﬁblgi about hére -

‘In the multivariate Tegressions we found a strong negative correlation between. the '
PRIMSEC and TRADE variables, such that inclusion of them both as mdependent variable:
was problematic. ‘This was especially true in the Finnish and Norwegian data. To control for .

this, we had to dec:de which of the two was to be included. This was no simple matter, as.they ...

" both had their advantages in all of the models: _ Eventually-we decided to run two models (A ainc' .
. B) for each set, but in our analysis we rely most heavily on the TRADE variable model (A), as
- this sector is more unportant, in employment terms, in all three countries.

SAmong the bivariate regressions, the strongest relationship was between OIL and the
referendum outcomes, but the scatter plot on these regressions suggest that the relationship is-
heavily influenced by the pull of three outliér counties: Norrbottens lén in Sweden, and Rogalan
and Finnmark fylker in Norway.. On this variable there simply is not enough variation. Red- =
flags are also tagged on the interpretive estimates in this-model. The large beta-coefficient. for -
the OIL variable suggests that the model is miss-specified. Thus, great care should be taken

when interpreting the significance of the. OIL variable in these regressions.
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In Model B, the TRADE variable was replaced by one representing employment

strength in the primary sector, PRIMSEC. This model was statistically more robust, with very .

strong t-scores and an R? of .57. Together Models A and B supported our hypothesis. Counties. . . .

which were heavily reliant on sheltered sector employmeﬁt tended to oppose membgrship‘,_whilél‘ s

those employing more ihtegrated sectors tended to support membership.

Na(ianal data

The next set of regressions employed a series of dummy variables ;ro cz‘:ptlulre‘the felatioﬁs_hil;s A
withiﬁ each country, thé results of wﬁich can be found in Table 3. This palircelliz.atio‘rl was @
justified by assuming that some ecoﬁomic interests are more efféctively organized in some ‘ -
countriés_fhan others; asa result, ;\'e expected to find national patterns of support. StiiL néfionéi’
patterns closely mimicked the agéegafe ba;a.:h findings. In particular we cgntinued tofinda - |
strong relationship between TRADE and/or PRIN[SEC strengfh énd support for Union -
mem}iershJ;p across all three cé;untriés. | | - |

"fhe Firinish data showed a strong relationship beMeen a county's de'peni_ien;:é (in- .

~ employment ténns) on 'the‘primary'se.cto.r and its tendency to oppose lthe referendum. The same ‘
can be said, in reverse, of the TRADE variable's relationship to EU support.” In the bi'\}ér'iéte :
regressions run on thesé Atwo variables (TRADE and PRIMSEC), Both explained over halfof o
the proportion of the referendum vai;iancga.6 Amc;ng the Finnish variables, there Were few .

surprises. In Model A the only significant variable remained TRADE, though its significance.

$The Finnish primary sector variable should be.read with great care, as it includes the
cleavage currently dividing the Finnish Center Party: both farming interests (which are opposed
to membership) and timber interests {which generally support membership) are included therein.
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declined relative to the bivariate regressions. In Model B, both the PUB SEC and

PRIMSEC variables were sigm'ﬁca.nf.
Teble 3 about here
The same general pattern held for the Norwegian data. Here the cost;a} and nort.ﬁem
; counties, which rely heavily on fishing, famﬁng and hunting-for their livelihood, were strongly: _

'opp_osed to membership. In the Model B vaﬁant, the PRIMSEC, PUBSEC and O]L

variables were all statistically 51gn1ﬁcant the first two bemg quite robust. In Model A, the
TRADE and PUBSEC variables remained statistically sxgmﬁcant In the Norweglan data,

. as in the Finnish data we found a strong and significant re]atxonshlp between support for lhe k1
| .and residence in a county whxch is employment-dependent upon exposed sector acnvmes The: -

reverse pvas also true; Norweglan counties dependent on sheltered sector employment tended t | .

' oppose EU membership. | |

The Swedish data cjiiﬁ'er'somewhat from the Fipnish.and Norwegiaxi. Sweden was this

only case which didn't show a sigrﬁﬁcant PRIMSEC eoei?icient in either the bivaﬁate.or-t'.he_,i ‘
mliltivariate regressions (i.e., Modei B). This suggests that ie pnmary sect_or counties in. |
Swedenl‘ were less engeged in opposing EU rpembership thap in the othef two couptries. F or V
example, Gotlands l4n, a ceﬁnty where 12% ef the population is employed in the primary seetor»
. (the most in Sweden), narrowly opposed EU membership in aggregate.’
The county-level findings provideci strong support for the economic ratiohality

hypothesis. Employment in the sheitered sectors was highly and significantly correlated with

"Indeed, among the rest of the 55 cases, the only other county to support membership
with a strong primary sector was St. Michels l4n in Finland.
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opposition to EU membership in all three countries. In all of the countries, both the TRADE
variable (in Model A) and the PUBSEC variable (Model B) were significantly correlated with

the referendum outcomes. In Model B's results, the PRIMSEC variables were significant in

both the Finnish and Norwegian cases.

Invdividual Level

Given traditional assumptions about aggregation, we should expect to find micro foundations for
 the rational choice hypothesis uncovered in the aggregate data.® As the polling in question did »
n-ot allow for a direct test of the rational choice aésumptions,_however, I had to look for support

‘ m three tangential indicators.® First, présent pollirig data on whether residents expecfed
'nationél and/or pf:rsonal economic gain from EU membership.' "l»'his_js the most direct test (;f' a .
na.rrdwiy defined ratipnal éhoice hypo£hesié (as descﬂbed above).. I then move from.thel study -
of pérceptions to morelobj ective measures of economic positio.h. In the second 'section I match.:.
EU support with the sﬁ‘tlaj'ect's class and proféssiqnal béckgroun'd.' In the final sﬁbsectioﬁ; Ihopé

to asses the relative importance of economic considerations on the EU vote, compared to other

_®I should point out that I'm avoiding an ecological fallacy by not suggesting that ,
individuals can be expected to vote in a specific way, derived from aggregate patterns. The issue
is more complex. Rational choice models begin with assumptions about individual behavior,
and make predictions about aggregate behavior based on these initial assumptions. In
economics, the realism of the initial assumptions are not important if the aggregate predictions
are accurate (Friedman, 1953). In political science we have not (yet) formally accepted this
methodological slight of hand. Consequently, we still expect empirical support for significant
assumptions. This paper is a result of the difficulty in trying to ﬁnd empirical support (at more -
than one level) for a multi-leve} hypothesis. ‘

*The individual-level data used in this section were collected in a cross-national survey- .
involving the Universities of Trondheim and Oslo in Norway, the University of Géteborg in
Sweden, and the University of Tampere in Finland. Anders Todal Jenssen was the project's
coordinator.



* aspects of the issue (e.g., national sovereignty, international cooperation, cultural integration,
etc.). Ido this by listing voter responses to an open-ended question on the motivations behind
their vote. Curiously, the individual-level data do not bear out a rational choice ihterpretalion 0!

the pattern uncovered in the aggregate data.

Perceptions
In this section I present individual perceptions about EU -membersh.ip (and its effects) from pel Is
collected prior to the national referendums in F: irﬁ'and, Sweden and Norway. In part_iculae, this
section looks at voter attitudes about the effects of EU memberetﬁp on their personal and
" national eeenomic conditjons. |
. Respondents Were asked whether they thouglit that future EU _membership w'ould':hav"e_‘ :
an effeet‘ on t}wir personal and/or natiohai economie_s. .eGi've_n‘ eu; initial hypoth'ésié, we would‘-.
expeet tﬁat a majority of respoedents inF inland- and SWéden': (and a minority in Norway) \voui'lci"' |
' ‘ expect personal economic reward from EU membershlp 'I'he responses to- t.he natlonal economy -
| questlon are less relevant from a narrowly" defined ratlonal choxce hypothems (e‘(cept to the‘extel‘
| that mdmduals can expect their persona] economic condmon to benefit from the natlonal
economic condxt_lon), but provide an mterestmg m51ght into voter preferences on eggregate
developments. |
Table 4 lists the re‘sponses.‘ There are two noteworthy patterns in the. data. First, most.
people did not expect any change to their personal economjes from EU membership.'® This doer
not provide veryvstrong support for the rational choice hypothesis. ‘Second, response's>to the |

national economy question were quite strong in both Sweden and Finland. Whereas most peopl: -

Unfortunately, the individual-level question was not posed in Finland.
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in Sweden did not expect their personal economic conditions to benefit tfrom EU membership, a
majority of them did expect their national economy to improve as a result. Thisisa curious
aberration, and suggests that some people may be prioritizing the effects of EU membership on
the national economy over their own personal economy (at lgast to the extent that they did not
expect an effect 6n their own, individual, economy). From the results in Table 4 it would
appear that voiers were more concerned with tl_le impact of EU membership on the national
economy, than of its impact on their oWn personal economic condition. Froma utility
maximizing perépective, these findings are somewhat difficult to interpret. t

Table 4 about here

Economic interests qhd EU vot;’ A

In this section I look at the reiationshib between an individual's objective ebo,nbmic conditions

(in particular, her workAskﬂls‘, income, eté.) and suppoirt for EU membership. Table 5 lists
sjmple percentages of oppositiﬁn‘ to EU memberslﬁp based on the professional-éharacteristics‘of
“our polling subjects in all three coﬁntries. The table itself is divi(ied into fou_r cétégories,(ip
addition to the national divisions/coiufnns)l ‘The fop section ists the support lgvel of profé_séibns '

“along pseudo-clasé linés (e.g., laborer, owner, etc.), The second section looks af support levels

'Relatively few of the respondents gave 'don't know-answers to these questions.. This

. too is surprising. In all three countries, leading economists were ambivalent and divided over
the economic impact of EU membership. When many experts failed to give straight answers-to
these two questions, how did the common voter come up with an unambivalent answer? Many,
but not all, voters belong to groups with well-defined economic interests: for instance, through
employment in the primary sector or industries heavily dependent on the European market. We
will discuss this in the next subsection. Others, and especially the more extreme on both sides of
the debate, may well have formed an opinion on the basis of their general attitude towards EU
membership. It might be interpreted that these voters see EU membership as good/bad in overall
terms; thus, it follows, that it must be good/bad for the economy as well.
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among the currentl); nlot employed. The third section takes another cut at the data by organizing
it along privaté/public sector lines. The bottom part Qf the table divides employment along
sectoral lines.
Tnbie 5 about here

From Table 5 it is fairly obvious that class is not a very relevant category for
understanding-EU support acfoss countries. Industrial labor's support' membérship in Norwa;r
and Finland, but not in Sweden. "Other" laborers support membership in quay and Swedem.,-
but not in Finland. Farmers in Norway and Finland oppose mémbership, but farmers in Sweden
support'- it. Indeed, it is only among the upper class and small comp-any owners that we ﬁnq |
consistent suinport for EU membership across n;'itiorial frontiers. Nor does _tl-wre seem to Se a
copsi-sf_e;r;t'response among the _non—emp]oye;i' popllxlatiohir While an economic rétionaiity: S
afguxr_n_ént might be made for welfare state c]ients,- there is nb"consistent resporisg.mﬁc;ng this .
group. ~ Students', the memployed,‘hoﬁe-mﬁkers‘ and }.)ensfioner support."val"ies across riatibn%a;_{. c
Even those employed in the public sector are divided alohg national lines. . | s

There is some suppért for the.Aecc;nbmig.rationa.liny argﬁr'nent along'sec'toralllmes. The
stror;g'est opposition to EU membérshii) is found in Finland's (73.9%)'anci Norway'sl (88.6%) P
primary sector. But in Sweden tﬁeré was less distance between supporters and opponents, and . ~:
Swedish f_axmers were not liké their Finnish and Norwegian brethren. In Sweden the strongest: '. j
opposition to EU membership in the sectoral data was found in the service sectors (both pn'\'fatej
(57%5 and public (57.1%): generally, two relatively sheltered sectors. Suppox‘f was also
_ generated in the most exposed sectors in all three countries: business, banking and inéu:ance.
There are, however, some anomalies. From an ecoqonﬂc rationality perspective it is difficult to

understand why Swedish transportation workers supported EU membership, and why such

strong support was found among Finnish teachers and researchers (74%).
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Issue salience
This final section of individual responses looks at the re.sponses to open-ended questions about
why they supported (or didn't) EU membership. In short, respondents were asked to providen '
three reasons for supporting or opposing EU membership. When voters are asked why they
intend to vote they way they would, we find the least support for the economic rationality.
argument. The unestion of EU membership is complicated, and voters offered a myriad of
arguments, both pro and con. An overview of the results are given in Table 6. |
Table 6 about here

Because of the difﬁcqlties associated with aggregation across countries, |t is not
possible to provide a simple cross-national picture of Support/oppesition. Sqme general remarks, V
however, can be derived eollectivel_\'" from the data. Most emﬁngly; \_’ery- few ﬁeople appeared to
have explained their support in terms ef individual economic benefit.'* A narrowly defined '
economic :ationality hypothesis dees not ﬁ_ﬁd any significant suppert in t_hle epeeéhded
questions. |

To assessthe relative impoﬁance of eeonqmic argﬁmerﬁs, we h:zive iisted all the aﬁe&véfsj
to-an open-ended question about reasons for supporting (or net) EU meﬁlbers}ﬁp.‘;' I hasteq.fd |
emphasize that these econemic arguments do not’eonetimte a test of the economic'rationallity
hypotheses, as they reflect national or community economic interests; not individual economic

interests. If we are generous, and allow these broadly conceived economic interest arguments as

“If any did, they would be collected in the "other” category.

. VInterpreting the open-ended questionnaires is complicated by a debate within the
discipline about the processes informing voter behavior. Our interpretation here is consistent
with an "on-line", as opposed to a "memory-based" process. See Rahn et al. (1994) for a
discussion.
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support of the economic rationality hypothesis, we still do not find vr.;ry strong support.
Economic arguments taken together (‘economic policy', 'employment’, ‘food', ‘agriculture' and
‘fisheries') account for only one third of the arguinents wiclded for supﬁéning membership. In -
Norway, general economic arguments were used by supporters of EU membership only 31 4% o
the time; while Finnish and Swedish supporters wére more likely to use economic argufnents
(43.3% and 40.5%, respectively). o
In all of these cases it is important to note that the economic category-of arguments is
rather heterogeneous. Most of the arguments are clearly ot“ an ideologic’:al nature, and are nqi |
linked to specific interests, séctors or industries. ‘F(;r example, mos't of the rgspc;ndents inall -
three countries favor tﬁe EU‘s four freedoms, lesé stéxté intervention, etc.. In_adciitioh, a |
substantial portioﬁ of Yes-voters argued in favor 6f free access to the:EU market. Sfili','. itis.
éigniﬁcant to note that "Economic policy and y;he' fou; free:dom-s" was the most cited reéponse’ in
| support of EU- membérship in éli three coun'tn'e..e,.v ‘ | | |
Ecdnoﬁig a.rgu.menté_\}ve;e less often used tove‘Xp]ain opposition to EU méinbershjp.:v B '
Arguments related to economic questions rank second: ™ As with the Yes-grguments, the _
category i_nclﬁdes both ideologicﬂ aﬁdv more épeciﬁc, ihtéfest-orienteid; ar.gurneni. The mofé - .
i ideol_ogical arggmen-ts are typical_ly leﬁ;wing_arguments favoﬁﬁg state intervention and market -
_ c'o.ntrorlﬂ, and in some cases, anti-éapitalists opinions. dtﬁers argl;e‘ more practically in detbnsé'c-)lv‘_"f
specific interests like.the fooderocessing mdm@.- |
At the aggregﬁté level, Norwegian opponents to EU membership employed economic. i

< arguménts 29% of the time, and Finns 28.3%. Swedish opponents to the EU relied even less on -

'*The reader is advised to employ some caution in interpreting these figures as there are
aggregation fallacies involved. Several of the economice, ideological, and social factors could be
combined in ways to skew the distribution.
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economic arguments, using them 18.9% of the time. Among oppenents there was also
agreement (across countries) in terms of the most common argument. In this group, however, it
was not an economic argument, but the issue of sovereignty which was most frequently used to

justify opposition to EU membership.'®

II. The inconsistency problem

The above empirical results highlight the difficulties associated with trying to'er'nploy a single
explanatory rﬁode] to various levels of analysis. In the aggregate data, votifxg patterns are -largely ‘
consistent with.‘a narrowly defined operationalization of economic rationality. At the md1v1dual
level, however, these very voters. do not appear to prioritize na;m')wly; defined eébnomié inferests.
We are left with an unelxplained_ gap between iﬁdi\'idl;lal and aggrgéate patterns. 1.call ﬁis gaﬁ‘

the inconsistency problem. There are four conceivable solutions to the inconsistency problem.

Some national patterns appear as well. The Norwegian respondents asnoted, were
ess likely to employ economic arguments for EU membershlp—nelther in support or in '
opposition. This is particularly obvious in that only 4.7% of Norwegian supporters used .
employment as a justification for their support, whereas Swedish and Finnish supporters used it "
9.9% and 10.5%, respectively. What may be most curious in the Norwegian responses, in. .
contrast to the Finnish and Swedish, is the heavy emphasis that supporters placed on cooperation-
and defense. The Norwegian opponents to EU membership were more likely than their Nordic
brethren to employ criticism of the EU as an argument. '

The Swedish respondents differentiated themselves in several respects. First of all,
Swedish supporters of membership were significantly more concemned with isolation (23.3%)
than were Norwegian or Finnish supporters. Swedish opponents also emphasized different-
potential costs of membership. In particular, environmental concerns (17.7%), border control -
(9.8%)-and opposition to a common defense (5.0%) were much more common a.rguments against -
EU membership in Sweden than in the other two countries. -

Finally, the Finnish case is interesting in that defense and security issues were not used
to the degree that one might expect. Indeed, after economic policy effects, Finnish supporters of
the EU relied most heavily (18%) on arguments about cultural integration to justify their vote.
Employment and food prices were also more important in Finland than in either Sweden or
Norway. Among Finnish opponents, agricultural arguments were more important than they
were in the other two countries.

14



This section will address each briefly before pondeﬁng a more radiqal solution: questioning the
utility of assuming a simple aggregation mechanism,

" The first, and most obvious, answer to the inconsistency problem may be that there axr.ev
errors in the data or the analysis at one or the other level. This is a possibility which should be:
entértained, but not by me. Ours is an honest attempt to find systematic patterns in both the
aggregate and individual data. If alternative ;xplanétions for 'these éatterns exist which 'are
consistent with a simple aggregaﬁon assumption, [ am more than willing to entertain them. This.
paper is, in effect, a solicitation for such assistance. | Similarly, I am willing to entertain the’
possibility (though [am doubtful) that the inconsistency problem is confined to this pecuhar
issue, and might not exist in other issue areas.

The second possible solutidn is one which my co-author and I are cilrremly 'pu?suiﬂg: a -
moré complicated model.'® It is 01;r é;nbition to try and explain cohte@l effects on the © |
individual data by ~employing a mode] which-incorporates multilevelfanalyses. ‘General lmear
models for multllevel -analyses employ two sets of regressnon equauonsA (rrucro and macro)
wﬁere the micro coefficients are used as dependent vanables In the macro. regressmns ngdal .
(1 992) prov1des a techmcal review of these models. | | ‘

The remaining solutions require more attention'._' The third solution is to return to tﬁ_e;
narrow rationality hypothesis and broaden it. T_ﬁis could be done be pr_i-oritizing cqntextuél . |
effects in the context of uncertainty, with ir;c;,omplete and complex information. ﬁelaxmg the

rationality assumption, however, leaves us with the difficulty of deciding how to prioritize

'One of the problems with the current analysis is the lack of contextual explanatory
variables in the aggregate analysis. One reason for this-is the difficulty in formulating contextua
variables from aggregate data. In the new model we hope to include cultural, sociological, and.
ideological variables in the aggregate analysis. By not including these variables we may have
biased our finding in the direction of the rational choice hypothesis.
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difféfent, competing, "contexts”. Alternatively, the way in which information is processed may
complicate the aggregate interpretations significantly. In the end, there seems to be no
satisfactory means of reconciling the individual and macro data while maintaining a

parsimonious model.

Broadened rationality
Bourdieu (1984) argues that much of human behavior 1jes between rational choice and habit. Is "
* it possible to occupy this middle ground by broadening the operationalization of the rationality
hypoth‘esis‘.’ Such a broadéning ﬁght alléw voters to take coqte:&ual éffecis uﬁder R |
consideration. This seems like an attractive soiutiéﬁ if only because contgxtual effects lié
implic:itly behind the analyses above. For example, the s&ongest economic ac-ti\"ity assoéiated '
.- with an o;iinionion EU membership is found in the primary seétot. Yet this sector represents, ét" :
most, 10% of the‘erriployed popillatioﬁ (see VTable- lv). -_qu can such a strbng effect be attﬁbutéd‘ -
* to such a small sector? It maSr be that fanhe;s, though they make up "a relatiyel-y smali i)ropofﬁbil_‘ -
ofa éountry‘s total j)obulaﬁon, ha\;é a-strong effect--in contextual fgnns--én the opinions of theu :
neighbors. “In this regard, living in a farm distrit;t may project more rélevant infon-rmfién- ofa .
gi\-'en voter’s attitudes than knowiné the specific occupation of that resident.
More preciéely, individﬁals can form opinidns‘based lOI_.l their OM economic interest;,

but they might also take into c‘onside.ration the efféct of members’ﬁip on their local, regional and *
 national economy. This suggests that a ;foter's economic interest ié not simply a function of here
' aﬁd now, but that it entails complicated calculations along both temporal and spatial fronts, In

other words, voters might have evaluated how EU membership will effect both their immediate o

and future conditions: understood in terms of the voter herself, her local community and her

country. Indeed, it may often be the case that voters find themselves in a squeeze: where their
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narrow (immediate, individual) interests are opposed by perceptione df their broader
(community's future) interests. Under tilese CIOSS-pressure conditiens, a broadened rationelity
hypothesis would prioritize the broader at the expense of the narrower interests. This might be
so for three reasons.

First, in the examples considered here, the voter is being asked to consider her ﬁlnlre;
not immediate—-inferests. The referendums on EU membershi'p offered voters a choice of mu{;e
paths, not outcomes. In fact, voters were asked to evaluate several potential future paths: thev
needed to assess what their nation miglrt look like in the future (outside of the EU), what the EU
might loek dke in the future, and what their rration might loole like as future members in a .
European Union (the ueture of which was ilrrcertein). 'Bec,ause-of the nature of the queetiorx at -
hand, it is not unreasonable to eXpect that voter opillidrls with regard to the EU set an unﬁsrlall;/
high premium on the futrlret We would expect this at both the individual and aggregate iev_els o

,ofanalyses.‘ | | | o

'I'he second justification has to do w1th the uncertamty of the quest:on at hand The EU-
referendums were pamcula.rly speculatwe in that the nature of the EU ltself was an uncertam K
quantlty (e.g., indecision around Maastricht, EMU future expansron (of the deeper or broader . »
sort), etc.). Nordic voters were being asked to evaluate their future in the event.of joining a

o Union, whoseé future itself was uncertain. Under these .uncertain- conditions we might-expect

voters to prioritize the community-effect over their own. !’

YWe expect resistance to this proposition, but our justification is srmple under
conditions of great uncertainty it is reasonable to expect that voters find it easier to evaluate
community benefit (loss) than their own. One might think of this in terms of a veil-of-ignorance
argument: if voters do no know their future economic position, they can be expected to choose
the collective solution which will most likely benefit them (individually). In actions relaung to
econoniic issues (say, future investment), this is not at all unreasonable.

A simple example of this point may be useful. Consider a wage-laborer's vote on EU
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It is important to emphasize that this need not be an argument about altruism. We do
not expect voters to chose (‘altruistically) the community’s best interests at the expeﬁse. of the_ir
own. Instead, this argument is based on broader conceptions of utility maximization. Voters
chose an opticn 1n their community's best interest because they think this is the best surrogate ‘for B
their own (narrow) best interest, under conditions of high uncertainty.

This brings us to a third justification for employing a broader conception of utility
maximization. To the extent that there is not enough information or certainty about the rc;lative
costs and benefits of EU membership'dn the voter's community, the voter relies even more on the
advice of important community-based advocates (political parties, interest groups,l etc.). Inthis
situation, then, we can expect vofers to formulate a general argument about the benetits (costs) of .
EU memberéhjp, and use this gen;aral argument to 4néxotivate individual reSpo;ises to particula; _
qﬁestidns about the EU. |

In making this sort of methodological compromise, we risk alienating on; orith:e‘ other B
of our potential audiences: political economists or pol}itical.sociologist_:s. This is one reason tobe °
leery of offering a broadene:d fational expectations - hypothesis as a éoluﬁéu to the inc'oﬁs_istency

- problem. The mére significant reason to be leery 6f this soiutioﬁ has to do with the criteria for
prioritizing different contexts. This broadened conception of e.condmic rationality does not

provide any hints as to when an individual is willing to prioritize the community's (or county's, or

membership. Her future employment possibilities are uncertain, EU membership or not. In ten
years time it is uncertain whether she will be working in manufacturing, research, or the service
sector. Because she is uncertain about her own position in the future, she tries to evaluate the
consequences for EU membership on the community at large (in terms of whether it will bring-
greater or less economic growth). To the extent that the community's economic interests are
furthered by the outcome of the EU referendum, her own economic interests are maximized. In
the uncertain future, the relative strength of the community’s economy is the significant
determinant of an individual's future economic condition. ’
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nation's) best economic interests over her own. This is, quite obviously, a serious shortcoming.

Information processing
On an issue as complicated as EU-membership, voters are exposed to a great deal of
(cohﬂicting) information. The way in which that information is processed will inform the wayy
in which their preferences are ranked, not to mention the wa); m which they vote. Most 7
information comes through elites: pohtxcal economic and otherW1se Among ehtes econon‘uc
consxderations of EU membershlp were both very imponant and quite soplusncated (They als o
" varied a great deal in their conctt151ons.) Genei'ally, elite arguments,were consistent with our '
.nmfohl:eoonomic rationality- hypothesis. As polling respondents did not seem to emol_oy the:_ -
. same sort of maxumzanon fomiulas one might questxon whether voters had the capacxty to
understand and apply the sop}ustxcated arguments marshaled by elites. If this is the case,
individual ahguments might have been:mforr_ned by an eeohomic ratxonahty,» but became xri_ore* -
_diffuseti, in implementation. This gep between elite and individual interest fonnuiétioxi' erethe. :
B basis for the next two potential e\:planatxons for the 1nconsxsteney problem |
One possible explanation can be called the articulation def cit. Elite argunients are

~_neeessanly formulated in aggregate terms. Trade union leaders argue: for (against) EU o
membership on the basis of how membership will aﬁ‘ect-the union. Natiohal political elites'~
argue on the basis of expected effects of membership on the nation Interest group elites
formulate an aggregate interest for their members and argue for (against) membership on those -
grounds. Individuals, however, are members—and have interests—in all of these area_s. It may bc
that \ioters understand the costs/benefits of EU membership in aggregate terms, but have
difficulty articulating those evaluations at the individual level. If this is the case, voter behavi_or'

might be economically "rationai", but their individual description of that behavior relies on a
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. variety of (potentially éonflicting) factors.

An altemative explaﬁation also draws from the way in which individuals formulate
their interests based on elite arguments. This explanation can be referred to as the priority
problem. As suggested above, voters receive advice from a variety of elites--several of whom
may command the voter's loyalty. The voter must then prioritize her different interests, evaluate
the different arguments which are posited for each interest, then sum the total cc->sts and benefits
of membership for the votef herself. ‘This is a very complicated procedure; but necessary in order
to evaluate the overall economic utility to the individual of membership m the EU. This process
could easily lead to cycling pfoblems which might explaih away the difference between
aggregate -and individual outcomes.

Finally, there may be serious aggregation problems involved which can explain the’

- consistency gap. The simplesf explanation may -be a’st;itisﬁéal one. Weak factors at the
indiﬁdual level,- when aggregated, might produce noticeable patterns in the aggregate data as

~ other competing explanatioﬁs ‘cancel one another out. ‘Consider the following example. Jim" -

" might oppose EU membership based partly on his I’lﬂ.ITBle defined economic intefest, partl_y in
the fact t]ia; he-is a nationalist and a xenophobe,'and.partly on the fact that his wife told him to-
do so. Jane, on the other hand, might oppose mémbérship based partly on her narrowly deﬁ;ﬁed
economic interests, partly on the recommendation of her bishop, and partly on the fact that she is
concerned about what she calls the democratic deficit in the EU. If we continue thi§ éxample ad
nauseam, we might find that the most significant common argument used for opposing EU
membership is one based on narrowly defined economic self-interest. The other important
considerations "cancel out". This statistical argument might explain some of the inconsistency
problem.

Like the other attempts at trying to explain away the inconsistency problem (e.g.,
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broadening rationality and information processing),. there is no satisfactory solution to the ‘
problem; We are left unable to formuiate a priori expectations of aégregate outcomes based oﬁ :
individual observations. Reference to aggregation problems and articulation deficits allow us to |
describe (ad hoc) thé gap sepérating micro and macro outcomes, but we are a long way from_ ‘
explaining outcomes. In addition, of course, explanations' based on voter ignorance and elite'

rationality are normatively unappealing.

1L Conclusion
Tﬁis paper is an open airing of the difficuities that I've had in trying to match data on the same.
issue collected at two different levels of analysis. In ingst politica[quériesé there are not |
sufficient data at more than oné leveli of anzilysis; : Tﬁus, the:stud'y of bolitical science len'd's-t'o bé
 divided along lines that don't facilitate atte;ﬁp£s at-mult;:;lllevei 'explanat-ion; Among polit_ibal‘- :
scientists, ratioﬁal choice fnodfals aré ﬁsed by those who 'focus on macro poliﬁbél events (W,ith,f‘
little acgesstqihdividual—level data). Like gconoxﬂisté_, _the;e, auth'ots aé_sume rationality ;'n‘ the .
individual level, and develoﬁ _deductive argumeptfs.to explain macro patten1§. On the other hand
those most familiar witﬁ the individuéal’level déta (politiéél 'socioldgiérts,p.ollsters, etc.) are r’nds't .
skeptical of these same models. ThlS group is most heavily iriﬂuqnced by fhe behavioralist, |
revolution, and mo;t skeptical of deductive rational c.:-hoice assumptions. 'Because‘oft}-u's
institutional divide, we avoid dialogue'bétween students of macro and micro politics. ‘s. The. }
resﬁlt is that the mconéisfency i:roblem remains unresolved.

The EU-referendums are unique in that they are national decisions by the nation state, ...~

**In economics, of course, an even greater institutional divide separated micro and.
macroeconomists. The development of perfect foresight models, however, has encouraged a new
synthesis of macro and microeconomics (on microeconomic grounds).
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informed by advisory referendums. Because of this, political sociologists and politicél
economists find themselves studying the same issue. This provides us with a unique opportunity
to discuss the inconsistency problem.

We study ix-'xdividual decision-makers because we implicitly understand mécro,sbcial
and political pphavior as aggregate representations of individual actions. Because this
assumption is oﬂén implicit, there has been little attention given td s'pecifyihg the spf-ac-iﬁ'c‘ -
aggregation mechanism(s). Authors genérally assume that th? aggregation process is linear, _
even arit.hmetic; and non-probiematic. More careful authors (e.g., Frieden, 1991) reco‘;gniAze':vthat
the aggregaﬁon mechanism is probably not so straightfonvz.xrd, but thﬁt it is still necessary to ‘
study individual decision makers; a§ th;eyj represent the "atozhs'”of political "stuff". |

This work leads me to question-the (oﬁen implicit) é.ssumption that we can expect - |
straight-forward:aggregétibn mécham'sms. ‘Why do we expéct parsirﬁbﬁious .I-ﬁ0d81$~l0 explam
' behavior at various lévels of analysis? Is.itnot jusf as likely that thefe aré diffe}ent logi‘c.:s” Sl

associated with various leQEIs of analyses’?' Alternatively, could it bé i)ossiblie- that fhe B
, aggregation mechanism is-so comple):(: that-We cannot hope to iiridérstaﬁd it ‘ugtil we have sd;ﬁe ‘
larger berspective tov the problems at hand? Our ‘dis-cipline needs anéwersito' these difﬁcult :
questions. Two examples are i}lustrative. | |

Repently, Andrew Sayer aliuded to the fact that'we can mda@d a log from two

completely different (even apparently contradictbry) ways: "Cut across a log, and lyou'réveal-va
pattern-of concentric rings: cut along the length of the same log, and the grains forms sic] a
pattern of parallel lines. The two patterns could hardly be more different and yet they are partof ‘
the same structure” (Sayer, 1995: 214). It may be that the micro- and macro-level data are
related in an equally obscure way. Gaining a larger perspective inay allow us to accept what

appears to be different logics at different levels of analysis. As in contemporary, quantum,.'
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physics, we might not yet understand how'the aggregation mechanism works, while we cart
accept that different logics a'pply to different levels of analysis.

‘ My final example comes from economics.’ Untit recently, it was generally accepted that
there were different rules or logics associated with individual and national (ebonornic),account:s.
During hard times, the universal advice given to individuals was to restrict purt:hases and
maximize savings. The opposite advise, for the same V_conditio'ns, was then éiveo to aational
authorities: increase purchasas, draw from sayirlgs (to affect demand). Different logics were -
assumed to apply to the same conditions at diﬁ'ererrt levels of _aggregation. Why was it tlierl
acceptable to assurae that laws tormulated at one level did not apply to the other?

Recently Morris Fxonna suggested that the way out of this conundrum isto accept th at
rahonahty works at some levels better than others. Flonna (1 996: 88) argued that "RC mode1=:‘ }
are most useful where stakes are hxgh and numbers are low”. In this way, Fiorina adwses that .
we employ mmnnahstnohons of ranonahty ‘when workmg on mass- behavxor and hxgher order
of rationality when working.on elites. In employingthissolution, howevar;,\ye ;]“et’t,\'s(')q-,olll": ,
attempt to deve-lop parsimonious mlod'els':of, politicalaction,- and challedga the ’yory assumptlon, '
upon whioh rational choice rnodals rely.j : It1s a costly sofution, perhaps, out ona worthy of :

consideration.
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Figure 1
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Table 1 _
1993 Employment by sector, single-digit SITC
Y% of total employment (ranking)

Industrial Branch . Finland Norway Sweden
1 Agriculture, hunting, forestry and fishing .09. .06 .03
2 Mining and quarrying .002 .01 .003
3 Manufacturing ' 19Q@) 153G .18(2)
4 Electricity, gas and water ' ol 0l 009
S Construction | 06 06 06
6 Wholesale and retail trade 15(3) 17(2) .14 (3)
7 Transport, storage and communication .08 .08 .07

V 8 Financing, insurance, and business services .09 .08 .09
9 Community, social and personal services *__ 33(1)  391)  40(1)

Source: Yearbook of Nordic Statistics 1995.



Table 2
Aggregate regression coefficients (t stats)

Variable . Model A Model B
PUBSEC () 250 (.98) 1.30 (5.59)*
MANUF (v) -577 (-2.18)* 291 (1.48)
OLL (8) 3.91 (3.05)* 3.89 (3.68)*
TRADE ()  -1.67(-3.53)*

" PRIMSEC (e) 1.63 (6.27)*
Constant () 764 (4.6)* -1.28 (-1.13)
R: ' 37 57

NOTE: (*) denotes significance at the 95% confidence level.
PUBSEC, MANUF, OIL, TRADE.and PRIMSEC represent
percentage of the population employed in.the public sector;
manufacmnng oil extraction, mining and quarrying mdustnes the
wholesale and retail sales sectors; and the primary sector,"
respectively,

Model A:

Yo=0+ B(PUBSEC) + y(MANUF) + 6(OIL) + e(TRADE) +u
ModelB: =~ . —

" Y=ot |3(PUBSEC) + y(MANUF) - G(OIL) A e(PR]MSEC) +u -



Table 3

National regression coefficients (t stats)

Variable Finland Sweden Norway
Model A:
PUBSEC () .632(.728) 125 (.287) 1.33 (2.58)*
MANUF (y) -.359(-.982) -347(-1.21) .094 (.215)
OLL (8) -1.62(-107)  4.21(2.06)* 1.16 (1.06)
TRADE (€) -3.58 (=319 -2.87(-3.69)*  -4.73 (-7.72)*
Constant (@) .885 (3.65)*
R: 75
Model B:
PUBSEC (B) 2.40 (3.34)* 198 (3.94)% 2.00 (4.15)*
'MANUF (y) 702(1.84) 803 (2.67)* i - 817(1.87)
OIL (3) 14.89 (-1.06)  4.65(2.02) 3.01 (2.46)*
PRIMSEC (€) 1.59 (3.39)* .689(1.15‘)  221(5.92)*
Constant(z)  -466 (-2.10) - “ R

- R? 68

N 55 2 o4 a9

- - NOTE: (*) denotes significance at the 95% confidence tevel. PUBSE MANUF, OIL,

TRADE and PRIMSEC represent percentage of the populatlon employ in the public sector;
manufacturing; oil extraction, mining and quarrying industries; the wholesale and retail sales
sectors; and the primary sectors, respectively. D,, D,, and D, are dummy vanablw for
Norway, Sweden and Finland, respectively.

Model A:

Y,o=a + B(PUBSEC*D,) + B(PUBSEC*D,) +3,(PUBSEC*D,)
+ 1(MANUF*D,) + Y.(MANUF*D,) + y{MANUF*D;)
+8,(OIL*D,) + 8,(OIL*Dy) + 3,(OIL*D,)
+ EN(TRADE*DN) + e(TRADE*D;) + &{TRADE*D;)

+u
Model B:

Y= & + B,(PUBSEC*D,) + p(PUBSEC*D,) +B(PUBSEC*D,)
+ Y (MANUF*D,) + y,(MANUF*D,) + yAMANUF*D,)
+8,(OIL*D,) + 8(OIL*Dy) + ,(OIL*D,)
+ €(PRIMSEC*D,) + ¢ (PRIMSEC*D,) + eF(PRlMSEC*DF)

+u



Table 4 ‘
Subjective prospective change in personal'
and national’ economy if EU membership, percent.

Norway Sweden Finland

Personal Natibnal Personal National National
Improve 5 - 27 17 52 - 63
No change 71 35 58 23 18
Worsen 17 32 15 20 14
‘Don't know - 8 7 10 : 5 5
101 - ~ 101 - 100 100 100

(2947) (2947) (1804) (1799) (1559)

"The wordmg of the questions was: "If we beoome a EU member, do you believe your personal
economic condition situation will i improve notably, or decline notably compared to standing outside
the EU, or do you believe your economic condition will not be influenced whether we get into the’
EU or not?"

“The question was: "How do you suppose membershlp m the EU would influence the development
of the country in the followmg ﬁelds‘? . The economy :



Table S
Support for EU membership in different occupation groups
(percent 'No' votes)

Norway Sweden Finland

Industry laborer 47.6 516 . 402
Other laborer _ : 55.5° 613 48.6
Lower white collar 495 45.9 36.9
Middle white coliar - 482 426 32.7
Higher white collar / company owners = 32.2 27.5 25.8
Small company owners ' 39.3 35.8 22.6
Farmers - : 88.1 47.7 80.7
Students | 50.6 474 30.9
Unemployed _ 54.4 63.4 48.3
Homemakers : 645 533 38.6
Old age pensioners 48.9 36.6 39.7
Public sector 549 529 42.0
Private sector | 413 42.0 394
Agriculture, fishing, forestry .. 886 54.5: 739
Trade, industry, construction - 417 418 - 383
Business, banking, i msurance . 33.2 373 - 274

" Private service - .0 e . - 5000 57.0¢ 388
—Transportation ————————"—"#45.2 364 3067

. Public administration - 493 553, 436
" Teaching, researc © - - - -~ 570 7 403~ -.-7260
Public service sector. S 5330 571 - 431
_Other N 489 545 373

Data from National Surveys



Table 6
Arguments given for voting on EU membership
(percent of all arguments)

Yes-arpuments

. Economic policy, four freedoms
Participation, cooperation
Defense, security
Fear of isolation
Cultural integration
Environmental concerns
Employment
Cheaper food
United States of Europe
C’ut agriculture, fisheries
Welfare state, pensions, etc.
Improvement: fisheries
Improvement: agriculturé
Gender equality
Other

Norway Sweden Finland
22.0 28.9 251
20.7 11.7 7.6
18.2 10.7 11.0
9.9 233 10.9
- 71 4.1 18.0
5.8° 3.0 03
47 29 10.5
3.1 0.6 6.2

1.9 27 1.3

11 . 13

0.8 0.6 23

0.4

0.1 11 0.2
0.1 0.1

52

- Ne-arguments

Sovereignty, democracy
Criticism of EU and EU system

" Economic policy, EEA
Environmental concemns
Agriculture

. Empl’omem

Fisheries, fish quotas -
Regional policy )
Counter-culture
Welfare state, pensions, eic.
Border controls, drugs, etc.
Know what we have, but...
Oppose common defense
Gender equality
Other No-arguments

- (el feCorivmidinrinents (NDY |

26.1 25.3 223
10.6 5.5 6.4
10.4 11.6 17.5
7.1 17.7 4.0
6.9 12 8.0
6.7 49 2.8
5.0 12 o
38 1T 1.1
33 13 1.8
3.2 34 46
3.2 9.9 5.9
3.0 1.0 1.4
08 5.0 3.8
02. 2.5 15
10.0 9.6 18.9

Source: National Surveys
Note: "Economic" arguments in italics.



Referendum and Employment Percentiles.

APPENDIX I

COUNTY %NO  %MANUF  %PRIMSEC % PUBSEC % TRADERS
FINLAND (N=12)
Nyland 30 16 02 28 20
Abo-Bjerneborg 46 26 . 09 24 14
Aland 48 10 11 25 15
Tavastehus 42 28 06 25 15
Kymmene 35 24 09 25 14
St. Michel 46 19 17 27 13
N. Karelen 52 15 16 31 13-
Kuopio 52 18 15 29 14
Vasa 56 22 17 25 13
M. Fintand 52 22 12 28 14
Ulesborg 56 17 12 31 13
Lappland 53 14 n L 14
Mean (Std. Dev.) 47 (08) 19 (©5) 11(05) 28 (03) 14 (02)
NORWAY (N=19)
Ostfoid 47 23 04 32 18
Akerhus 36 12 02 36 22
Oslo . 33 10 00 39 21
Hedmark 57 17 10 35 17
Oppland 56 16 12 33 18
Buskerud 43 19 04 32 20
Vestfold 43 19 04 34 19
Telemark 58 23 05 33 17
Aust-Agder 56 18 05 36 16
Vest-Agder 54 . 19 04 34 18
Rogaland 55 17 07 30 17
Hordaland 56 16 05 35 18
Sogn & Fjordane 68 19 15 31 i3
Mere & Romsdal 62 21 11 31 15
Ser-Trendelag 55 13 08 38 18
Nord-Trendelag 64 15 16 35 15
Nordland 71 12 .10 38 15
Troms 72 09 08 41 17
Finnmark 75 Y 08 41 16
Mean (Std. Dev.) 56 (12 16 (04) 07 (04) 35 (03} 17 (02)
SWEDEN (N=24) L
Stockholm -38 12 o1 38 17
Uppsala 46 14 04 43 13
Sodermanland 45 . 25 04 37 12
Ostergotland 45 25 04 39 12
Jonkoping " 51 30 05 33 12
Kronoberg 48 27 06 34 14
- Kalmar 51 S 27 07 34 1
Gotland 48 13 . 12 41 12
Blekinge 53 27 05 - 38 10
Kristianstad 42 24 07 " 35 13
- Malmdhus 34 19 03 37 15
Halland 41 20 06 35 15
Gteborg 45 19 ol 36 15
Alvsborg 51 26 04 34 14
Skaraborg 49 28 07 36 1
Virmland 52 23 05 38 13
_ Orebro 52 24’ 04 39 12
Viéstmanland 45 27 - 03 34 12
Kopparberg 61 22 05 37 13
Givleborg ' 58 24 04 .37 12
- Viisternorrland 58 19 04 " 39 12
Jamtland 72 13 08 42 12
Viisterbotten 62 17 05 42. 12
Norrbotten 65 14 04 42 12
Mean (Std. Dev.) 50 (09) 22 (05) 05 (02) 38 (03) 13 (02

Source: Norwegian Social Science Data Services (NSD)



No-vote in referendums, percent

APPENDIX II
Descriptive Statistics

Finland
Sweden
Norway

Aggegate

Mean  Std. dev. Min. Max. N
47 .08 .30 .56 12
S50 .09 .34 72 24
.56 - 12 33 75 19
.52 .10 .30 75 55




