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Abstract
In the whole of Europe we see Eurosceptic political parties aim for getting a bigger vote share, these type of parties hijack the local, national and international media with their negative ideas about the added value of the existence of the “ever closing union”. On the other hand we see that political parties that tend to be more pro-European also get a bigger vote share in both European and national elections. This thesis will figure out if the European political party system needs a new type of political parties, namely the pan-European party. By explaining how trust, pan-Europeanism and the order of elections are linked to each other I tried to answer the question whether pan-European parties can increase political trust in the European Union. The first part of the thesis will show us that there exists a lot of ambiguity about the concepts of trust and pan-European political parties, it still seems to be a possibility of combining the concepts together to generate more political trust. Even though this effect seems to exist on a theoretical level, the data and the analysis have shown that the added effect of the existence of pan-European political parties is not significant. This thesis will thus also find out what would then cause the higher levels of trust in democracy, worthiness of voting and the relevance of European elections.
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[bookmark: _Toc79656505]Introduction
In the 2019 European Parliamentary (EP) elections multiple European countries have seen a shift in the political parties’ citizen have been voting for (Treib, 2021, pp.177). The two largest European political party groups, the European People’s Party (EPP) and the Socialist and Democrats (SandD) lost a large amount of their vote share in countries like France, Germany, Spain, Poland and the United Kingdom (ibid.). Besides that, the more pro-European party groups like the Greens and the Liberals have had a significant bigger vote share in last EP-election. The share of Eurosceptic vote did remain 28,4 per cent (ibid.). The fact that Eurosceptic parties did not benefit from recent European crises like the refugee crisis and Brexit is not in line with the recent predictions of some scholars (Kneuer, 2018, p. 2). Multiple researchers have predicted that the more crisis the European Union (EU) finds itself in, the better Eurosceptic parties will perform (Evans and Mellon, 2019; Bargaonu and Radu, 2014). 
With the occurrence of for instance Brexit and the refugee crisis, Eurosceptic populist parties should have gained a bigger vote share in elections because people would lose trust in the EU (Bargaoanu, 2014). Populist parties were expected to gain ground because populist parties and politicians have proven to flourish when trust is on a lower level (Treib, 2020). Even though Euroscepticism and populism are not exactly the same theoretical concepts, and therefore need separate analytical frameworks, there exists a correlation between Euroscepticism and populism (ibid.). Like Kneuer (2018) stated herself: “The older populist parties evidently increased their Eurosceptic appeal, moving towards a clear anti-European stance advocating for leaving the Monetary and Economic Union or even the EU while the newly emerged populist parties directly put Euroscepticism on a front seat of their agenda. This development on the programmatic level underlines that populism is a moving target and that the ‘supply’ side can flexibly adjust to new circumstances and thus award issues like Euroscepticism an increased relevance.” 
In line with a decreasing trust in the European institutions, initiated by multiple European crises, the expectations of the 2019 EP election outcome were to end up with a bigger populist, and thus Eurosceptic vote share. One can say that the EP 2019 election outcome shows a different trend, one in which not the Eurosceptic but the pro-European parties are on the rise (Treib, 2020). The question then rises why populist parties did not win seats this election, and if the seemingly more positive attitude of citizens towards the European Union opens up space for pan-European parties. In this thesis I will research if pro-European political parties, in its most extreme form of pan-European parties, can have an added value in the political landscape. In other words, what will be the effects of pan-European parties on the trust rates in both fist- and second order elections. 


In short, the order of elections is a way of hierarchizing elections that take place in the same district by voters (Schmitt, 2004). The order of elections can have an impact on the amount of participation of individuals. If an election is being perceived by voters as one of big importance, people tend to participate more. People feel this importance when they for instance feel that their vote would really matter (Carruba and Timpone, 2005). In a first order election, voters have a clear decision to make and thus have a bigger impact on politics then in a second order election. In the European context national elections are seen as the first order elections and the European, regional and municipal elections as second order elections. Because people participate more when they feel like they are allowed to make important decisions, trust tend to be higher with first order elections (Schmitt, 2004). 
	Pan-European political parties might be able to close the gap between fist- and second order elections because citizens feel like the European electoral system is way too difficult and bureaucratic (Schmitt, 2004). The pan-European political parties try to break through the existing European political system and try to get the trust of voters back in the whole European Union. They intend doing this by having the same political party in all European countries to be able to close the gap between the European parliament and the European citizens (Volt, 2021). Pan-European parties have thus the expectation that a political party that operates in all European countries and not, as is the current way of events a national party that groups with similar national parties from other countries in party groups, will increase the amount of trust (ibid.).
	Two different theories trying to explain trust levels have been discussed by now. Both theories look at different factors in explaining how trust can be influenced. Knowing that the last EP election of 2019 did not show an increase in populist party vote share, the exact opposite happened and pro-European parties won the elections. This thesis aims at finding out if pan-European parties have a niche within the European party system. Based on both theories about first and second order elections and political trust, pan-European parties can possibly change the way voters perceive European elections. The main argument is that by introducing such type of political parties, the importance to participate and vote in European Parliamentary elections increase which can have a positive effect on the political trust of individuals.


[bookmark: _Toc79656506]i.1 Research question
The previous case and discussion lead to the following research question:
To what extent would the introduction of pan-European parties affect political trust rates of citizen; and is this effect the same for both first- and second order elections?
In order to answer the research question a survey experiment will be conducted in. Multiple hypothesis on the relevance, worthiness and trust in the European elections and institutions will be further explored in the theoretical chapter and statistically tested in chapter 3. The decision was made to create a survey on the grounds of a lack of data on the issue of pan-European political parties and thus the need to gather new data to be able to answer the research question. The reason for this is because it has shown that no database had data on the effects of pan-European parties on trust because pan-European parties are a relatively new phenomenon. Therefore, sending out a survey in order to create my own database was the best way of gaining the data needed to conduct in this research. 
In this survey, people received different fictional articles about the EP election outcomes. Because all groups were assigned random, we can assume that if differences on trust levels appear, it is because of the stimulus. This is how we find out if pan-European parties can add value in the European party system. This method will be discussed in the methodology chapter. 
The decision was made to only send out the survey to people in the Netherlands. The justification for this decision is that the Netherlands shows the greatest support for European parties. The highest share of votes on a pan-European party was cast in the Netherlands. 1,9 per cent of Dutch people voted for Volt (Kiesraad, 2019). By focusing on this country, I expect to be able to identify more easily the possible effects on political trust of a pan-European political party. This is because one could say that the expected effects will be easiest to find when the pan-European party got into the political arena already. In other words, because pan-European parties have the biggest vote share in the Netherlands, the effects on political trust can be found the easiest because these effects will be most strongly present when comparing the effect with other countries.
[bookmark: _Toc79656507]i.2 Scientific and societal relevance
In the previous paragraphs, the body of knowledge of both the order of elections and trust have been briefly introduced within the field of pan-Europeanism and Euroscepticism. As several scholars argued in their research, there is very little exchange of information between the two different fields of study (Kneuer, 2018; Treib, 2020). According to Kneuer (2018, pp. 2-4), the two concepts of Euroscepticism and populism run parallel, which limits the cross-fertilisation of already existing theoretical knowledge and of empirical findings. Treib (2020, pp. 180-181) argues that Euroscepticism is increasingly concentrated on the right side of the political spectrum, especially at the far right end. He also adds that most of the populist politicians in the European Parliament are members of Eurosceptic far right parties. In other words, Treib states that political parties who attract voters with lower levels of political trust levels have positioned themselves as more negative towards the European integration. Populist political parties thus tend to be more Eurosceptic then other political parties.    
Knowing that these two bodies of knowledge are very much intertwined, one can ask why there exist very little literature on both concepts combining them (Kneuer, 2018, pp. 3-4). It can be relevant to conduct in a research in which both concepts are included. Because the concepts of populism, or political distrust, and Euroscepticism have not been studied as a whole the other side of the concepts have not been either. This thesis aims on combining theory on political trust with pan-Europeanism, or European Union positivism. Therefore, this thesis researches in the same areas as populism and Euroscepticism do, but from a different and new perspective. The dependent variable in this thesis will thus be the effect of pan-European political parties on political trust levels of individual voters. 
The societal relevance to this study lies within the goal of the research to find out if there exists a gap between the European political system and the wishes of the individual voters. This gap can include things like; the lacking of democracy in the EU, the wish for pan-European parties, very little trust in democracy or politics, or too little contact between local voters and the European Parliament. When this research show that political trust levels of voters increase when pan-European participate in elections, one can say that pan-European political parties can be a way to tackle the issues regarding negative attitudes towards political trust (and the populism and Euroscepticism involved in this).
This thesis does not aim at finding answers or solutions to solve these gaps, but aims at finding out if the gap exists. This might give other researchers the incentive of further investigation and their results might be used to improve the political party system and eventually close the gap between citizens and politics. The societal relevance thus lies within finding whether or not a gap exists, which can thus be beneficial for society when further research will then follow.


[bookmark: _Toc79656508]i.3 Outline
The first chapter describes the theoretical framework. This chapter will introduce the concept of political trust. Furthermore, this chapter will introduce literature on both the effects of first and second order elections and pan-European parties on political trust. These theoretical components form the basis for the hypotheses, which is presented at the end of the chapter 1. 
Chapter 2 consists of the methodological framework; this goes into more detail about the chosen methodology and the reasons behind the chosen methods. It will also explain how the methodology is used in this thesis. 
In the third chapter, the hypotheses are tested with linear regression models based on the data from the experimental survey. The chapter presents all of this using various graphs and tables that support the analysis.
Chapter 4 provides the conclusion regarding the possible niches the pan-European political parties have in the political party system in Europe.


[bookmark: _4d34og8][bookmark: _Toc79656509]Chapter 1 Theoretical framework
In this chapter the relevant theories and concepts that are needed to research the effect of pan-European parties on the European party system are presented. For that matter, this chapter will dig into theories and concepts about: social and political trust, pan-European parties and first- and second order elections. After these concepts and theories have been presented individually the effects between the concepts will be explained. These effects will tackle issues like: how do pan-European parties and first- and second order elections relate to trust, what will be the expected effect of pan-European parties on trust and how does this effect change between first- and second order elections. After these steps have been taken multiple hypotheses will be presented. All the presented hypotheses will then be analysed in chapter 3.
[bookmark: _17dp8vu][bookmark: _Toc79656510]1.1 Theories on social trust
The following part will introduce the idea of social trust and theorize about the concepts that underpin it. The mutually shared expectation, frequently stated as confidence, that people would behave in a rational and, where necessary, reciprocally beneficial manner in their relationships with others is known as social trust (Welch et all, 2005). Thus, social trust denotes a positive perspective of humanity, i.e., the conviction that the vast majority of individuals are honest, helpful, and trustworthy (Putnam, 2000). Putnam describes these as the levels of social capital.  Social capital refers to features of social organization such as networks, norms, and social trust that facilitate coordination and cooperation for mutual benefit (ibid.). Social trust, in particular, is linked to social capital such as education, social status, money, job satisfaction, ethnic and religious background, membership in majority and minority groups, happiness, and life events such as illness, unemployment, and divorce (Newton et al., 2018, pp 37-40).	
Furthermore, social trust is higher in smaller, more homogeneous groups with more intensive personal interaction (ibid.). According to Putnam, when there is a widespread expectation that individuals would respect the rules, the government does not need to be overbearing. In addition, high levels of social trust indicate a cooperative spirit and a readiness to engage in government (Putnam, 2000). Democracies rely on an engaged population that is concerned about public issues and holds government officials accountable to the public (ibid.). Finally, social trust is critical to a varied democracy because it broadens the circle of “others” who are included as citizens beyond the confines of family and friends. 


Yamagashi and Yamagashi (1994) state that within the field of social trust there exist two different concepts; namely: particularized and generalized trust. According to both, particularized trust talks about people who are like us. This can be based on for instance religion and nationality, for particularized trust it depend if we know and understand other individuals. While generalized trust talks more about the contact people have with other social groups. Generalized trust thus talks about how people can trust others that come from different social backgrounds but individuals still are in contact with. The next part will dig deeper into this distinction made by both Yamagashis.

1.1.1 Particularized trust
Freitag and Bühlman state that Particularized trust is founded on a close relationship between the individual and the trustee (2009, pp. 1540-1543). Individuals who have had shared experiences or the same cultural background appear to trust each other, which is the basis of particularized trust. Therefore,  people with similar identities or beliefs, such as neighbourhoods and faith groups, are more likely to have these kinds of relationships (ibid.).  Van der Linden stated that particularized tackles to what extent individuals tend to trust people from the ingroup, or people that have similar backgrounds or are close to you (2017, pp. 2-3). This would inherently mean that it is very difficult on the basis of particularized trust to start trusting new people. People of different races, sex, ethnicities, or sects, are less likely to be trusted, and also have very little chances of ever being trusted (Stolle, 2002). The concept of particularized trust is thus telling us on what criteria individuals are willing to trust other people. 
	According to Newton et all. (2018) social trust, and thus particularized trust, is a bottom-up approach when analysing the trust rates in a society. In other words, it is a way of explaining why people tend to have a more positive opinion about life when looking into personal factors. According to Freitag and Bühlmann (2009) individuals tend to have higher incentives of political and social participation when they have higher levels of particularized trust. In other words, when people have higher levels of particularized trust they tend to become more participatory in society. And when people are becoming more participatory in society the levels of social capital, as Putnam stated it in 2000, grows which then also have a positive effect on particularized trust. 
As a result, particularized trust is extremely important in a democracy (Freitag and Bühlmann, 2009). For that matter, one could claim that particularized trust is both the glue and the oil that keeps the social and political system working. It can be seen as glue because it shows us to what extent people are trusting other social groups and, it can be seen as the oil because of the trust relationship, that comes with more social and political participation, people feel like participating more in society.
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1.1.2 Generalized trust
Generalized trust differs from particularized trust in that it is more broad in scope. Generalized trust may be viewed as one of society's most significant synthetic forces, having a variety of good outcomes. Almost all research indicates that generalized trust benefits individuals, communities, the workplace, institutions, and even nations (van der Linden, 2017). Trust makes people healthier, happier, and more hospitable (ibid.). According to Freitag and Bühlmann (2009) Generalized trust is not limited to the narrowness of life experiences to be able to trust someone. Generalized trust is a trust relationship between two individuals or between institutions and individuals that have no common grounds (pp. 1540-1543). Whiteley (2000) supports this claim and states that people prefer to concentrate on altruism when deciding to trust someone. The relationship does thus not depend on having direct information from the trusted to the trustee (ibid.). Van der linden found that generalized trust is about to what extent individuals tend to trust others that are part of the outgroup, or people that are different from you (2017, pp. 2-3)
Individuals have a higher level of generalized trust when organisations establish a trustworthy atmosphere where the basis of the trust relationship is being secured and the social capital is high (ibid). Or as Putnam (2000) would have stated it:  
For a variety of reasons, life is easier in a community blessed with a substantial stock of social capital. In the first place, networks of civic engagement foster sturdy norms of generalized reciprocity and encourage the emergence of social trust. Such networks facilitate coordination and communication, amplify reputations, and thus allow dilemmas of collective action to be I resolved. When economic and political negotiation is embedded in dense networks of social interaction, incentives for opportunism are reduced. At the same time, networks of civic engagement embody past success at collaboration, which can serve as a cultural template for future collaboration. Finally, dense networks of interaction probably broaden the participants' sense 3 of self, developing the "I" into the "we," eventually enhancing the participants' "taste" for collective benefits.
Thus, higher levels of generalized trust will make individuals less exclusive in who they trust. As a result, citizens or societies with higher levels of generalized trust tend to also have lesser problems in trusting people from social groups they tend to feel a part of (Devine et al., 2020, pp. 6-7). The more people are participating in society and politics, the more broad this feeling of being part of a social group becomes. This is because when individuals interact more frequently they also get to know each other better and therefore feel more connected to each other (ibid.)
[bookmark: _Toc74813185][bookmark: _Toc75245385]

[bookmark: _Toc79656511]Table 1: different types of social trust
	Type of trust
	Sort of trust relationship
	How can it be deepened?

	Particularized trust
	Trust between people that are part of the ingroup.
	Because people have similar backgrounds they tend to trust each other sooner. So when a country is more homogenous the particularized trust is higher.

	Generalized trust
	Trust between people that are part of the outgroup. 
	When individuals have a higher level of social capital, they tend to communicate with other people so they also understand and thus trust them more.


[bookmark: _Toc79656512]1.2 Theories on political trust
We have tackled the reasons for higher levels of social trust. We have seen that social trust tackles issues concerning trusting people whether or not they are close to you personally. Political trust on the other hand seems to be more focusing on whole societies and communities instead of more bottom-up focus of social trust scholars. Political trust scholars seem to be more interested in the top-down reasons in which trust can enshrine (Newton et al., 2018, pp. 39-40). They tend to focus on things as national health, income equality, lack of corruption, and various other qualities of democratic governance. 
For that matter, Institutions can play a significant role in creating higher levels of political trust by setting standards and enforcing fairness by administering penalties to those who break the expectations (Freitag and Bühlmann, 2009, pp 1540-1544). It should be noted that this only happens if society views institutions as just, incorruptible, and nonpartisan. In reality, this ensures that organisations can only increase government legitimacy and campaign for other people's trust because they can promote the activities of equal and honest people. “Trust is underwritten by a powerful government to uphold contracts and prosecute theft” (Hardin, 1992, pp.160-161). You can thus see the institutions as the glue for generalized trust that safeguard the benefits that come from the trust relationship and these benefits are the oil for actually needing to get into a trustee trusted relationship.



1.2.1 Political trust and participation
The literature contains two different, claims about how political trust influences political participation. One claim is that people with higher levels of political trust should be expected to participate to a greater extent than the distrusting individuals, at least in conventional activities such as voting and campaign involvement. The idea that distrust might discourage political engagement was inspired by theorizing of Levi and Stoker (2000) about disaffection and alienation. They state that citizens that have lower levels of political trust are not more likely to vote, not more likely to engage in campaign activities, and not more likely to be interested in political campaigns or governmental affairs (ibid.). 
Individuals tend to only vote if they get a sense of necessity (Freitag and Bühlmann, 2009). This sense of necessity is stronger when voters see the direct effect of the votes they are casting. In other words, when people see the direct effects of voting in their own lives, people are more likely to vote. 	
The best way to solve this kind of political distrust is by educating voters by explaining to them how decisions are made (Freitag and Bühlmann, 2009). Individuals tend to be less pessimistic on grounds of political trust when they understand the political decisions that have been made within the political context. For this matter it could thus be beneficiary to simplify the political context in order to make it easier to understand. Therefore the simplification of European elections can possibly help simplifying the European political context which can eventually lead to higher levels of political trust. The expectation we can thus draw from the literature is that the inclusion of pan-European political parties will make individuals participate more in democracy because the European system will become simpler to understand, and thus have a positive effect on political trust. But very little has been written on this topic in a pan-European political party context.

1.2.1 Political trust and institutions
The other reason why political trust can be high is the more trustworthy citizens perceive government to be, the more likely they are to comply with or even consent to its demands and regulations. Peoples voluntary acceptance of court and other governmental authorities depends largely on the fact if people tend to trust institutions with the power (Levi and stoker, 2000).  Freitag and Bühlmann (2009) state in accordance with this claim that people tend to trust institutions and governments more when they have the possibility of taking back the power. When the reciprocity of power is higher, citizens tend to be more trusting towards the insitutions (ibid.). 


Although there is strong evidence for a link between perceptions of trustworthy government and citizen compliance, the interpretations of this evidence vary. Some accounts are explicitly based on institutional arrangements that ensure government actors are adequately constrained (Levi and Stoker, 2000). As the two state it, “Leviathan [is] chained.” They emphasizes the role of credible commitments in ensuring that the member states of the European Union comply with its rules. When government is perceived as trustworthy, citizens are more likely to comply with its demands. Freitag and Bühlmann (2009) find that trustworthy government increases compliance, but they stress the importance of trust by regulators as a means of evoking compliance from the regulated. Again education seems to be a way of improving the political trust of individuals. When people feel like they understand the system better, they also know how to take back power. The reciprocity of power might thus improve when people understand the political system in a more extensive way.
With the inclusion of pan-European political parties the European political system might become easier to understand, which will possibly lead to a better understanding of the European institutions and thus will add to a more positive level of trust towards these institutions. But very little has been written on this topic in a pan-European political party context.


[bookmark: _Toc79656513]1.3 Pan-European parties
The concept of pan-European parties is a relatively new one, very little scholars have written about this phenomenon and therefore ambiguity in conceptualisation often occurs (Seeberg, 2020). According to Seeberg, pan-European political parties are political parties that are relating to, or involving in all or most nations in Europe (pp. 43-44). These pan-European parties establish themselves differently than classic European parties like the EPP and SandD (ibid.). Pan-European parties differ from other political parties when it comes to rhetoric and agenda shaping, as well as party incentives and structures (Kolster and Homeyer, 2021). According to Kolster and Homeyer pan-European parties have the intentions to make the European Parliament elections more visible (ibid). This new type of political party has a centralized European leadership that coordinate all of their political actions throughout Europe.
On the issue of rhetoric and agenda shaping, pan-European parties have a central European leadership that decides on the political choices that have to be made (Kolster and Homeyer, 2021). This thus happens at a European rather than a domestic level. For other European parties these decisions are being made by a coalition of parties, or European party families, which has proven to be less efficient (ibid). This is because European party families do not always have the same standpoints regarding political issues. It can for example happen that two different parties in the same European party family have a different stance on an issue and thus cannot find an agreement (Seeberg, 2020). The pan-European party can thus more efficiently make policy decisions (Kolster and Homeyer, 2021). 

Even though it is necessary for pan-European parties to have national chapters, the problem of differences between the member parties does not exist. Even though national party chapters must be created in each nation, these chapters can still not make their own policies (ibid.). The national chapters can create their own policy preferences, but they cannot differ much from the European standpoints. Thus their national chapters are not the same as the member parties of a European party family, which remain autonomous parties with distinctive personalities and ideologies. This problem is strengthened by a perception of policy paralysis at the EU level, owing to opposing national interests, notably on issues such as migration and Eurozone reform. Meanwhile, for European Parliament elections, European political parties have depended on lowest-common-denominator manifestos, which do not make for compelling campaigns (ibid.). As a result, its member parties frequently resort to running national campaigns that make little reference to EU policy and are viewed as "second-tier" national elections. So pan-European parties are the only political party that has the same story in all countries of Europe (ibid.).
Regarding the differences between pan-European parties and other political parties on the matter of party incentives and structures Kolster and Homeyer state the following. Pan-European parties perceive European politics from a transnational rather than a national viewing point. Pan-European parties strive to overcome national logic and agree on a pan-European platform from the start. Their ambition is to be represented in the European Parliament and, ultimately, to alter the EU fundamentally (pp. 10-12). Because they perceive all issues as fundamentally European, they continue to focus on changing the EU from the within the European Parliament. If its members are motivated by a desire for power, they must thus attempt to win European elections. (ibid.) 

[bookmark: _Toc79656514]1.4 The order of elections
The following section discuss voters' perceptions of elections. Because pan-European parties intend on changing the political structure, and thus also the hierarchy of elections, it is also necessary to find out how individuals hierarchize elections. On this matter, Carruba and Timpone (2005) claim that that different levels of elections can have an impact on individuals’ willingness to vote. According to them, individuals are more likely to vote when they feel like their vote is of any worth (ibid.). So, because voters feel like not all elections are of equal worthiness, people make different assessments about participating and voting in an election (Schmitt et al., 2020). When people feel like their vote has any worthiness, for example how much impact their votes will have on the outcome of elections or the influence one can have on policy, people tend to participate more and are more likely to vote (Carruba and Timpone, 2005). For that matter, voter turnout can really change between elections. For that matter the distinction between first- and second order elections has been made by several scholars (ibid.). These two concepts will now be presented in the following paragraphs. 
The right to create a cabinet is one of a legislator's most powerful duties in first-order elections (Schmitt et al., 2020). First order elections are thus elections that determine what president, or what parties, will be granted with mandate to govern in the national governmental bodies. This type of elections thus mainly focus on national issues (Schmitt and Teperolgou, 2017). People tend to participate more in national elections because they fully know how the system works, they see how them voting affects the outcomes, and they know that voting increases the chance of getting their policies of preference being implemented (Kostelka and Blais, 2018). In other words, in first-order elections citizens are familiar and agreeing with the impact the election has. Therefore they are more likely to participate and eventually vote. Because people participate more in this kind of elections the political trust have proofed to be higher with regards to national, or first-order elections (ibid.). Or, as Kostelka and Blais (2018) found out: voter turnout has a direct impacts on the level of trust. The main reason for this is because people feel heard and understood when being able to fully participate. When they then participate they have more trust that their vote really mattered (ibid.). Therefore we expect the effect of participating in first-order elections on political trust to be stronger than participating in second-order elections.
[bookmark: _3j2qqm3]Second-order elections on the other hands are called second order because citizens are comparing this election with the first-order election (Schmitt and Teperoglou, 2017). In other words, citizens perceive these type of elections on a national level rather than the level the elections are taking place. This shows when people decide on a party in a second-order election on the basis of liking one parties national party programmes or their performances in the national parliament (ibid.). For this matter, second-order elections are influenced by the sentiments of individuals and the outcomes of the national elections (ibid.). This can be perceived in different elections. Both the European Parliamentary election and the lower tier national or regional elections are being seen as second-order, or less important, elections by the voters (Schmitt et al.). Unlike national first-order elections, second-order elections thus have fewer impact on legislation according to voters (Kostelka and Blais, 2018). Therefore the voter turnouts of these elections are lower and people are less likely to participate. Because people do not participate they do not fully understand the meaning of the elections and might even lose trust in the second-order legislative organs (ibid.).  This is the matter for European Parliamentary elections because people regard this election as second-order and therefore participate less. 
Because we know that participation can increase understanding of elections and we also know that participation levels are lower for second-order elections, we can now ask ourselves if the introduction of a pan-European party will change the order of elections in a way that people gain more political trust on the European Parliament. By choosing a different approach then purely national political parties, pan-European parties choose to mainly focus on the European level of elections. There exists very little literature on how this approach might change the political trust levels of voters and therefore we now try to find conclusions on the added value of the new approach.
[bookmark: _Toc79656515]1.5 Hypotheses
With the concepts of trust, pan-European parties and the levels of elections explained in the previous paragraphs, the theory behind answering the research question: “To what extent would the introduction of pan-European parties affect trust rates of citizen and is this effect the same for both first- and second order elections?” Has been presented. To be able to fully answer the effects of the introduction of pan-European parties on the political trust of citizens we should hypothesize what would happen in line with the theory. Therefore in the following paragraph the effects that the different concept can have on the other concepts will be hypothesized. This paragraphs will therefore introduce three different hypothesis derived from the literature about what the expected effects will be. 
Because pan-European parties have the main goal of changing the political structure from a purely national focus to a more European one, this type of political party differs from the classical political parties that are more focussed on national issues (Kolster and Homeyer, 2021). Voters can only choose, in the current European parliamentary voting situation, between the domestic parties of their respective countries (ibid.). Because these parties are divided on European issues, they cannot properly function together as one homogenous political party in the existing continental party structure (Marsh and Norris, 1997). Therefore, these party families are not the most efficient and entities within the European democracy. Besides that, because these party families are just a cooperation between different national parties who have the same political orientation, it becomes unclear how the power between these parties is divided (Kolster and Homeyer, 2021). 
Shingles (1981) claims that the combination of policy effectiveness and politically untrustworthy institutions affects the amount of participation of citizens. People who have no faith in the system are less likely to vote in elections (ibid.). As a result, the institutionalization of an election system has a significant impact on trust rates. So lower trust in institutions, or political trust, leads to lower participation levels and thus lower social trust levels. These structures foster faith by holding members of society, including politicians, to standards and enforcing penalties against those who violate them (Freitag and Bühlmann, 2009). Institutions must enshrine principles, such as equity, justice, incorruptibility, non-partisanship, truthfulness, and openness as central norms to achieve more poltical trust, for that matter individuals are more likely to participate in elections and thus also get more social trust (Delhey and Newton, 2005). The only way to gain trust of the voter is to adhere to the rules and principles that voters have put on the politicians. Or in other words, try to invest in both higher levels of generalized and particularizedtrust.





But what would be the effect on trust when these type of parties become bigger and bigger? According to Kousser (2004), voters have difficulty comprehending the new European electoral system, which contributes to lower voter outcomes. This is due to the lack of knowledge about the European party structure (ibid.). When pan-European parties manage to play a role within the European elections, this might change (Seeberg, 2020). With the introduction of pan-European parties a shift in the current first- and second order election status quo might occur (Kolster and Homeyer, 2021). When individual voters start thinking about the European Parliamentary elections as a more first-order election because of the focus shift pan-European parties are advocating, the political trust rates are most likely to grow. Particularized trust rates are likely to grow because a more European focus also asks for a less exclusive society. When people’s focus is moving towards the European society, which is a bigger and more heterogeneous group of people, people might become more inclusive in who they trust. In other words, the introduction of pan-European parties will have effects on the relevance voters see in European elections, the willingness people have to participate and the trust voters have in the European democracy.
What the literature does not reflect on is what the effects of a pan-European political party will be on the levels of political trust and voting. The expectation is, when political parties make a better link between direct effects in an individual’s live and the European Parliament people might be voting more often and the political participation thus improves. Because pan-European political parties try to change the level where politics take place, we can expect that political trust in the European institutions increases because of the new type of political parties. The following hypotheses are thus formulated: 

Hypothesis 1: When pan-European political parties are included in the European party system individual voters see more relevance to the European Parliamentary elections.

Hypothesis 2: When pan-European political parties are included in the European party system individual voters get the feeling that voting in European Parliamentary elections is more valuable and thus participate more. 

Hypothesis 3: When pan-European political parties are included in the European party system, individual get more trust in European democracy.


[bookmark: _Toc79656516]1.5 Theoretical framework conclusion
We have now introduced the relevant concepts and theories for this study. In line with claims in the literature, three different hypothesis concerning the effect of pan-European political parties on trust rates have been presented. By now it has become clear what pan-European parties can add to the political system and what the expected effects on trust, when taking into account the differences between first and second order elections, could be. In the following chapter, the methodology chapter, will be presented how the data was gathered, how the issues regarding that data were eliminated, how the concepts discussed in the theoretical framework have been conceptualized and also will introduce the experimental basis of this study. 
[bookmark: _4i7ojhp][bookmark: _2xcytpi]

[bookmark: _Toc79656517]Chapter 2 Methodological framework
[bookmark: _Toc79656518]2.1 Research Design
Because there is no previous dataset available that aids in answering the research question, an online survey experiment was conducted in to be able to do this study. Besides that, conducting a survey experiment grants the researcher with the possibility of asking exactly what he or she wants to know. With specified questions the researcher can gather the data in a way that suits the research in the best way. The data is gathered by sending out a survey that was created and distributed using the software program Qualtrics was used. This tool allowed for easy creation and distribution of the survey. The next sub-sections of this chapter discuss both the disadvantages and the advantages of online survey experiments. They also discuss how the researcher approached issues related to the generalizability of the data and also how the data has been made usable for answering the research question.
[bookmark: _Toc79656519]2.1.1 Advantages of an online survey experiment
Establishing causality and generalizing data to a target population are not always the goals of scientific work (Sniderman, 2018), but they are central to the majority of social scientific work. However, when scholars want to identify a cause and effect relationship and ensure that their theory can be generalized beyond a narrow pool of subjects, then survey experiments can make a beneficial contribution. By design, survey experiments are both experimental studies that use random assignment to establish unbiased causal inferences and surveys that collect data through questionnaires (ibid.). The combination of both the survey and the experimental logic makes a survey experiment a valid method of gathering data. The experimental logic makes it possible to measure the effects a stimulus has on an experimental group while the survey strategy of gathering data makes it possible to receive this data when doing experiments in a non-laboratory setting. Throughout the natural and social sciences, researchers employ experimental designs to combat the challenges posed by the fundamental problem of causal inference. For one variable to be said to “cause” another, three conditions generally must be met: 1) the two variables must co-vary, whether over time or across units of analysis; 2) the cause must precede the effect in time; and 3) the relationship between the cause and effect must not be explainable through a third variable, which would render the association false (Yeager et al., 2019). This will be discussed in the following paragraphs


There are multiple benefits of using an online survey experiment to conduct research. In addition to the benefit indicated by Sniderman (2018) that people do not have to enter a laboratory to participate, respondents are also often less intimidated by online survey experiments than face-to-face questionnaires (Brinkman, 2000). This is an advantage because it becomes easier to increase participation. The online distribution of the survey experiment allows individuals to decide where and when they answer the survey experiment (Johnston, 2008). Additionally, the researcher is not present during an online survey, and, therefore, the respondents do not have to worry about the judgement of the researcher. For example, Brinkman (2000) states that the intonation of a researcher can influence a respondent’s answers. This is the reason why in this study the online survey has been used. For this research it was the easiest way of contacting people in times of COVID-19 regulations without breaking the laws. Besides that, knowing that the researcher has a strong opinion on pan-European parties, it was best not to gather data using a face-to-face method. This could have had a bias effect on the data that is being gathered.
Another reason for conducting in the online survey is that it is easier to ensure the privacy of the respondents because there is a stronger guarantee of anonymity. The amount of anonymity plays a big role when the survey experiment topic is about sensitive items. Because voting behaviour and trust can be perceived as private topics, the online survey experiment applies to the context of this research (ibid.). The anonymity of online survey experiments should make it easier for respondents to provide open and honest answers. Because of the online survey setup of this research, respondents are thus likely to have answered the questions more freely because of the online setting. Questions about political orientation can be seen as a bit personal and therefore, in the case of this study, it has proven to be better to conduct in an online survey. When studying the sensitive topic of this study of political standpoints, it can be useful to include the answer category “I do not know/ I do not want to answer”. This is because respondents will feel less when pressure answering the questions and will not be forced to answer something they do not have an opinion or thought on. In other words, adding the additional answer category will make the survey experiment more ethical and truthful. That thus has also been done in this study by giving respondents the option of not answering the more sensitive questions like if people voted and their highest educational level.
Surveys are also a convenient method of researching because they provide respondents with standardized answers. Survey experiments allow for an extensive amount of data to be collected on a large population, which can create a high level of external representativeness of the research. This makes survey experiments a good method for making comparisons both between cases and (groups of) individuals. Survey experiment data can also be used with little effort to conduct research; it has few limitations, has the potential to reach a large number of people, and can easily be transferred to a statistical program for further analysis (Brinkman, 2000). Compared to other methods of data collection, survey experiments enable data collection that has the potential to replicate the exact attributes of the larger population. Furthermore, because of the relatively high level of representativeness, it is often easier to find statistically significant results with online surveys than with other data gathering methods. 
The possibility of a third variable occurring is the key reason experiments are known as the golden standard for inferring causality (Rubin, 2005). Experiments are a method of addressing third variables and potentially illegitimate relationships. The researcher randomly assigns experimental subjects to conditions, and treatments are administered as in any other experiment. However, the participants are not generally required to come to a laboratory to participate. Experiments are infinitely more practical when the representative samples are not required to convene in a single location. Researchers evaluate a unit of analysis before and after treatment, relative to the evaluation of a control group (do not receive the treatment), and then draw inferences from the pre and post evaluations and subject comparisons. Researchers may also use a between-group design in which subjects are randomly assigned to groups that receive different experimental treatments, often including a control condition (Rubin, 2005). This advantage of causation is well known across the social sciences, but the third variable problem has distinguished itself because of the lack of sound approaches to resolving it (ibid.). In this study the between-group design has been used. Respondents got randomly assigned to a random group, control or experimental, and were given a different treatment based on the group they were in. Because of the experimental setup one can assume that the effects that are found are only due to the treatment people are given. This is because the groups, because of the random selection, can be assumed to be the same and therefore the experiment people are in is the only variation between groups. Therefore the effects found can be completely based on the experimental treatment.
Experiments are ideal for taking advantage of quickly unfolding opportunities embedded in real-world events. Mutz (2011) identifies them as “firehouse studies” that are executed quickly in response to naturally occurring and often unpredictable events facilitated by the existence of infrastructure to sample and contact respondents. In the past, opportunities for studies of this kind were scarce because of the substantial time needed to contact appropriate samples and send studies into the field. Because internet-based survey panels have already established contact with potential participants and often have gathered extensive demographics in advance as well, it is possible to contact a large number of respondents quickly as events arise that researchers wish to study. This study uses an experimental survey in which respondents are asked about their trust rates and then, after reading a vignette about  a non-existing election, are questioned about whether or not it gave them a higher levels of trust. This method aims to identify whether or not the way people experience elections has an impact on the trust individuals have towards first and second-order elections. Additionally, it identifies if, at all, Pan-European parties could have a positive impact on voters' trust.
[bookmark: _Toc79656520]2.1.2 Disadvantages of an online survey experiment
Online survey experiments are not entirely advantageous; they have some disadvantages and therefore is not the perfect research method. For example, there is a tendency for controversial questions to be answered imprecisely. This is because respondents can experience difficulties recalling the related information, and, therefore, the respondents can base their answers on different viewpoints. Additionally, individuals can feel ashamed of their opinion and prevent themselves from answering honestly. Johnston (2008) states that these problems can be solved by asking the questions in an unbiased manner and clarifying that there are no wrong answers. Moreover, it is difficult to identify topics that can avoid introducing bias into the data.
Another problem with survey experiments is that they use survey sampling methods to produce a collection of experimental subjects that are representative of the target population for a particularized theory, whether that population is a country, state, or social group (Yeager et al., 2019). The population represented by the sample should be representative of the population to which the researcher intends to extend his or her findings. However, difficulties may arise when finding or creating representative samples from different populations. Multiple critics have questioned the extent to which the usual subjects in social science experiments resemble broader, more diverse populations. Critics asked themselves, for example, if “college sophomores, who most likely participate in these kinds of studies, may not be people” (Mutz, 2011). Thus, the sample should be as representative as possible. One way of accomplishing this is through random selection and using a large sample size (ibid.). A large sample size improves the chances of having a more realistic sample because there when more people partake in the research, the average will be closer to the average of the population. Using random selection with a larger sample size improves the chance of securing participants on both ends of a spectrum who then balance each other (Johnston, 2008). Because of the limitations of this research this study did not have the time and money of gathering a big sample of people. This have led to not having perfect representative groups of respondents. It has been tried to get an as representative group as possible by inviting certain groups, that were expected of being underrepresented, more actively then others. These groups were lower educated and older people. In this study it has been done by sending the questionnaire to former classmates and co-workers of whom the researcher knew they had lower educational levels. Because this did not fully solve the problem of representativeness, the underrepresented groups were weighted by SPSS making use of the “weigh cases” function in a way the underrepresentation was being solved. This function namely looks if the sample is representative and if not, changes the weights of the different variables to make them more generalized (Allen, 2017).
	


An additional disadvantage of survey experiments is the possibility of receiving unclear data because respondents interpret the questions and categories differently or forget to answer questions (Brinkman, 2000). To limit the potential of including unclear questions and categories, a small group of people were asked to pilot the study before it was sent out. These people gave feedback on the survey and when their advice on improving the questionnaire have been used to better specify the questions. Thus, unclear questions and non-exclusive answer categories were identified and removed from the questionnaire. To address the issue of unanswered questions, the format of the survey was adjusted; paging was used instead of scrolling. Paging is a way of presenting data on separate pages and therefore people will see all questions on their screens while answering. With paging, respondents appear to have less risk of skipping the answer to a question (Brinkman, 2000). Another risk in conducting survey experiment research is that respondents may not be aware of their behaviour or attitudes and have a lack of memory. Therefore respondents may become less honest when answering the questions and might become bored when the questionnaire is too long (Johnston, 2008). To avoid this, the survey experiment is designed to be as short as possible.
However, the most prevalent disadvantage in conducting survey experiment research is the risk of having a high amount of non-response. According to Brinkman (2000), response rates for online survey experiments are typically low. A more personal approach in contacting people might improve the response rates. Therefore, the researcher sought people within their (online) network to share and answer the questionnaire. This allowed for more people to see the invitation to participate and for a large amount of data to be collected. Another method used to improve the response rates was sending reminders to people to answer the survey. Thus, people who had doubt about participating would receive a final incentive to complete the survey. This reminder also increased the amount of response. However, this did not entirely solve the selection bias. To fix biases, the study was conducted in both ex-ante  and ex-post methods. 
As an ex-ante method, the survey was shared through different methods: Facebook, WhatsApp, LinkedIn, and mailing lists from the researcher’s previous and current and employers (this occurred with consent from the employers). Additionally, the survey was posted on a website where people who were interested in answering the questions could participate. People also agreed to answer the survey and then forward it to others who might be interested. These distribution methods allowed people outside of the researcher’s network to be included in the experiment. To acquire a more representative sample, the ex-post approach involved examining the data of the overall population of the Netherlands. By comparing the relative numbers on gender, educational level and age in my survey with the real relative number, the researcher could target people who were lacking in the data. When this appears to be unachievable, cases are weighed to remedy the lack of some respondent groups. For example, if women are underrepresented, less importance is placed on the variable of men and more importance is placed on the variable of women. To accomplish this, all three groups are analysed individually. When identifying that, for example, the effects of the proximity of voting on women are different than on men, the differences between the groups are identified and included in the analysis.
An issue with the lack of survey response is that data errors can occur. This is because the survey respondents may have different characteristics than the individuals that did not participate. This can lead to studying a biased sample of society (Johnston, 2008). This problem is likely because the researcher was only able to invite people from within their network, who are mostly highly educated individuals, to participate in the survey experiment. Not only does this affect the representativeness of the sample but it may also influence research variables related to individual characteristics. The representativeness of the sample and its limitations are discussed in the following section. 
The last problem with survey experiments is the problem of non-successful manipulation. This occurs when a researcher is trying to manipulate how respondents feel about something on the basis of being manipulated by the experimental design (Allen, 2017). In other words, this would mean that the only reason why respondents have shown the behaviour that they did because of the treatment (ibid.). The biggest disadvantage of an online survey experiment is that the researcher cannot know for sure if the occurred effect is fully due to the manipulation. For example when someone is answering the questionnaire and the respondent is in a bad mood, the answers can be more negative then when the weather would have been better (ibid.). In the situation of a survey experiment this can be a problem when the questions and the supporting texts are nudging people in a certain way. When respondents being nudged, influenced to feel something, the effect of the manipulation will be in- or decreased. For that reason, the survey has been written in a as neutral as possible way. Therefore the survey experiment did not have any value or meaning giving words or sentiments in it.
[bookmark: _Toc79656521]2.2 Population and data collection
Because it is not practical to send survey experiments to all possible respondents in the Netherlands, a sample of people from or with connections to the researcher’s network was selected. This was done to ensure that the response rates would be as high as possible. The ambassador approach was used; the researcher emphasised how receiving data from the network would personally benefit them. Because people are willing to personally help the researcher, they are open to answering the questionnaire. Additionally, the invitational message stated that all the answers would be processed anonymously and that no answers are viewed as wrong.


As a personal approach is beneficial for the amount of response, many people were approached on an individual basis. To create an incentive for people to complete the survey, several private messages inquiring about participation and a direct link to the questionnaire were sent. In addition to individual messages, the message and link were posted in as many Facebook groups as possible. The researcher joined multiple local Facebook groups of regions they used to live or study in, which comprised mostly people with limited educated. These groups compensated for the large amount of data collected from within the researcher’s university environment.
A sample drawn from the researcher’s personal network has some clear advantages. In comparison to probability sampling techniques, it is very time and cost-friendly. However, the limitation of only contacting people from or close to a network is that the sample is often biased. For example, this survey experiment would not easily spread to individuals with limited education in areas where the researcher never lived or studied. Therefore, the data is linked to areas and level of education. Thus, the main disadvantage is that there is no data on the more western areas of the Netherlands because the researcher has few contacts there. The researcher attempted to reduce this limitation by sending the questionnaire to local Facebook groups to acquire respondents with limited education. Furthermore, to reduce the degree of regionality, all the respondents were asked to share the survey with others. When these issues are not addressed they can undermine the possibility of making valid generalizations. In the next section, the representativeness of the study sample is discussed when comparing with the data from the Centraal Bureau van de Statistiek (CBS) on the Dutch population.
 
[bookmark: _Toc79656522]2.2.1 Representativeness of the dataset
The questionnaire had a total of 198 respondents. According to the CBS (2021), in 2021, the Netherlands had 17,407,585 inhabitants. Of those people, 49 per cent are male and 51 per cent are female. The respondents of this study comprise 113 males and 84 females. One individual reported being of the “other” group. Thus, 57 per cent of my respondents are male and 43 per cent are female. Therefore, the sample does not fully represent the whole population. The following figure shows the comparison between the CBS data and the data derived from this survey concerning gender.
[bookmark: _Toc74813196][bookmark: _Toc75245396][bookmark: _Toc79656523]Figure 1: Percentage male/female

In addition to the representation of gender, the representation of age must also be investigated. According to the CBS (2021), in 2020 the average age in the Netherlands was 42.2-years-old. The average age of the survey respondents is 36-years-old. This indicates that there is an overrepresentation of younger inhabitants of the Netherlands. It should be noted that respondents below the age of 18 were not included in the sample. This is because this group cannot vote in elections. Due to this, the average age of the sample is significantly overrepresented because there is a larger representation amongst students aged between 18 and 25. 
[bookmark: _Toc74813197][bookmark: _Toc75245397][bookmark: _Toc79656524]Figure 2: Percentage of age groups

Furthermore, the CBS determined that in 2021, 67% of the Dutch population had a lower or average educational level and 33% was highly educated. In the study sample, 52% of participants had a lower or average education and 48% was highly educated. This indicates that the data is not representative regarding the education level of the Dutch population. The sample over-represents the highly educated and underrepresented individuals with a lower and average education. The classification the CBS uses for lower education (basisonderwijs, LBO, VMBO, MAVO), average education (MBO, HAVO, VWO), and higher education (HBO, WO, PhD) was used as a basis for examining the data.
[bookmark: _Toc74813198][bookmark: _Toc75245398][bookmark: _Toc79656525]Figure 3: Percentage of educational levels

The comparison between the CBS data and the data from this survey demonstrates that regarding gender, age, and level of education, the study sample is not representative of the population of the Netherlands. This is most likely because the sample is relatively small and some groups of people have had little chance to answer the questionnaire. Additionally, it might be due to the use of a convenience sample. As previously states, a convenience sample can lead to biased data, as potential respondents were selected based on their accessibility and proximity to the researcher. This means that generalizations about the Dutch population should be made with caution. Furthermore, the overrepresentation present in the data suggests that the effects of a certain group can be exaggerated, and the effects of underrepresented groups can be underestimated. For example, since men are overrepresented in the sample, the effect of being male can be overestimated, and the effect of being female can be under exaggerated. That is why the survey data has been weight in order to make the data more representative. By doing this the underrepresented groups will get more weight and the overrepresented groups will be reduced in their weight regarding the data. In other words, when we have one male and two females in the dataset, and want a 50/50 share of both, we would give the male respondent a weight of times 2. For that matter the differences between groups are being tackled. 
Ultimately, overrepresentation and underrepresentation of certain groups within the dataset make it difficult to make generalizations about the target population of the research. Moreover, it also can affect other research variables within the dataset. Trust, for example, is related to age, gender, and level of education (Freitag and Bühlmann, 2009). 


As these variables are not representative of the research population, it might become difficult to identify an effect of social capital that is similar to the real effect. This also applies to generalized trust attitudes, as Levi and Stoker (2000) found that a higher amount of generalized trust can be affected by age, gender, and education level. In the following chapter, the limitations of a non-representative dataset will be further reflected upon along with the statistical analysis and discussion of the data. The following table summarizes the data discussed above:
[bookmark: _Toc74813199][bookmark: _Toc75245399][bookmark: _Toc79656526]Table 2: Percentages of control variables
	Variable
	Category
	Study data
	CBS data

	Gender
	Male
	 48,3%
	49%

	
	Female
	51,7%
	51%

	Age
	0-40
	44,7 %
	47 %

	
	41-65
	36,6 %
	34%

	
	66+
	18,7 %
	20

	Level of education
	Lower education
	35,9 %
	30 %

	
	Average education
	35,9 %
	40 %

	
	Higher education
	28,2 %
	30 %


The distribution of people into the experimental groups tends to have some problems regarding the percentage of men or women. The differences are not big enough that this can create issues regarding the analysis. In the appendix A2 the table concerning this percentage is presented.

[bookmark: _Toc79656527]2.3 Operationalization 
The following section discusses the operationalization of the dependent, independent, and control variables. The hypotheses formulated in Chapter 1 and their supporting theories are linked to the survey questions that align with them. The complete survey experiment (in Dutch) can be found in the Appendix, Section A1. For a detailed overview of the variables’ descriptive statistics, please consult Table 3.
[bookmark: _Toc79656528]2.3.1 Dependent variable; Experiment
The dependent variable in this research are based on the experiment that is being conducted in. In other words, the effects of the addition of a Pan-European party on trust rates were tested. Three groups were created that consisted of randomly assigned respondents; this was done to test for score deviation between groups. The experimental treatment consisted of a fictional news article about a party winning votes in an election. The first article, which was given to the control group, talked about a Dutch political party winning votes in the European Parliamentary elections. The remaining two articles addressed other topics: a European party receiving multiple votes in more than one member state and a European party receiving only votes in the Netherlands. Because the literature review indicated that the occurrence of a pan-European party could have an effect on how people perceive politics, the experiment is intending to find out if this really is happening. The three different text will now be presented in both English:
Dutch party winning seats in European election: 
In next week's upcoming European elections, "party x" looks set to win a lot of votes in the Netherlands. The leader of "Party X" has indicated that a vote for her party can make a big difference to the direction of the European Union. With the number of votes obtained, the party gains influence in the European Parliament. This is evident from the latest polls by research firm Ipsos commissioned by the NOS.
European party winning seats in European election, but only in the Netherlands:
In next week's upcoming European elections, "party x" looks set to win a lot of votes in the Netherlands. The leader of "Party X" has indicated that a vote for her party can make a big difference to the direction of the European Union. "Party X" also participates in the European elections in other Member States, but they have little chance of winning votes there. But with the number of votes won in the Netherlands, the party certainly gains influence in the European Parliament. This is evident from the latest polls by research firm Ipsos commissioned by the NOS.


European party winning seats in European election, in more than one member state:
In next week's upcoming European elections, "party x" looks set to win a lot of votes in the Netherlands. The leader of "Party X" has indicated that a vote for her party can make a big difference to the direction of the European Union. 'Party X' is also taking part in the European elections in other Member States and seems to be getting a lot of votes here too. With the number of votes obtained in the Netherlands and the other Member States of the European Union, the party will certainly gain influence in the European Parliament. This is evident from the latest polls by research firm Ipsos commissioned by the NOS.
After the respondents read the articles, they were asked to answer questions regarding the three hypotheses. This process can indicate if a European political party can have added value within the political system. All three groups were presented the same set of statements after reading the fictional articles and were asked to respond on them:
· In hoeverre ziet u de relevantie van deze verkiezing; To what extent do you think this election is relevant (0 = not at all, 100 = completely).
· In hoeverre heeeft u vertrouwen dat uw stem van waarde is in deze verkiezingen; To what extent do you feel like your vote is worth somehting in this election (0 = not at all, 100 = completely).
· In hoeverre heeft u vertrouwen in de democratie van de Europese Unie na deze verkiezingen; To what extent do you have trust in European democracy after this election (0 = not at all, 100 = completely).
[bookmark: _Toc79656529]2.3.2 Independent variables
Social trust
As expressed in the theoretical framework, the amount of social trust largely depends on how high the levels of social trust are (Freitag and Bühlmann, 2009). When people have a high amount of individual trust they tend to have higher social trust. Kawachi et al. (2004) state, “individuals who have more trust in groups other than their own, tend to be more trusting towards institutions”. Therefore, a scale in which a higher level of individual trust can be identified and used as a variable in the regression analysis was created. The scale was largely based on survey experiment research by van Ooijen (2018). The categories and the measuring scale were slightly adjusted for this study. To increase the accuracy of the measurement scale, a 10-point scale instead of a 6-point scale. On this scale, 0 is completely disagree and 10 is fully agree. The following questions were asked in the survey experiment:
· Je kunt niet voorzichtig genoeg zijn in de omgang met mensen (You should be too careful in dealing with people)
· Mensen zijn van nature eerlijk (People are honest from their nature)
· Kunt u aangeven in welke mate u mensen van verschillende groepen vertrouwt of niet vertrouwt? (Can you please indicate how much you trust people from various groups?)
· Uw familie (Your family)
· Uw buren (Your neighbours)
· Uw vrienden (Your friends)
· Uw collega’s (Your colleagues)
· Mensen die u voor het eerst ontmoet (People you meet for the first time)
· Mensen van een andere religie (People from another religion)
· Mensen van een andere nationaliteit (People with another nationality) 
 
Poltical trust
The theoretical framework indicates that trust also depends on whether or not individuals trust the institutions. Therefore, a need arises to create a measurement scale to identify the levels of poltical trust in the Netherlands. This measurement scale must address as many different relevant institutions. Devos et al. (2002) state that trust in institutions refers to the faith or support people feel towards various institutions. If someone trusts an institution, it implies that he or she believes that this collective entity, is competent, fulfils its obligations, and acts with responsibility (ibid.). Thus, Trusting an institution entails believing that the institution is reliable, observes rules and regulations, works well, and serves the general interest; the notion of trust exceeds whether individuals have a positive or negative attitude towards an institution or whether they approve or disapprove of it. Trust refers to a set of beliefs or expectations rather than to a purely affective reaction (ibid.). It should be noted that this is only applicable when society perceives the institutions as just, incorruptible, and nonpartisan. In practice, this means that institutions improve trust rates and can advocate for trust in other people when they can support the actions of fair and honest individuals. Hardin (1992, pp.160-161) stated this: “Trust is underwritten by a strong government to enforce contracts and to punish theft. Without such a government, cooperation would be nearly impossible and trust would be irrational”. Therefore, solely asking respondents how they feel about institutions and their level of trust in them can be viewed as a reliable method of determining an individual’s amount of poltical trust.
The institutions considered are the educational system, the judicial system, the media (TV, radio, and newspapers), the police, the political system, religious institutions, the army, the health care system, and the economic system. This measure is taken from Devos et al. (2002) because it has proven to be a valid method to measure poltical trust. Additionally, they claim that these variables cover the entire scope of issues concerning trust (ibid.). The respondents were asked to answer the following questions by selecting a number between 0 (I have absolutely no trust in this institution) and 10 (I fully trust this institution). Trust in institutions: Kunt u aangeven in welke mate u de volgende instellingen vertrouwt of niet vertrouwt? (Can you please indicate to what extent you trust the following institutions?) 
· Het onderwijssysteem (the educational system)
· De rechtspraak (the judicial system)
· Televisiezenders (Television)
· Kranten (newspapers)
· De politie (the police)
· Religieuze instituten (religious institutions)
· Het leger (the army)
· Het zorgverzekeringsstelsel (the health care system)
· Het economische systeem (the economic system)
Second-order elections
To test if there exists a difference between the levels of social and political trust between first- and second-order elections respondents were asked to react to the following statements from 0 (I do not agree) to 10 (I fully agree). This needs to be tested because the literature expects people to be more positive about the first-order election then the second-order election. So for that matter we can use this insight to test the hypotheses about the added value of pan-European political parties in the European party system. The following will be asked from the respondents:
· Nationale politici geven om mijn mening (National politicians care about my opinion)
· Nationale politici nemen mijn mening mee in hun beleidsvoorstellen (National politicians take my opinion into account when making policy)
· Ik heb het gevoel dat ik Nationale politici kan bestraffen, in verkiezingstijd, als ze mijn mening niet juist behandelen (I feel like I can punish national politicians when they treat my opinion poorly)
· Europese politici geven om mijn mening (European politicians care about my opinion)
· Europese politici gebruiken nemen mijn mening mee in hun beleidsvoorstellen (European politicians take my opinion into account when making policy)
· Ik heb het gevoel dat ik Europese politici kan bestraffen, in verkiezingstijd, als ze mijn mening niet juist behandelen (I feel like I can punish European politicians when they treat my opinion poorly) 


[bookmark: _Toc79656530]2.3.3 Control variables
An observed correlation between an independent and dependent variable can be the result of other factors (i.e. spurious factors). Therefore, certain variables remain constant so that the researcher can accurately identify the effect of the independent variable on the dependent variable. Such variables are referred to as control variables and can best be described as a variable held constant to minimize its effect on the dependent variable (‘t Hart et al., 2009). To ensure the independent variables are related to social and political trust, three individual characteristics were controlled: gender, age, and level of education. 
Gender 
To determine someone’s gender, respondents were asked the following question: 
· Wat is uw geslacht? (What is your gender?)
· Vrouw (Female)
· Man (Male)
· Anders (Other) 
The gender variable is coded into a dummy variable, with the female category coded as 1 and the male category coded as 0.
Age 
To measure someone’s age, respondents were asked the following question:
· Wat is uw leeftijd? (What is your age?) 
Respondents entered their age numerically. Therefore, the measurement level is a ratio. For adding a weight value to the dataset regarding age groups, the ratio data was transformed into ordinal groups. The ordinal age variable was only used for the weighing of the data. In the analysis the ratio variables is being used.
Level of Education 
To measure the level of education, respondents were asked the following question: 
· Wat is uw hoogst genoten opleiding? (What is the highest level of education you have completed?)
· Basisonderwijs Lager beroepsonderwijs (LBO, VMBO)
· Middelbaar algemeen voorbereidend onderwijs (MAVO)
· Middelbaar beroepsonderwijs (MBO)
· Hoger algemeen voorbereidend, wetenschappelijk onderwijs (HAVO, VWO)
· Hoger beroepsonderwijs (HBO)
· Wetenschappelijk onderwijs (WO)
· Post wetenschappelijk onderwijs (PhD)
· Weet niet/wil ik niet zeggen (Do not know/ do not want to say)
The final two categories were coded as unanswered. The education variable is recoded into a dummy variable, with lower education as the baseline category. The classification of lower education (basisonderwijs, LBO, VMBO, MAVO), average education (MBO, HAVO, VWO), and higher education (HBO, WO, PhD) was based on the CBS’s (2021) classification.
Level of participation
Another control variable is whether or not people have voted in national and European elections. The main risk in asking people if they voted in an election is the possibility of having missing answers because people were not legally able to vote in the last elections. However, because both the European and the national elections have recently taken place this issue has little impact on the amount of missing data, even though the researcher accounted for the possibility that people did not vote because they were not legally able to. In addition to asking respondents whether or not they voted, they are also asked to hierarchise the elections to identify whether or not there is a relation. The following questions are asked in the survey experiment:
· Heeft u gestemd in de laatste Europese verkiezingen in 2019? (Did you vote in the last European parliamentary elections of 2019?)
· ja (Yes)
· nee (No)
· ik was niet stemgerechtigd (I was legally not able to)
· Heeft u gestemd in de laatste Tweede Kamer verkiezingen in 2021 ? (Did you vote in the last Dutch parliamentary elections of 2021?)
· ja (Yes)
· nee (No)
· ik was niet stemgerechtigd (I was legally not able to)
The following table presents an overview of the descriptive statistics of all discussed variables. The variable N, minimum, maximum, mean and standard deviation are given. The percentage of the relevant group, as part of the total variable N, is included for the dummy variables. By using descriptive statistics, odd values are identified and can subsequently be dealt with. Odd data can be found when respondents have answered something that has more than 3 standard deviations distance from the mean term. These odd data values have then been deleted from the dataset in order to have cleaner results. Additionally, descriptive statistics ensure that values that should be coded “missing” are coded as such and clarify the answering pattern of a specific variable. Moreover, they check the data to identify parts that are suitable for more advanced statistical analysis (Te Grotenhuis and Matthijsen, 2011). It is likely that because there is a large number of variables about trust in government, multicollinearity occurs. This means that similar variables explain the same part of the variance in the data. If multicollinearity is not addressed, the results of this research can be overestimated and, therefore, scientifically unreliable. A solution to this issue is discussed in the following chapter.
[bookmark: _Toc74813204][bookmark: _Toc75245404][bookmark: _Toc79656531]Table 3: Descriptive values of control-, dependent- and independent variables
	
	N
	Minimum
	Maximum
	Mean or percentage
	Std

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	Dependent variable
	
	
	
	
	

	Election is relevant
	175
	2.00
	98.00
	59.5
	22.3

	Worthiness of voting
	176
	1.00
	99.00
	55.6
	23.8

	 Trust in European democracy
	 185
	1.00
	95.00
	52.8
	24.2

	Independent variable
	
	
	
	
	

	Voting matters -Tweede Kamer
	203
	10.00
	100.00
	76.9
	21.3

	Voting matters - European elections
	204
	 0.00
	100.00
	58.1
	27.7

	Trust in – Family
	202
	51.00
	100.00
	91.2
	10.5

	Trust in – Neighbours
	206
	5.00
	100.00
	63.4
	20.1

	Trust in – Friends
	203
	47.00
	100.00
	86.5
	11.5

	Trust in – Coworkers
	198
	16.00
	100.00
	68.3
	16.1

	Trust in - People you meet for the first time
	206
	 0.00
	100.00
	49.7
	21.4

	Trust in - People with a different religion
	202
	5.00
	100.00
	63.3
	17.8

	Trust in - People with a different nationality
	201
	20.00
	100.00
	63.8
	16.3

	You need to carefully handle other people
	202
	 0.00
	100.00
	45.2
	24.1

	People are naturally honest
	204
	 0.00
	100.00
	58.3
	21.7

	Trust in institution - Educational system
	204
	20.00
	100.00
	69.0
	15.3

	Trust in institution - System of law
	201
	20.00
	100.00
	76.9
	16.4

	Trust in institution - Tv channels
	205
	 0.00
	100.00
	54.2
	21.2

	Trust in institution – Newspapers
	205
	7.00
	100.00
	64.2
	18.4

	Trust in institution - Religious institutes
	206
	0.00
	100.00
	41.3
	24.3

	Trust in institution - The army
	206
	0.00
	100.00
	64.7
	22.5

	Trust in institution - Healthcare system
	205
	0.00
	100.00
	55.3
	22.5

	Trust in institution - Economic system
	206
	0.00
	100.00
	54.5
	23.2

	National politicians care about my opinion
	204
	0.00
	100.00
	51.0
	23.4

	National politicians take my opinion into account when making policies
	201
	0.00
	100.00
	47.7
	22.6

	I can whistle back national politicians
	203
	0.00
	100.00
	36.7
	24.7

	European politicians care about my opinion
	203
	0.00
	100.00
	36.3
	23.8

	European politicians take my opinion into account when making policies
	202
	0.00
	100.00
	33.8
	23.2

	I can whistle back European politicians
	195
	0.00
	79.00
	22.9
	19.4

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	Experiment 1 National party in European elections
	
	
	
	
	

	Experiment 1 - Election is relevant
	65
	2.00
	98.00
	61.4
	21.8

	Experiment 1 - Worthiness of voting
	64
	1.00
	99.00
	55.2
	24.5

	Experiment 1 - I trust European Parliament's democracy
	64
	1.00
	95.00
	52.0
	25.0

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	Experiment 2 Pan European party with votes only in the Netherlands
	
	
	
	
	

	Experiment 2 - Election is relevant
	65
	2.00
	98.00
	64.3
	30.0

	Experiment 2 – Worthiness of voting
	64
	1.00
	99.00
	59.6
	29.1

	Experiment 2 - I trust European Parliament's democracy
	65
	1.00
	95.00
	56.5
	27.8

	Experiment 3 Pan European party with votes all over Europe
	
	
	
	
	

	Experiment 3 - Election is relevant
	66
	2.00
	98.00
	70.5
	25.3

	Experiment 3 - Worthiness of voting
	65
	1.00
	99.00
	66.8
	25.5

	Experiment 3 - I trust European Parliament's democracy
	66
	1.00
	95.00
	61.4
	25.9

	Control variable
	
	
	
	
	

	Gender (dummy)
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	Female
	103
	0
	0
	51.7
	0.00

	Male
	96
	1
	1
	48.3
	0.00

	Age
	197
	16
	76
	35.93
	5.76

	Education
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	Higher education
	56
	2
	2
	28.2
	0

	Average education
	71
	1
	1
	35.9
	0

	Lower education
	71
	0
	0
	35.9
	0

	Voted in 2019 European election
	188
	0
	1
	0.79
	0.43

	Voted in 2021 Dutch election
	196
	0
	1
	0.95
	0.23



[bookmark: _Toc79656532]2.4 Data analysis
Linear regression was used to analyse and evaluate the acquired data and determine if the theoretically stated independent factors predicted the dependent variable; a dependent variable is predicted by independent factors. The dependent variable being assessed is trust. The independent variables are the proximity of voting and the levels of generalized and particularized trust. This type of analysis can be beneficial and is appropriate to determine the validity of a set of variables. Whether the independent variables (predictors) are continuous, discrete, or a combination of the two is dependent on a mix of continuous and discontinuous data. 
	The main assumption of linear regression analysis is that the outcome variable is not dichotomous but continuous and, thus, does not consist of a set outcome. Because the survey uses only questions with a range between 0 and 100, the linear regression will not exceed these numbers. When a respondent indicates an answer near 0, they express unhappiness or scepticism about the item topic. When a respondent indicates an answer near 100, they express happiness and positivity about the item topic.

[bookmark: _Toc79656533]2.5 Factor analysis
[bookmark: _32hioqz]Because one can assume that some variables could have a multicollinearity problem one should try to filter these overlapping variables out. To be able to do such, I did a factor analysis. The concept behind factor analysis is that a large number of observable and visible variables may be reduced to a smaller number of unobservable latent variables that share a common variance (Bartholomew, Knott, and Moustaki, 2011). These unobservable considerations are only abstract formulas that are used to represent variables that aren't evaluated directly (ibid.) For e.g, scores on an oral presentation and an interview test can be grouped under the heading of "verbal ability"; the latter may be inferred from the former but is not specifically evaluated in this situation. When doing such an analysis, we look for relations between variables to ensure that indicators that calculate the same thing are grouped, thus addressing the problem of multicollinearity. However, to be able to solve all issues concerning multicollinearity, we also need to pay attention to possible cross-loading variables. Cross-loading variables are variables that show, after being included in the factor analysis, to explain the same variance. When such a situation occurs, one can take one of the cross-loading variables out and thus solve the problem of multicollinearity (Bartholomew, Knott and Moustaki, 2011).
To analyze the data, I conducted in a principal components factor analysis. This basically means that all factors taken out of the factor analysis should exceed eigenvalues greater than 1. To improve the different factor loadings and to make factors easier to identity and interpret, I made use of a orthogonal rotational method. By doing this the different factors will improve. SPSS clustered and grouped the variables loading on one of the factors together. So when the variables are taken into the factor analysis, not show any signs of factor-loading and are grouped together, one can assume these variables belong together and can be used for analyzing their effects on trust rates.
The variables taken into the factor analysis for particularized trust are the variables that asked people about their trust in individuals, while this was the base particularized trust to exist. The variables taken into account asked the respondents about their trust in: family members, neighbours, friends, co-workers, people you meet the first time, people with other religions, people with a different nationality, you need to be careful when dealing with people and people are honest by nature.
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[bookmark: _Toc74813207][bookmark: _Toc75245407][bookmark: _Toc79656534]Table 4: factor analysis social trust
	Factor
	1
	2

	Variables
	 
	 

	Trust in family members
	- 0.102
	0.681

	Trust in neighbours
	0.275
	0.608

	Trust in friends
	0.258
	0.686

	Trust in co-workers
	0.298
	0.738

	Trust in people you meet the first time
	0.639
	0.324

	Trust in people with other religions
	0.818
	0.071

	Trust in people with a different nationality
	0.880
	0.046

	You need to be careful when dealing with people
	0.401
	- 0.254

	People are honest by nature
	0.495
	0.193


Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis
Rotation method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization
Therefore, after the factor analysis I have ended up with two different factors that explain different variance of the social trust, namely the first factor with social trust about close people; consisting of family members, neighbours, friends and co-workers and thus can, according to the literature particularized trust. The second factor will be named as the generalized trust with non-close people and consist of: people you meet the first time, people with other religions, people with a different nationality, you need to be careful when dealing with people and people are honest by nature. We now can use these factors in the linear regression analysis. This links to the theory of Freitag and Bühlmann because we can now see that social trust depends on the inclusion and exclusion of people. We can see that there exist a difference between inclusiveness towards people that are close to you and people that are strangers. It is therefore no surprise that these two factors came out of the analysis.
[bookmark: _Toc74813208][bookmark: _Toc75245408][bookmark: _Toc79656535]Table 5: questions linked to concepts after factor analysis particularized trust
	Factor
	Variables added to factor

	Particularized trust 
	Trust in family members
Trust in neighbours 
Trust in friends 
Trust in co-workers

	Generalized trust
	Trust in people you meet the first time 
Trust in people with other religions
Trust in people with a different nationality
You need to be careful when dealing with people 
People are honest by nature



The variables taken into the factor analysis are the variables that asked people about their trust in institutions, while this was the base for generalized trust to exist. The variables taken into account asked the respondents about their trust in: newspapers, the political system, the judicial system, television channels, the economic system, the army, religious institutes and the healthcare system. When clustering all the variables, I found no issues regarding multicollinearity, Bartlett’s test was significant and the KMO test showed no issues sampling adequacy. SPSS found two different factors with an eigenvalue higher than 1 and therefore I have created two different factors. The variables had no problems with communalities after extraction and after a varimax rotation, the following came out. 

[bookmark: _Toc74813209]

[bookmark: _Toc75245409][bookmark: _Toc79656536]Table 6: factor analysis political trust
	Factor
	1
	2

	Variables
	 
	 

	Trust in newspapers
	0.795
	0.120

	Trust in television channels
	0.750
	0.094

	Trust in the judicial system
	0.729
	0.150

	Trust in the educational system
	0.642
	0.432

	Trust in the healthcare system
	0.195
	0.770

	Trust in the economic system
	0.192
	0.758

	Trust in the army
	0.323
	0.592

	Trust in religious institutes
	0.000
	0.573


Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis
Rotation method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization


Therefore, after conducting in the factor analysis we have ended up with two different factors within the variables that concern political trust. We find that: trust in the newspapers, trust in television channels, trust in the judicial system and trust in the educational system are loading as one factor and the other variables: trust in the healthcare system, trust in the economic system, trust in the army and trust in religious institutes. Therefore the first factor will be named political trust (1) and the second factor will be called political trust (2).

[bookmark: _Toc74813210][bookmark: _Toc75245410][bookmark: _Toc79656537]Table 7: questions linked to concepts after factor analysis political trust
	Factor
	Variables added to factor

	Political trust (1)
	Trust in the newspapers
Trust in television channels
Trust in the judicial system
Trust in the educational system

	Political trust (2) 
	Trust in the healthcare system
Trust in the economic system
Trust in the army 
Trust in religious institutes





[bookmark: _Toc79656538]Chapter 3 Results
To be able to test the hypotheses stated in the theoretical chapter, I have gathered quantitative data by conducting and creating a survey experiment myself. We will now turn to the different tests and experiments I have done to be able to answer the research question. In this chapter I will discuss the quantitative results that came from the survey experiment. I conducted in a linear regression analysis to investigate which independent variables have an effect on the dependent variables. I also checked whether or not these effects will be significant. In this chapter, I will discuss the three different hypotheses one by one to explore for each and every hypothesis if they can be supported individually. By doing this I tend to find out if the hypotheses on the relationship between Pan-Europeanism, the level of elections and trust can be supported. But first this chapter will tackle if all assumptions regarding the linear regression models have been met.

[bookmark: _Toc79656539]3.1 Dependent variables
The three different dependent variables measure the levels of relevance of elections, trust in the worthiness of voting and trust in the democracy of the EU after receiving the stimulus of the experimental survey. The three different experimental groups are put together in the dependent variables so we can use these variables to assess whether or not the differences between groups are caused by the experimental news articles. The descriptive statistics are showed in table 3. All three dependent variables are a bit skewed towards the left, but because the skewness of the dependent variables remains between -1 and +1 we can still say that the variables are normally distributed. Because the kurtoses levels of the variables are also between -1 and +1 we can also say that the distribution is not too flat nor too peaked. In other words, the assumptions about normal distribution have been met and a normal linear regression can be used in this research. The histograms and tables about skewness and kurtosis of the different variables can be found in appendix two. 
	Besides that, we can find in table 3 that the means of the three different variables are between 52,8 and 59,5. This means that on average the level of trust in relevance of voting, trust in worthiness of vote and trust in EU democracy after being exposed to the stimulus are respectively 59,5; 55,6; 52,8. The standard deviations of all three variables are very high, between 22.3 and 24.2, which implies that the values on these variables do not tend to be close to the mean. The high standard deviations are nevertheless no big issue when doing an analysis. We can thus now start with the linear regression analysis.
[bookmark: _Toc79656540]3.2 Linear regression Assumptions
A linear regression model, or OLS regression model, is based on four assumptions: normal distribution, linearity, homoscedasticity and independence of the observations (Allison, 1999). In this part, we will talk about these assumptions. The normal distribution assumption will be tackled first. As indicated in the preceding section, all dependent variables are evaluated for their normal distribution, and as Appendix 2 demonstrates, the variables are normally distributed. The assumption of independence or multicollinearity talks about the issue that observations should be independent of each other, when the observations are not independent this would mean that the results a researcher gets will be biased because the same variance is taken twice into the same equation. This will basically mean that the same explanatory variance is used twice and thus your results will be overestimated. This can be solved by looking into the correlation matrix with the Pearson’s R square and the VIF-scores. When finding a correlation of higher than 0.7 the variable is likely to have multicollinearity. After looking at Pearson’s R square we need to also look at VIF-scores, these cannot be higher than 2. VIF-scores are also a test for multicollinearity because this will prevent us of overestimating the effects, when the scores are below two there are no, or very little, multicollinearity issues (ibid.). 
We also need to make sure that the effect we find in our analysis is linear, when looking at the normal probability-probability plot we can find out if the relationship between our dependent and independent variables is linear. This is the case when the data matches the probability line. The last assumption of homoscedasticity talks about the variance of the residuals and questions if these are the sae for any value of the independent variable. When this is not the case we might also get biased results that can eventually make us over or underestimate the effects found in the study (ibid.). The homoscedasticity will be tackled by plotting a scatterplot and see whether or not the homoscedasticity is a problem. When the regression of the standardized predicted value and the regression of the standardized residual are between - 4 and 4 we can assume homoscedasticity as not being an issue (ibid.). The last two graphs will also be presented in the appendix A2. 

[bookmark: _Toc79656541]3.3 Model 1: Relevance of elections 
The first hypothesis is formulated as follows: When pan-European political parties are included in the European party system individual voters see more relevance to the European Parliamentary elections. In order to test this statement, we take the dependent variable of relevance of voting and test the effects of the experiment one has been taken place in. As a control we also add the control variables of age, education and gender. 
	When looking at the assumptions we find that there is no multicollinearity problems according to Pearson’s R. When we look in appendix A2 we can find that there is no correlation higher than 0.7. Besides that the VIF-scores in table 9 are also between -2 and 2 and therefore there is no sign of multicollinearity. We also find a linear relationship when looking at the probability-probability plot of the regression standardized residual and the homoscedasticity is also not an issue because all variables are between -4 and 4. All the graphs are provided in appendix A2.
When looking at table 8 we can find that the first model has an adjusted R square of 0.06, this means that 6 per cent of the variance in the model can be explained by the variables added into the regression analysis. We can also see in table 8 that the f-test is significant, this means that the slope of regression is higher than 0. Thus a linear regression analysis is suited to analyse the data with. 
In table 9 we see that the effects of what experiment respondents were a part of had no impact on the importance they gave to the elections. The same goes for age and gender. The only variable that significantly explains why people would find an election more or less important is the level of education, people with higher educational levels see more importance in European elections than people with lower educational levels. Therefore the first hypothesis about the effect of pan-European parties on the importance people give to an election is rejected. The importance people give to an election are, according to this regression analysis, dependent on the level of education people have. This thus also not depend on the level of elections.
[bookmark: _Toc74813215][bookmark: _Toc75245415][bookmark: _Toc79656542]Table 8: Model fit of model 1
	R
	
	Adjusted R square
	
	
	F Change
	
	
	Sig

	0.32
	
	0.06
	
	
	2.35
	
	
	0.03


[bookmark: _Toc74813216]
[bookmark: _Toc75245416][bookmark: _Toc79656543]Table 9: Regression analysis of model 1 (N = 150)
	
	B
	Std. Error
	T
	VIF

	(Constant)
	38.81
	23.60
	
	

	Part of what experiment (Dummy)
	
	
	
	

	Part of experiment 1
	Reference
	Reference
	Reference
	Reference

	Part of experiment 2
	14.87
	24.61
	0.60
	1.70

	Part of experiment 3
	23.38
	24.58
	0.95
	1.64

	Educational level (Dummy)
	
	
	
	

	Lower education
	Reference
	Reference
	Reference
	Reference

	Average education
	10.77
	5.06
	2.13
	1.98

	Higher education
	17.14***
	4.64
	3.54
	1.65

	Age
	-0.03
	0.11
	-0.30
	1.09

	Gender (Dummy)
	
	
	
	

	Female
	Reference
	Reference
	Reference
	Reference

	Male
	1.95
	3.56
	0.55
	1.10


[bookmark: _Toc79656544]3.4 Model 2: worthiness of voting
The second hypothesis is formulated as follows: When pan-European political parties are included in the European party system individual voters get the feeling that voting in European Parliamentary elections is more valuable and thus participate more.. In order to test this statement, we take the dependent variable of worthiness of voting and test the effects of the experiment one has been taken place in. As a control we also add the control variables of age and level of education.
	When looking at the assumptions we find that there is no multicollinearity according to Pearson’s R in A2 of the appendix, there is no relation higher than 0.7. Besides that the VIF-scores in table 11 are also between -2 and 2 and therefore we also do not find any problems with multicollinearity here. We also find a linear relationship when looking at the probability-probability plot of the regression standardized residual and the homoscedasticity is also not an issue because all variables are between -4 and 4. All the graphs are provided in appendix A2
When looking at table 10 we can find that the first model has an adjusted R square of 0.086, this means that 8.6 per cent of the variance in the model can be explained by the variables added into the regression analysis. We can also see in table 10 that the f-test is significant, this means that the slope of regression is higher than 0. Thus a linear regression analysis is suited to analyse the data on. 
In table 11 we see that the effects of what experiment respondents were a part of had no significant impact on the importance they gave to the elections. The same goes for, age and gender. They only variable that significantly explains why people would find of people see more worthiness of voting is when the educational levels are higher. People with an average level of education have seen significantly more worthiness of voting than people with lower levels of education. Therefore the second hypothesis about the effect of pan-European parties on the worthiness of people give to their vote in an election is rejected. The worthiness people give to their votes in an election is, according to this regression analysis, dependent on the level of education people have.
[bookmark: _Toc74813218][bookmark: _Toc75245418]

[bookmark: _Toc79656545]Table 10: Model fit of model 2
	R
	
	Adjusted R square
	
	
	F Change
	
	
	Sig. F Change

	0.36
	
	0.086
	
	
	3.11
	
	
	0.00


[bookmark: _Toc74813219][bookmark: _Toc75245419]
Table 11: Regression analysis of model 2 (N = 150)

	
	B
	Std. Error
	T
	VIF

	(Constant)
	37.43
	25.13
	
	

	Part of what experiment (Dummy)
	
	
	
	

	Part of experiment 1
	Reference
	Reference
	Reference
	Reference

	Part of experiment 2
	15.26
	26.20
	0.58
	1.67

	Part of experiment 3
	24.09
	26.20
	0.92
	1.45

	Educational level (Dummy)
	
	
	
	

	Lower education
	Reference
	Reference
	Reference
	Reference

	Average education
	16.69***
	4.06
	4.11
	1.90

	Higher education
	17.28***
	4.26
	4.06
	1.46

	Age
	-0.05
	0.12
	-0.04
	1.12

	Gender (Dummy)
	
	
	
	

	Female
	Reference
	Reference
	Reference
	Reference

	Male
	-1.33
	3.80
	-0.35
	1.10








[bookmark: _Toc79656546]3.5 Model 3: Trust in European democracy
The third hypothesis is formulated as follows: When pan-European political parties are included in the European party system, individuals get more trust in European democracy. In order to test this statement, we take the dependent variable of trust respondents have in the European democracy after the experimental stimulus and test the effects of the experiment one has been taken place in. As a control we also add the control variables of age and education.
	When looking at the assumptions we find that there is no multicollinearity according to Pearson’s R in A2 of the appendix, there is no relation higher than 0.7. Besides that the VIF-scores in table 13 are also between -2 and 2 and therefore we also do not find any problems with multicollinearity here. We also find a linear relationship when looking at the probability-probability plot of the regression standardized residual and the homoscedasticity is also not an issue because all variables are between -4 and 4. All the graphs are provided in appendix A2.
When looking at table 12 we can find that the first model has an adjusted R square of 0.03, this means that only 3 per cent of the variance in the model can be explained by the variables added into the regression analysis. We can also see in table 12 that the f-test is significant, this means that the slope of regression is higher than 0. Thus a linear regression analysis is suited to analyse the data on. 
In table 13 we see that the effects of what experiment respondents were a part of had no impact on the trust individuals have in European democracy. The same goes for educational levels, age and gender. They only variable that significantly explains why people would have more trust in European democracy are the levels of education people have, when people have a higher education they tend to be more positive. Therefore the third hypothesis about the effect of pan-European parties on the trust in European democracy is rejected. 
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	R
	
	Adjusted R square
	
	
	F Change
	
	
	Sig

	0.26
	
	0.03
	
	
	1.89
	
	
	0.05
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[bookmark: _Toc75245422][bookmark: _Toc79656548]Table 13: Regression analysis of model 3 (N = 158)
	
	B
	Std. Error
	T
	VIF

	(Constant)
	52.17
	5.36
	
	

	Part of what experiment (Dummy)
	
	
	
	

	Part of experiment 1
	Reference
	Reference
	Reference
	Reference

	Part of experiment 2
	0.96
	4.45
	0.22
	1.82

	Part of experiment 3
	2.54
	4.28
	0.59
	1.37

	Educational level (Dummy)
	
	
	
	

	Lower education
	Reference
	Reference
	Reference
	Reference

	Average education
	10.69*
	4.15
	 2.58
	1.82

	Higher education
	9.81*
	4.42
	2.22
	1.45

	Age
	-0.12
	0.12
	-0.99
	1.12

	Gender (Dummy)
	
	
	
	

	Female
	Reference
	Reference
	Reference
	Reference

	Male
	4.18
	1.22
	1.10
	1.08






[bookmark: _Toc79656549]Chapter 4 Conclusion and discussion
The purpose of this thesis is to gain an improved understanding of how trust rates in political parties, particularly pan-European parties, are established and if these type of party can help increase trust in the European party system. Existing theoretical insights were used. The hypotheses were empirically evaluated using collected data to offer an answer to the research question. After presenting and interpreting the research findings, Chapter 4 addresses the answer to the research question. Additionally, the chapter discusses the limitations of the study. Finally, based on the findings and limits of this research, this chapter discusses the implications of the study and provides recommendations for further research.
[bookmark: _Toc79656550]4.1 Conclusion
This study aims to answer the question: To what extent would the introduction of pan-European parties affect trust rates of citizen and is this effect the same for both first- and second order elections? Various theories, relating to trust and the level of elections, were employed to answer this question; both areas of knowledge were merged to arrive at testable hypotheses. First, the ideas that underpin trust were explored. Two distinct types of trust were identified: social trust and political trust. Social trust concerns the trust of individuals based on the closeness of their relationship with the trustee. People are more likely to trust those who are close to them. In other words, individuals trust others who have a shared identity; individuals with strong bonding social capital have a higher level of trust between them, making it simpler to trust others. Conversely, with higher levels of power reciprocity, people are more likely to trust institutions because when the benefits of the trust relationship are lowering people can easily opt out. When individuals believe they can reclaim control at any point throughout the process, they are less concerned about the system's operation and more trusting in the organisation. This type of trust can be described as political trust. The perception of trust is influenced by both social and political trust. Aside from the impacts of generalized and particularized trust, voting proximity has significantly impacted people’s trust. 


None of the hypotheses presented in Chapter 2 were support by the data. The findings imply that Pan-European parties do not have added value when regarding a niche in the European party system. For that reason, there also does not exist a difference between the levels of elections and the possible effects that were expected after hypothesizing. Variance in the models only was significantly explained by the amounts of generalized trust. For all three hypothesis; When pan-European political parties are included in the European party system individual voters see more relevance to the European Parliamentary elections; When pan-European political parties are included in the European party system individual voters get the feeling that voting in European Parliamentary elections is more valuable and thus participate more; When pan-European political parties are included in the European party system, individual get more trust in European democracy. the effect of pan-European political parties was not significant. These hypotheses were validated by the statistical analysis, which found the impact not to be substantial nor significant. Based on the Pearson’s R squared values of all three models, it is evident that these variables do not adequately explain what can be the added value of pan-European political parties in the European political party system. This raises the question of what additional elements could contribute to these trust ratings. Which might be a good research topic for other scholars to further research.

[bookmark: _Toc79656551]4.2 Discussion
This thesis aims to contribute to a greater understanding of the impacts of Pan-European political parties on trust. This research had several flaws and limitations that may have impacted the final results. This section describes these flaws and limitations and suggests improvements for future studies. 
The first flaw is that only one county was examined. Though the data from the Netherlands has yielded fresh and intriguing insights, examining several situations and countries can yield additional insights and, potentially, more statistical power on which to make conclusions. Furthermore, because the Pan-European movement only ran once in both European and national legislative elections, the impact of their existence on trust is minimal; because this study surveyed for levels of trust, the entire impact may not yet be known. Since both elections occurred over a longer period in the Netherlands then in other European countries, their impact on trust rates may already have occurred in this country. However, because the party is still relatively young, not everyone is aware of its existence. Thus, the entire impact the Pan-European party has on trust cannot fully be determined. As a result, conducting a comparative study after such political movements have fully emerged might be fascinating. 


The research sample size is also a flaw of this study. A larger sample size produces greater statistical power, making it more probable to generate a significant model that includes all variables. In this instance, significant results were not generated. In terms of qualitative research, larger sample size can yield fresh and varied insights on why the relationship between pan-European political parties and trust exists. Furthermore, the results may have been biased because the sample was not typical in terms of age, gender, or educational level. 
This is due not just to the sample size but also to the fact that it is a convenience sample. A larger randomised sample can potentially fix this problem or create a more representative sample. Because of the flaws of the dataset, the data might have not shown statistically significant findings that support the hypotheses, when having more financial possibilities to create a better dataset this might have not occurred. 
In addition to the study design flaws, there were also survey limitations. The survey was moderately long. The majority of participants completed all of the questions in 10-15 minutes. Respondents may become fatigued or bored as a result of this. This can lead to incorrect replies; however, it is difficult to discern. Furthermore, despite the survey length, it was difficult to ask all of the questions in a survey. For future research, it is recommended that researchers construct a shorter poll that focuses on the additional value of Pan-European political parties rather than the broad impact of trust. In terms of the research findings on generalized and particularized trust, it is important to establish that difference in a future study, and perhaps even to take it for granted. Finally, because the dependent variables were multicollinear, they were not combined into a single model. For future research, incorporating these variables into a single model might provide a clearer understanding of which characteristics are the most powerful predictors of trust rates.
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Survey Flow
Block: Vertrouwen (6 Questions)
BlockRandomizer: 1 - Evenly Present Elements
Standard: Experiment 3 (3 Questions)
Standard: Experiment 2 (3 Questions)
Standard: Experiment 1 (3 Questions)
Standard: Controlevariabelen (5 Questions)
	Page Break
	 


 
Start of Block: Vertrouwen
 
Q4 In hoeverre vertrouwt u het functioneren van de volgende parlementen? (0 = niet 100= volledig)
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	Tweede Kamer ()
	

	Europees Parlement ()
	


 
 
 
 
Q5 In hoeverre denkt u dat stemmen bij onderstaande verkiezingen iets toevoegt? (0 = niets 100 = extreem veel)
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	Tweede Kamer verkiezingen ()
	

	Europese verkiezingen ()
	


 
 
 
 
Q6 Wilt u aangeven in hoeverre u de volgende mensen vertrouwt? (0 = niet 100 = volledig)
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	Uw familie ()
	

	Uw buren ()
	

	Uw vrienden ()
	

	Uw collega’s ()
	

	Mensen die u voor het eerst ontmoet ()
	

	Mensen van een andere religie ()
	

	Mensen van een andere nationaliteit ()
	


 
 
 
 
Q7 In hoeverre bent u het met de volgende stellingen eens? (0 = niet 100 = volledig)
	 
	0
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	Je kunt niet voorzichtig genoeg zijn in de omgang met mensen ()
	

	Mensen zijn van nature eerlijk ()
	


 
 
 
 
Q10 In hoeverre vertrouwt u de volgende instituten? (0 = niet 100 = volledig)
	 
	Vertrouwd u de volgende instituten?
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	Het onderwijssysteem ()
	

	De rechtspraak ()
	

	Televisiezenders ()
	

	Kranten ()
	

	Religieuze instituten ()
	

	Het leger ()
	

	Het zorgverzekeringsstelsel ()
	

	Het economische systeem ()
	


 
 
 
 
Q15 Kunt u aangeven in hoeverre u het eens bent met de volgende stellingen? (0 = niet 100 = volledig)
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	Nationale politici geven om mijn mening ()
	

	Nationale politici gebruiken/ nemen mijn mening mee in hun beleid ()
	

	Ik heb het gevoel dat ik Nationale politici kan terugfluiten, als ze mijn mening niet juist behandelen ()
	

	Europese politici geven om mijn mening ()
	

	Europese politici gebruiken/ nemen mijn mening mee in hun beleid ()
	

	Ik heb het gevoel dat ik Europese politici kan terugfluiten, als ze mijn mening niet juist behandelen ()
	


 
 
End of Block: Vertrouwen
 
Start of Block: Experiment 3
 
Q18 Lees het volgende, korte en fictieve, krantenartikel. Beantwoord vervolgens de vragen.
 
 
 
Q22 ’s-Gravenhage, 15-05-2024 - Bij de aankomende Europese verkiezingen van volgende week lijkt “partij x” veel stemmen gaat halen in Nederland. De lijsttrekker van “Partij X” heeft aangegeven dat een stem op haar partij een groot verschil kan maken voor de koers van de Europese Unie. “Partij X” doet ook mee aan de Europese verkiezingen in andere lidstaten en lijkt ook hier veel stemmen te gaan krijgen. Met het behaalde aantal stemmen in Nederland en de andere lidstaten van de Europese Unie krijgt de partij zeker invloed in het Europese Parlement. Dat blijkt uit de recentste peilingen van onderzoeksbureau Ipsos in opdracht van de NOS. 
 
 
 
Q19 In hoeverre bent u, na het lezen van het artikel, een met de volgende stellingen? (0 = niet 100= volledig)
	 
	0
	10
	20
	30
	40
	50
	60
	70
	80
	90
	100


 
	Ik zie de relevantie van deze verkiezing ()
	

	Ik heb vertrouwen dat mijn stem van waarde is in deze verkiezingen ()
	

	Ik heb vertrouwen in de democratie van de Europese Unie na deze verkiezingen ()
	


 
 
End of Block: Experiment 3
 
Start of Block: Experiment 2
 
Q17 Lees het volgende, korte en fictieve, krantenartikel. Beantwoord vervolgens de vragen.
 
 
 
Q21 ’s-Gravenhage, 15-05-2024 - Bij de aankomende Europese verkiezingen van volgende week lijkt “partij x” veel stemmen gaat halen in Nederland. De lijsttrekker van “Partij X” heeft aangegeven dat een stem op haar partij een groot verschil kan maken voor de koers van de Europese Unie. “Partij X” doet ook mee aan de Europese verkiezingen in andere lidstaten, maar daar maken ze weinig kans op stemmen. Maar met het behaalde aantal stemmen in Nederland krijgt de partij zeker invloed in het Europese Parlement. Dat blijkt uit de recentste peilingen van onderzoeksbureau Ipsos in opdracht van de NOS.
 
 
 
 
Q18 In hoeverre bent u, na het lezen van het artikel, een met de volgende stellingen? (0 = niet 100= volledig)
	 
	0
	10
	20
	30
	40
	50
	60
	70
	80
	90
	100


 
	Ik zie de relevantie van deze verkiezing ()
	

	Ik heb vertrouwen dat mijn stem van waarde is in deze verkiezingen ()
	

	Ik heb vertrouwen in de democratie van de Europese Unie na deze verkiezingen ()
	


 
 
End of Block: Experiment 2
 
Start of Block: Experiment 1
 
Q16 Lees het volgende, korte en fictieve, krantenartikel. Beantwoord vervolgens de vragen.
 
 
 
Q16 ’s-Gravenhage, 15-05-2024 - Bij de aankomende Europese verkiezingen van volgende week lijkt “partij x” veel stemmen gaat halen in Nederland. De lijsttrekker van “Partij X” heeft aangegeven dat een stem op haar partij een groot verschil kan maken voor de koers van de Europese Unie. Met het behaalde aantal stemmen krijgt de partij invloed in het Europese Parlement. Dat blijkt uit de recentste peilingen van onderzoeksbureau Ipsos in opdracht van de NOS. 
 
 
 
Q17 In hoeverre bent u, na het lezen van het artikel, een met de volgende stellingen? (0 = niet 100= volledig)
	 
	0
	10
	20
	30
	40
	50
	60
	70
	80
	90
	100


 
	Ik zie de relevantie van deze verkiezing ()
	

	Ik heb vertrouwen dat mijn stem van waarde is in deze verkiezingen ()
	

	Ik heb vertrouwen in de democratie van de Europese Unie na deze verkiezingen ()
	


[bookmark: _37m2jsg] 
 
End of Block: Experiment 1
 
Start of Block: Controlevariabelen
 
Q1 Wat is uw geslacht? 
o Man (1)
o Vrouw (2)
o Anders (3)
 
 
	


 
Q2 Wat is uw leeftijd? (in jaren) 
________________________________________________________________
 
 
 
Q3 Wat is uw hoogst genoten opleiding? 
o Basisonderwijs Lager beroepsonderwijs (LBO, VMBO) (1)
o Middelbaar algemeen voorbereidend onderwijs (MAVO) (2)
o Middelbaar beroepsonderwijs (MBO) (3)
o Hoger algemeen voorbereidend, wetenschappelijk onderwijs (HAVO, VWO) (4)
o Hoger beroepsonderwijs (HBO) (5)
o Wetenschappelijk onderwijs (WO) (6)
o Post wetenschappelijk onderwijs (PhD) (7)
o Weet niet/wil ik niet zeggen (8)
 
 
 
Q13 Heeft u gestemd bij de Europese Verkiezingen van 2019?
o ja (1)
o nee (2)
o weet ik niet meer (3)
 
 
 
Q14 Heeft u gestemd bij de Tweede Kamerverkiezingen van 2021?
o ja (1)
o nee (2)
o weet ik niet meer (3)
 
End of Block: Controlevariabelen
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[bookmark: _Toc79656554]Section A2
[bookmark: _Toc74813229][bookmark: _Toc75245429][bookmark: _Toc79656555]Table 14: Percentage of women and men over experiments
	
	What experiment was the respondent in
	

	
	European party with seats in multiple countries
	European party with only seats in the Netherlands
	Dutch party with seats in the Netherlands

	
	Count
	Count
	Count

	
	Female
	31
	31
	38

	
	Male
	36
	29
	30



[bookmark: _Toc74813230][bookmark: _Toc75245430][bookmark: _Toc79656556]Table 15: Skewness and kurtosis
	
	I see the relevance of this election
	My vote is worth something
	I trust the European democracy

	Skewness
	-1.03
	-0.78
	-0.57

	Std. Error of Skewness
	0.18
	0.18
	0.18

	Kurtosis
	0.57
	-0.08
	-0.417

	Std. Error of Kurtosis
	0.37
	0.37
	0.36




[bookmark: _Toc74813231][bookmark: _Toc75245431][bookmark: _Toc79656557]Figure 4: Histograms of normal distribution Relevance of election
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[bookmark: _Toc74813232][bookmark: _Toc75245432][bookmark: _Toc79656558]Figure 5: Histograms of normal distribution Worthiness of vote
[image: https://lh4.googleusercontent.com/RuUoEZvzL0TJhcikuVlxiiu7EQTvZL5E9fwO9BRfg3gr3m-WId_pbcnrHSy36em1l9jcsf9JczAb5NfiraKRAbzFEvNm8tmkHsb9OM6nGv0fGhRnTkKpJMe5XwMRg7b56wYnaTy8]


[bookmark: _Toc74813233][bookmark: _Toc75245433][bookmark: _Toc79656559]Figure 6: Histograms of normal distribution Trust in European democracy
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[bookmark: _Toc74813234]

[bookmark: _Toc75245434][bookmark: _Toc79656560][bookmark: _Toc74813235][bookmark: _Toc75245435]Model: 1
[bookmark: _Toc79656561]Multicollinearity of model 1
	
	Relevance of election
	Part of experiment 1
	Part of experiment 2
	Part of experiment 3
	Lower education
	Average education
	Higher educatio
	age
	Gender

	Relevance of election
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Part of experiment 1
	0.13
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Part of experiment 2
	-0.03
	-0.43
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Part of experiment 3
	-0.09
	-0.58
	-0.48
	1
	
	
	
	
	

	Lower education
	-0.29
	-0.35
	0.41
	-0.03
	1
	
	
	
	

	Average education
	0.12
	0.25
	-0.44
	0.14
	-0.51
	1
	
	
	

	Higher educatio
	0.17
	0.09
	0.05
	-0.13
	-0.48
	-0.52
	1
	
	

	Age
	0.12
	0.08
	-0.10
	0.02
	-0.20
	-0.01
	0.20
	1
	

	Gender
	0.16
	0.03
	-0.11
	0.05
	-0.21
	0.10
	0.11
	0.23
	1





[bookmark: _Toc74813236][bookmark: _Toc75245436][bookmark: _Toc79656562]Linearity of model 1
[image: https://lh4.googleusercontent.com/2fuBqVV4jrlSvZnbX6d4Z_i3GpKdei2Q7SdclNAMdzysRIue2ud2WkeP3zeKu8xkS_s2_qcxJGIlP6b4k5OyqOixwpjUmqnrW4mZGheEYW1ml5_iJOk70liZucBCNUCl2DZtixTm]
[bookmark: _Toc74813237][bookmark: _Toc75245437][bookmark: _Toc79656563]Homoscedasticity of model 1
[image: https://lh4.googleusercontent.com/Of8hHZ2wJYx46Xku0C7uIa9m-V2uGRaFvkZlngTranIzsunVJj1H5P0Ks36kCveivg53x2QTHEn2eYoX6cS6js_Kg5JNAG4hHem103LuJ5G9kGZYPO7kBcn1jLf3pDcEIMd7y8Fs]
[bookmark: _Toc74813238]

[bookmark: _Toc75245438][bookmark: _Toc79656564]Model 2
[bookmark: _Toc74813239][bookmark: _Toc75245439][bookmark: _Toc79656565]Multicollinearity of model 2
	
	Worhiness of voting
	Part of experiment 1
	Part of experiment 2
	Part of experiment 3
	Lower education
	Average education
	Higher educatio
	Age
	gender

	Worhtiness of voting
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Part of experiment 1
	0.2
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Part of experiment 2
	-0.06
	-0.45
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Part of experiment 3
	-0.12
	-0.54
	-0.5
	1
	
	
	
	
	

	Lower education
	-0.38
	-0.30
	0.42
	-0.09
	1
	
	
	
	

	Average education
	0.28
	0.20
	-0.46
	0.23
	-0.49
	1
	
	
	

	Higher educatio
	0.11
	0.12
	0.05
	-0.13
	-0.49
	-0.53
	1
	
	

	Age
	0.14
	0.13
	-0.06
	-0.03
	-0.22
	-0.01
	0.22
	1
	

	Gender
	0.05
	0.03
	-0.11
	0.04
	-0.18
	0.06
	0.11
	0.27
	1


[bookmark: _Toc74813240][bookmark: _Toc75245440]
[bookmark: _Toc79656566]Linearity of model 2
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[bookmark: _Toc74813241][bookmark: _Toc75245441][bookmark: _Toc79656567]Hetroscedasticity of model 2
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[bookmark: _Toc75245442][bookmark: _Toc79656568]Model 3
[bookmark: _Toc74813243][bookmark: _Toc75245443][bookmark: _Toc79656569]Multicollinearity of model 3
	
	Trust in European democracy
	Part of experiment 1
	Part of experiment 2
	Part of experiment 3
	Lower education
	Average education
	Higher educatio
	age
	gender

	Trust in European Democracy
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Part of experiment 1
	0.05
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Part of experiment 2
	0.07
	-0.45
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Part of experiment 3
	-0.13
	-0.57
	-0.48
	1
	
	
	
	
	

	Lower education
	-0.22
	-0.31
	0.38
	-0.05
	1
	
	
	
	

	Average education
	0.17
	0.25
	-0.45
	0.17
	-0.51
	1
	
	
	

	Higher educatio
	0.03
	0.05
	0.08
	-0.13
	-0.48
	-0.51
	1
	
	

	Age
	0.06
	0.09
	-0.06
	-0.03
	-0.24
	0.02
	0.23
	1
	

	Gender
	0.12
	0.04
	-0.08
	0.03
	-0.16
	0.04
	0.12
	0.25
	1



[bookmark: _Toc74813244][bookmark: _Toc75245444]
[bookmark: _Toc79656570]Linearity of model 3
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[bookmark: _Toc74813245][bookmark: _Toc75245445][bookmark: _Toc79656571]Heteroscedasticity of model 3
[image: https://lh6.googleusercontent.com/MsG4ryL-UyVGhK9yOz3dfeZdkLWZWdX0DO1kNbgsjEH127pQ2Bc2p3tFa3lDGg5gynOHVk3xXnfTbTVBwAW9HZAUDQLCDMbIukp1ZlfKRtxAe0AfMlMP9iMvUYZiquWPg20AC-n3]
Percentage of age groups

Survey data not weighted	
0-40 years old	41-65 years old	66+ years old	65.7	26.8	7.6	CBS data 2020	
0-40 years old	41-65 years old	66+ years old	47	34	20	Survey data weighted	
0-40 years old	41-65 years old	66+ years old	44.7	36.6	18.7	



Percentage of educational levels

Survey data not weighted	
Lower educated	Average educated	Higher educated	30.6	29.6	39.799999999999997	CBS data 2020	
Lower educated	Average educated	Higher educated	30	40	30	Survey data weighted	
Lower educated	Average educated	Higher educated	35.9	35.9	28.2	



Percentage male/female

Survey data not weighted	
Male	Female	57.1	42.9	CBS data 2020	
Male	Female	49	51	Survey data weighted	
Male	Female	48.3	51.7	
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