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Appendix 1. Summary statistics

Table 1. Dependent variables descriptives.

Variable N NAs Min Max Range Sum Median Mean Mean SE Mean CI (95%) Var Std. dev. Coef. Var.

EU support 26676 418 1 4 3 79976 3 3 0.01 0.01 0.74 0.86 0.29
EU image 27018 76 1 5 4 92708 4 3.43 0.01 0.01 0.84 0.92 0.27
EU beneficial 26340 754 1 2 1 47179 2 0.79 0 0 0.17 0.41 0.23
EU right direction 25154 1940 1 3 2 51530 2 2.05 0.01 0.01 0.94 0.97 0.47
EU democracy 26199 895 1 4 3 67610 3 2.58 0 0.01 0.51 0.71 0.28
EU crisis coordination 26008 1086 1 4 3 67583 3 2.60 0.01 0.01 0.83 0.91 0.35
EU future crisis coordination 26245 849 1 4 3 85856 3 3.27 0.00 0.01 0.55 0.74 0.23
EU health issues 26391 703 1 3 2 60235 3 2.28 0.01 0.01 0.89 0.94 0.41
EU social security issues 26291 803 1 3 2 59734 3 2.27 0.01 0.01 0.90 0.95 0.42
EU education issues 26334 760 1 3 2 60627 3 2.30 0.01 0.01 0.88 0.94 0.41
EU equality issues 26302 792 1 3 2 64348 3 2.45 0.01 0.01 0.77 0.88 0.36
EU climate issues 26361 733 1 3 2 68151 3 2.59 0 0.01 0.63 0.80 0.31
EU jobs issues 26328 766 1 3 2 62923 3 2.39 0.01 0.01 0.82 0.91 0.38
EU digitalisation issues 25695 1399 1 3 2 59131 3 2.30 0.01 0.01 0.87 0.93 0.41
EU working conditions issues 26338 756 1 3 2 68601 3 2.60 0 0.01 0.61 0.78 0.30

Table 2. Numeric independent variables descriptives.

Variable N NAs Min Max Range Sum Median Mean Mean SE Mean CI (95%) Var Std. dev. Coef. Var.

Age 27093 1 15 99 84 1362894 51 50.30 0.10 0.20 294.56 17.16 0.34
Education 23445 3649 2 77 75 486065 19 20.73 0.04 0.07 32.03 5.66 0.27
Left-right scale 25336 1758 1 10 9 135280 5 5.34 0.01 0.03 4.16 2.04 0.38
Interest in local politics 26965 129 1 3 2 55752 2 2.07 0 0.01 0.41 0.64 0.31
Interest in national politics 26996 98 1 3 2 56660 2 2.10 0 0.01 0.42 0.64 0.31
Interest in European politics 26844 150 1 3 2 49123 2 1.82 0 0.01 0.39 0.63 0.34
Hospital occupancy rates 9838 17256 0 28294 28294 21743782.1 571 2210.18 38.68 75.82 14718739.74 3836.50 1.74
Elite ideological polarisation 27093 1 2.44 6.30 3.86 130533.7 4.88 4.82 0.00 0.01 0.64 0.80 0.17
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Figure 1. Categorical independent variables descriptives.

Appendix 2. Media attention data
To measure attention to the vaccination issue in European newspapers, we included three prominent
newspapers from various countries in Europe: Spain, the Netherlands, Germany, and Poland. We
have scraped the Internet for newspaper articles from these countries, which portray a big part of the
regional diversity of the EU (central, eastern, and southern).

We have included one right-leaning newspaper, one left-leaning newspaper, and a prominent
tabloid for each country. Table 3 shows the count (number of newspaper articles’ titles) scraped, by
newspaper in each country. The period shown on Figure 2 and Table 3 is from 1 January, 2020 to
30 June, 2021.

Table 3. Newspapers by country.

Country Newspaper Count

Germany Bild 126,753
Die Welt 24,490

Süddeutsche Zeitung 364,212
The Netherlands De Telegraaf 111,549

NRC 29,457
Volkskrant 37,600

Poland Fakt 50,886
Gazeta Wyborcza 16,380

Rzeczpospolita 11,987
Spain ABC 31,354

El Mundo 25,453
El País 38,738

Appendix 3. Brexit presence in EU media and Google searches
To provide a descriptive analysis of how the public perceived the exit of the United Kingdom from
the EU, we make a plot of Brexit mentions in the media across different countries, as well as one
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of the public Google searches for the term. This is also an indirect way to corroborate that the
vaccination rollout in the UK made the issue of Brexit salient, both in the UK and in the rest of the
EU.

As can be seen in the following plot (Figure 2), Brexit attention in the news was prominent
around the time of vaccination. Although we can also see a peak in Christmas, that is due to the
finalising of the trade agreements between the EU and the UK. What interests us is the peak of
mentions of Brexit around the time of the start of vaccinations in the UK, which is indeed what we
can see in the plot.

Figure 2. Attention index to the Brexit issue in press articles from European Union countries (weekly).

The same thing happens with the ‘Brexit’ Google searches (Figure 3).

Figure 3. Worldwide searches of the word "Brexit" in Google.
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Appendix 4. Sample
Appendix 4.1 Treatment times per country

Table 4. Treatment time and fieldwork per country in sample.

Country Treatment date Fieldwork start Fieldwork end

Austria 7 December 2020 21 November 2020 10 December 2020
Bulgaria 8 December 2020 24 November 2020 20 December 2020
Cyprus 7 December 2020 21 November 2020 12 December 2020
France 7 December 2020 23 November 2020 16 December 2020
Germany 9 December 2020 24 November 2020 21 December 2020
Ireland 7 December 2020 03 December 2020 21 December 2020
Italy 8 December 2020 23 November 2020 15 December 2020
Luxembourg 9 December 2020 03 December 2020 21 December 2020
The Netherlands 9 December 2020 23 November 2020 16 December 2020
Poland 8 December 2020 28 November 2020 14 December 2020
Portugal 8 December 2020 26 November 2020 21 December 2020
Spain 7 December 2020 24 November 2020 15 December 2020

Figure 4. Interviews per day and country before and after the start date of the UK vaccine rollout.
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Appendix 4.2 Balance measures
To make sure that there are no significant differences between the respondents in either level of
treatment (in this case, 0 or 1), we performed a balance test, the plotted results of which can be seen
in Figure 5.

Control units are identified with the red color, while treatment units correspond to the blue
figures.

Figure 5. Balance distributions for covariates depending on treatment.

As one can see, there are no significant differences in the distribution of the variables used for the
analysis.

Appendix 5. Main analysis full models
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Appendix 6. The effect across EU countries and the role of polarisation
Although this paper sustains the effect of the vaccine rollout in the UK has affected the EU as a whole,
there could be some variation between countries. That is why we also performed some analyses
taking into account variables that vary among EU Member States.

First, we explore the possibility that geography might moderate the effect of the vaccination
rollout, and thus we perform interaction models with region of the country, through a factor variable
with the following categories: Southern Europe, Central Europe, Western Europe, Eastern Europe
and Northern Europe. Results are shown in Table 7.
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To better grasp the effect we are trying to disentangle, we have plotted the predicted values for
one of the general support variables (EU benefits), and the specific support variable (health decisions)
in Figure 6. Plots of other general support variables are very similar to the one shown for EU benefits.
What stands out of these plots is the general positive effect of the treatment on almost every general
attitudes model for Southern Europe countries, while no such effect can be consistently found in
other regions. However, that effect disappears regarding our specific support variable regarding
health-related decision-making. This goes in the direction of our hypotheses. Additionally, we see
also how Western and Eastern countries react much more negatively to the vaccination rollout.

(a) Q: Would you say that your country has on balance benefited or not
from being a member of the EU?

(b) Q: Do you think that more or less decision-making should take place
at European level on health issues?

Figure 6. Predicted values of EU attitudes by region of the respondent.

While region might be important, internal characteristics of countries, such as the polarisation
dynamics among elite and masses, could also affect how the population takes in the news about the
vaccination rollout. To check whether polarisation was a factor, we also perform analyses adding an
interaction with mass, as well as elite ideological polarisation in the country. A possibility could be
that the effect does not come from the vaccine rollout itself, but rather from countries that exhibit
higher levels of polarisation. In such countries, the opposition might have been more likely to blame
the government for the slow deployment of the vaccine.

Results (Table 8) show that this is not the case, and citizens were equally likely to support less EU
decision-making power on health decisions in both polarised and non-polarised contexts. That is,
regardless of whether we are talking about specific or general attitudes towards the EU.

Circumstances related to the pandemic could also be a driver of the effects we see in our analyses.
That is why we also conduct an interaction model to check whether people from countries where
there were more COVID-19-related hospitalisations were more prone to have negative attitudes
towards the EU, using the data from the European Center for Disease Prevention and Control
(ECDC).

However, results (Table 9) show no significant change for regions with more hospitalisations
related to those where there were lower hospital occupancy rates per 100.000 inhabitants.
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Table 8. Effect of the UK vaccine rollout on EU attitudes - interaction with polarisation.

EU support EU benefits EU health decisions EU crisis coordination

Treatment x polarisation 0.029 0.017 0.001 -0.025
(0.028) (0.013) (0.032) (0.031)

Treatment -0.049 -0.039 -0.037 0.116
(0.144) (0.065) (0.161) (0.155)

Polarisation -0.204*** -0.089*** -0.051* -0.183***
(0.021) (0.010) (0.023) (0.023)

Intercept 3.700*** 2.045*** 3.051*** 3.931***
(0.138) (0.069) (0.153) (0.156)

Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes

Num.Obs. 6434 6293 6369 6192
R2 0.065 0.062 0.017 0.070
R2 Adj. 0.063 0.060 0.015 0.068
AIC 15222.0 6184.7 16877.3 16250.4
BIC 15330.3 6292.6 16985.4 16358.1
RMSE 0.79 0.39 0.91 0.90

a + p < 0.1, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001
b Robust standard errors in parentheses. All models include controls and country fixed effects.
c Controls include: age, gender, education, left-right self-placement, employment status, subjective class,

living area and interest in local, national and European politics.
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Appendix 7. Robustness checks
Appendix 7.1 Capturing country variation
Countries included in the analysis have systematic differences (i.e. different political or legal systems,
or a different media system), which could potentially be driving the results. Additionally, some
of them have unbalanced fieldwork around the date of the treatment. In order to make sure our
analysis is not capturing inherent country differences, we have performed several analyses, based on
excluding each one of these countries one by one and all together.

Table 10 shows the results remain consistent across the different models.

Table 10. Models Excluding Different Countries on Health Decisions, EU Coordination, and Future EU Coordination.

Health Decisions EU Coordination EU Future Coordination

Excluding Austria -0.050+ -0.045+ -0.016
(0.026) (0.025) (0.021)

Excluding Cyprus -0.061* -0.038 -0.018
(0.025) (0.025) (0.020)

Exc. the Netherlands -0.068** -0.049+ -0.016
(0.026) (0.026) (0.021)

Exc. Spain -0.066* -0.027 -0.019
(0.026) (0.025) (0.021)

Exc. Austria and Cyprus -0.048+ -0.053* -0.017
(0.026) (0.026) (0.021)

Exc. Austria and the Netherlands -0.056* -0.065* -0.015
(0.027) (0.026) (0.021)

Exc. Austria and Spain -0.054* -0.040 -0.018
(0.027) (0.026) (0.021)

Exc. Cyprus and the Netherlands -0.067** -0.056* -0.017
(0.026) (0.026) (0.021)

Exc. Cyprus and Spain -0.065* -0.034 -0.021
(0.026) (0.025) (0.021)

Exc. the Netherlands and Spain -0.073** -0.045+ -0.018
(0.027) (0.026) (0.021)

Exc. Austria, Cyprus and the Netherlands -0.054* -0.074** -0.016
(0.027) (0.027) (0.022)

Exc. Austria, Cyprus and Spain -0.052+ -0.048+ -0.020
(0.027) (0.026) (0.022)

Exc. Cyprus, the Netherlands and Spain -0.072** -0.053* -0.020
(0.027) (0.026) (0.022)

Exc. Austria, the Netherlands and Spain -0.061* -0.061* -0.018
(0.028) (0.027) (0.022)

Exc. all four -0.059* -0.070** -0.019
(0.028) (0.027) (0.022)

a + p < 0.1, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001
b Robust standard errors in parentheses. All models include controls and country fixed effects.
c Controls include: age, gender, education, left-right self-placement, employment status, subjective class, living

area and interest in local, national and European politics.
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Appendix 7.2 Matching analysis

Even though the sample is balanced, as seen in Table 1 included in the main analysis, we wanted
to make sure no differences in sample compositions were driving the results obtained in the main
analysis. Therefore, we have additionally performed several Matching analyses the results of which
can be seen in Table 11.

Table 11. Results of Different Matching Strategies on Health Decisions, EU Coordination, and Future EU Coordination.

Health Decisions EU Coordination EU Future Coordination

Matching Strategy 1 -0.064** -0.045+ -0.021
(gender, age, education, living area) (0.024) (0.024) (0.019)

Matching Strategy 2 -0.074** -0.062* -0.011
(all of the above + employment status) (0.028) (0.027) (0.023)

Matching Strategy 3 -0.084** -0.044 -0.015
(all of the above + left-right self-placement) (0.029) (0.028) (0.023)

Matching Strategy 4 -0.071* -0.048+ -0.018
(all of the above + country) (0.028) (0.027) (0.022)

a + p < 0.1, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001
b Robust standard errors in parentheses. All models include controls and country fixed effects.
c Controls include: age, gender, education, left-right self-placement, employment status, subjective class, living

area and interest in local, national and European politics.

We first match by age, gender, education and living area, which are the most common sociode-
mographic indicators. The analysis shows how results remain extremely robust with a p-value lower
than 0.01. Results remain consistent when adding other variables to our matching strategy, such as
employment status and left-right self-placement, and only start to weaken when we also match by
country of the respondent. However, even with the strictness of this approach, the coefficient of
our main outcome variable of interest, that is, attitudes towards health-related decisions, remains
negative and statistically significant at the 95% confidence level.

Appendix 8. Factor analysis

In order to check whether there is any connection between the specific attitudes items (social security,
education, gender equality, climate change, job promotion policies, digitalisation, and working
conditions), we performed a Factor Analysis, after which we found that three factors were the best
fit for our data.

Figure 7 represents the factor structures graphically. Factor one, which we call “Welfare state"
includes: Social security issues, health-related issues, and education issues. Factor two, called “Values",
which includes attitudes on climate, equality and working conditions. Finally, Factor three, “Job
market", includes job promotion policies and digitalisation-related issues.
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Figure 7. Factors found on EU specific attitudes.


