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Abstract. The paper presents the opinions of students from two countries (Serbia and Macedonia)
that strive to join the European Union and from one member country (Bulgaria) about the changes that
brings the EU membership. These countries consider joining the European Union as a way out of the tran-
sition crisis, while the oldest member countries keep on talking about the decline in trust and euroscepticism.
The research aims at identifying whether the students support the EU membership, believe in this
community and in that the EU membership would contribute to changes in certain areas of social life;
i.e. at identifying whether the students are euro-optimists or eurosceptics. The survey was conducted
on a representative sample of 2,208 respondents in three university centers (Serbia — Ni§, Macedonia —
Bitola, and Bulgaria — Veliko Tarnovo). The data show that, despite accepting the European integration
in general, students do not trust in the European Union and do not expect any substantial changes, which
makes them eurosceptics. However, there are differences between the three student samples. Thus, Macedonian
students expect improvements in the economic development, employment, living standards and social
security, but do not expect any significant changes in the quality of life, in reducing the gap between
the rich and the poor and in preserving national identity and culture. Serbian students believe in the future
economic growth and improving quality of the environment but think that all other areas of social life will
remain unchanged. Bulgarian students say that the EU membership has not led to any changes and
contributed to the higher unemployment rate and the larger gap between the rich and the poor.

Key words: European Union; euro-optimism; euroscepticism; soft euroscepticism; hard euroscepti-
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Public opinion about the EU membership has changed over time and range from
euro-optimism to euroscepticism due to the various economic, political, safety and other
benefits and challenges from the EU membership [16]. Euro-optimism is defined
as support of European integration and trust in the benefits of the EU membership.
Euroscepticism and its indicators are defined differently. The term ‘euroscepticism’ was
first used by Taggart two decades ago to define an open antago NiSm to the European
integration [38. P. 366]. A few years later, Szczerbiak helped him to revise the initial
definition to introduce a dichotomy of euroscepticisms — hard and soft: hard euro-
scepticism is an open antago NiSm to the European integration, while soft euroscepticism
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implies rather an anxiety about changes in some areas of social life and in the position
of the state [39. P. 7].

Other authors also worked on the definition of euroscepticism. Flood defines it
as suspicion and mistrust in the EU and integration but distinguishes extreme and
moderate skepticism [8. P. 550]. Leconte suggests a four-fold typology of euroscep-
ticism: utilitarian, political, value-based and cultural. Utilitarian euroscepticism refers
to the failure to get economic benefits from the EU membership at the individual or
state level, while the political one expresses opposition or liberation from setting
up a supranational institutional system; value-based euroscepticism refers to the opposi-
tion to the excessive intervention of the EU in value systems, and the cultural one
(‘anti-Europea NiSm’) — to scepticism about Europe as a civilization, a historical-cul-
tural entity [25]. Kopecky and Mudde believe that euroscepticism should be analyzed
in two dimensions: diffuse and specific support. The first dimension consists of ‘euro-
philes’ (support the idea of the European integration) and europhobes (opponents
of the idea), while another dimension includes eurooptimists (euroenthusiasts and
europragmatics) and europessimists (eurosceptics and eurorejects). Eurosceptics support
integration but not by means of today institutions, while eurorejects oppose the idea
of integration [23. P. 300—302]. Attitude to the European integration and conceptuali-
zations of euroscepticism were also examined by Lubbers and Sheepers [27], Se-
rensen [36] and many others.

Contrary to the original support of the European integration by the public and
political elites [13; 18], the research reveals changes in the attitudes to integration
processes. Schmitt found out that such changes were determined by the increasing
influence of the EU on national policies [33]; Arnold and Franklin, Hooghe and Marks
explained the changes by the reduced autonomy of the peoples [1; 19]. The research
after the 2008 economic crisis show the decline of public support for integration [7; 32;
37]; therefore, the issue of euroscepticism is addressed more often. To identify positive
and negative attitudes, the researchers examined effects of various factors. Thus,
Rohrschneider and Whitefield studied the relationship between euroscepticism and
political parties [31], Bakker and de Vreese focused on the personality traits and opinions
about the EU [3], Hakhverdian, van Elsas, van der Brug and Kuhn considered the rela-
tionship between education and euroscepticism [17]. The data show that among the
reasons for the declining public support to integration, or for strengthening euroscepti-
cism, are: the increasing influence of the EU on national policies [32] and the countries’
decreasing autonomy [1]; slow recovery after the 2008 economic crisis [7; 24; 37];
personal attitudes to the European Union [4; 20; 41]; perception of political and territo-
rial entities [41; 42]; subjective economic estimates [2; 9; 15; 22; 26], images of other
cultures or minorities [29]; lack of democracy [14; 35].

The studies of public opinion about the EU membership in post-socialist countries
show that economic and political reforms are crucial factors for euro-optimism [5; 6; 40].
Since 1989, the Balkan countries have undergone the process of transition that led
to structural and geopolitical changes. Three neighbouring post-socialist countries —
Serbia, Macedonia, and Bulgaria — face numerous economic, social, environmental
and other challenges of transition, which makes them similar in that respect. According
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to the Human Development Index, three countries range from 59" to 81° ranks (Bul-
garia — 59, Serbia — 64, Macedonia — 81), and the value of the HDI ranges from 0.782
(Bulgaria) and 0.771 (Serbia) to 0.747 (Macedonia). The GNI per capita in Serbia is
12.190, in Macedonia — 11.780, in Bulgaria — 15.596 [21]. However, despite their
similarities, these countries differ by their EU status: Serbia and Macedonia are only
candidates, Bulgaria is already a EU member.

The data presented in this paper are a part of the project Tradition, Modernization,
and National Identity in Serbia and the Balkans under the European Integration and
were collected in an empirical study “Cultural Orientations of Actors/Students, Inter-
ethnic Relations, National Identity, and Culture of Peace in the Balkans”. The study
aimed at identifying students’ opinions on the quality of social changes in post-socialist
societies under modernization, globalization and European integration [28. P. 30—31].
The original assumption was that students are euro-optimists, unconditioncally support
the accession to the EU, demonstrate a high level of trust in the EU and expect positive
changes in the economic development, employment, social security, living standards,
environmental protection and preservation of national identity and culture. The study was
conducted on the samples of students in the University of Ni§ (Serbia), University
of Bitola (Macedonia), and St. Cyril and St. Methodius University of Veliko Tarnovo
(Bulgaria). The representative sample consisted of 2,208 respondents: 818 — from
the University of Nis, 804 — from the University of Bitola, and 586 — from the Univer-
sity of Veliko Tarnovo (all three universities are located in the second-largest cities
of their countries) [30. P. 9—11]. A standardized questionnaire was used to get answers
to the following questions: Do you approve of your country’s EU accession/membership?
To what extent do you believe in the European Union? Has the EU membership
increased, preserved or decreased: economic growth, unemployment, standards of living,
social security, the gap between the rich and the poor, environmental pollution, preser-
vation of national identity and culture. The trust in the EU was examined with the help
of the Likert scale.

58% students approved of their countries’ EU membership, 24.5% — did not
approve, and 17.5% did not have any opinion. However, they expressed a high degree
of distrust towards the EU, slightly less than half, 45.4% (22.1% tend not to trust and
23.3% distrust). 37% have trust in the EU (8.1% firmly trust and 28.9% tend to trust).
Students who approve of the EU membership have trust in it (53.3%: 10.3% firmly trust
and 43% tend to trust); those who do not have any opinion on the membership
demonstrated a significantly lower degree of trust (17.1%), and the opponents of
the membership — the lowest (12%). The largest share of students who are against
the EU membership have no trust (75.9%: 49.6% distrust and 26.3% tend not to trust);
and a high share of those who do not have any opinion also do not trust in the EU
(53.1%) but also over 30% of those who agree with the EU membership (10.3% distrust
and 19.7% tend not to trust).

The students thought that positive changes would occur only in the economic
growth, while the EU membership would not significantly affect the unemployment rate,
standards of living, social security, the gap between the rich and the poor, the state
of the environment, and preservation of national identity and culture (Table 1). Within
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the group of respondents who approve of the EU accession, 59.1% think that it will
affect positively the economic growth. On the contrary, the highest share of respondents
who are against the EU membership (46.4%) or do not have any opinion (48.8%) think
that joining the EU will not affect the economic growth, 26.3% and 33.2% think that
it will increase it, and 27.3% and 17.9% — that decrease it. The highest share of re-
spondents who support the EU accession (40%) believe that unemployment will de-
crease, 32% — that it will remain at the same level, 28% think that it will increase.
The highest share of respondents who are against the EU membership (48.1%) or have
no opinion (52.4%) believe that unemployment will remain at the same level. A third
of respondents who oppose the EU membership (35.5%) and a quarter of having
no opinion (25%) think that unemployment will increase, 16.4% and 22.6% — that it
will decrease.

Table 1
Students’ opinions on the EU accession and changes in society
Spheres of life increased unchanged decreased
Economic growth 46.5% 37.3% 16.2%
Unemployment 29.3% 39.5% 31.1%
Standards of living 39.0% 40.0% 21.1%
Social security 38.5% 46.7% 14.8%
Gap between the rich and the poor 38.5% 47.7% 13.8%
Environmental pollution 27.9% 38.3% 33.8%
Preservation of national identity and culture 22.8% 51.3% 25.9%

The opinions about changes in the standards of living were similar to those about
economic growth: more than a half of respondents who approved of the EU member-
ship (50.7%) associated it with the better standards of living, 35.9% thought that
the standards would remain the same, 13.4% — that they would decline. The majority
of respondents who opposed the EU membership (44.2%) or had no opinion (47.6%)
thought that the standards of living would remain unchanged, 37.4% and 23.7% expected
them to decline. The belief that accession/membership will raise the standards of living
was expressed by 18.5% of opponents of the EU membership and by 28.7% of not
having any opinion.

Moreover, like in the above mentioned cases, there is a statistically significant
relationship between (non-)approval of the EU membership and opinions about
the changes in social security. The majority of respondents who approved of the EU
membership (48.8%) thought that social security would increase, while the majority
of its opponents (55.1%) or having no opinion (55.4%) believed that social security
would remain unchanged. A high share of respondents supporting the EU membership
(40.6%) believe that there will be no changes in social security, 10.7% think that it will
decrease. Almost the same share of opponents of the EU membership think that social
security will increase (21.5%) or decrease (23.4%). Moreover, the highest percentage
of respondents who approved of the EU accession (47.9%) or had no opinion (55.7%)
thought that the gap between the poor and the rich would remain the same, while
the opponents (50.7%) believed that economic inequality would increase. Among the
respondents accepting membership, 34.6% thought that inequality would increase,
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17.5% — that it would remain at the same level. Regardless of their opinion on the EU
accession, the majority of respondents thought that the level of environmental pollution
would remain the same. And, finally, the highest share of students, regardless of their
opinion on the EU membership, argue that the EU accession will not affect the preser-
vation of national identity and culture. Students who accept membership (28%) think
that the preservation of national identity and culture will increase with it membership,
while 42.8% of opponents of the EU membership believe that it will have negative
impact on the national identity and culture (29.4% of not having any opinion and 17.5%
of supporters of the membership).

Thus, the data indicate that, regardless of the general support to the EU member-
ship, students demonstrate a high degree of distrust to the EU, which can be explained
by their opinions on the benefits of the EU membership: they think that there will be
no changes except for the economic growth. Two thirds of students who do not approve
of the membership have neither trust in the EU nor belief in economic growth, higher
employment rate, living standards, social security, environmental quality; on the contrary,
they think that the gap between the rich and the poor will increase. All the above points
to the euroscepticism among students. Moreover, although the majority of respondents
from all three samples approved of their country’s EU accession/membership, this
opinion is more typical for students from the University of Veliko Tarnovo as compared
to the University of Bitola and University of Ni$ (Table 2). Such a high percentage
of the EU membership approval in Veliko Tarnovo implies that the EU accession solved
some urgent problemd; likewise, the approval rate among the students of Bitola and
Nis indicates that they hope the EU accession will help their countries.

The majority of students approve of the EU membersip but only the minority trusts
in the EU: 20.1% of students from NiS$ have trust in the EU, 42.3% from Bitola, and
54.3% from Veliko Tarnovo. The highest level of mistrust is among the students from
Nis (61.4%, 38.2% in Bitola and 32.3% in Veliko Tarnovo (Table 3).

Table 2
Differences in opinions on the EU accession/membership by universities
University of Yes No No opinion
Ni$ 43.8% 32.8% 23.4%
Bitola 59.8% 21.1% 19.1%
Veliko Tarnovo 75.5% 17.4% 7.1%
Table 3
Trust in the EU by universities
University of Firmly trust Tend to trust Cannot Tend Distrust
answer not to trust
Nis 2.5% 17.6% 18.5% 22.9% 38.5%
Bitola 13.7% 28.6% 19.4% 22.5% 15.7%
Veliko Tarnovo 8.5% 45.8% 13.5% 20.2% 12.1%
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The ANOVA test, i.e. a single-factor analysis of variance, showed the impact
of the residential factor on the level of trust in the EU. Students were divided into groups
by countries (Serbia, Macedonia, Bulgaria) or by universities. There was a statistically
significant difference in the level of trust in the EU by countries: F (2,1789), p = 0.000,
Eta square (0.13), which can be interpreted as an influence of the residential factor
on the level of trust in the EU. Subsequent comparisons (using Tukey Post Hoc Tests)
show a significant difference between the median values of the EU trust of the students
from Serbia (M = 3.19, SD = 0.87) compared to the students from Macedonia (M = 2.49,
SD = 0.99) and from Bulgaria (M = 2.41, SD = 0.84). The difference in the level
of the EU trust among the students from Bulgaria and Macedonia is not statistically
significant.

The initial assumption was that students of the University of Veliko Tarnovo would
say that the EU membership had increased economic growth, standards of living, social
security and preservation of national identity and culture, and had decreased unem-
ployment, the gap between the rich and the poor and environmental pollution. How-
ever, the majority said that there were no changes in economic growth that remained
at the level; a somewhat higher share agreed that the growth had increased. On the con-
trary, the majority from the University of Bitola and Ni§ believe that the EU accession
would increase their country’s economic growth; a smaller share think that the EU
accession would not have any impact (Table 4).

Table 4
Students’ opinions on the EU membership and societal changes

Speres of life Changes Ni$ Bitola Veliko
Tarnovo

Economic growth increased 45.0% 59.2% 30.6%
unchanged 42.2% 29.2% 41.7%

decreased 12.8% 11.6% 27.7%

Unemployment increased 19.8% 28.0% 45.1%
unchanged 47.4% 34.7% 35.3%

decreased 32.9% 37.2% 19.5%

Standard of living increased 38.4% 49.0% 25.3%
unchanged 47.5% 29.6% 44.0%

decreased 14.1% 21.4% 30.7%

Social security increased 37.9% 46.0% 28.2%
unchanged 49.3% 39.4% 53.8%

decreased 12.8% 14.7% 18.0%

The gap between the rich and the poor increased 34.1% 33.0% 53.0%
unchanged 53.6% 45.8% 41.7%

decreased 12.3% 21.2% 5.4%

Environmental pollution increased 24.8% 27.9% 32.5%
unchanged 34.6% 37.8% 44.5%

decreased 40.5% 34.3% 23.0%

Preservation of national identity increased 15.9% 32.3% 19.3%
and culture unchanged 48.8% 47.9% 59.8%
decreased 35.3% 19.8% 20.9%
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Table 5

Students’ opinions on the EU membership and ecomic changes by universities

University of Do you approve of your Has the EU membership increased, preserved
country’s EU membership? or decreased the economic growth?

increased unchanged decreased

Nis$ Yes 68.1% 28.8% 3.1%

No 23.8% 50.9% 25.3%

No opinion 32.1% 55.1% 12.8%

Bitola Yes 72.5% 20.6% 6.9%

No 37.5% 39.9% 22.6%

No opinion 41.1% 44.4% 14.6%

Veliko Yes 36.3% 41.3% 22.3%

Tarnovo No 13.7% 45.3% 41.1%

No opinion 9.8% 36.6% 53.7%

In terms of economic trends after joining the EU, the data indicate statistically
significant differences by countries — between respondents from Nis, Bitola and Veliko
Tarnovo, as well as between respondents from Bitola and Veliko Tarnovo. Students from
Nis and Bitola that support the EU accession believe in economic prosperity after it.
The largest share of the membership opponents and having no opinion think that
the economic situation will not change. However, in Veliko Tarnovo the largest shares
of respondents who approve and disapprove of Bulgaria’s membership in the EU say
that everything remained the same (Table 5).

The data reveal eurooptimism among students from Ni§ and Bitola that approve
of the membership and trust in economic prosperity, while those who oppose it or have
no opinion are considered as eurosceptics. Euroscepticism is present among the students
of Veliko Tarnovo regardless of their opinion on the EU accession, perhaps due to
the emphasis on the relationship between trust in the EU and economic prosperity.

The opinions of students from three countries about solving the problem of em-
ployment are different. Serbian students believe that the EU membership will not
contribute to any changes in employment. On the contrary, Macedonian students
express optimism and think that unemployment rate will fall, while Bulgarian students
are pessimistic and believe that the EU membership contributed to the negative trend,
and unemployment has increased. Students from Ni§ and Bitola who approve of their
countries’ membership in the EU express optimism and think that unemployment would
decrease. Euroscepticism is typical for opponents of the EU membership and having
no opinion — they think that unemployment would remain at the same level. However,
regardless of whether they approve, disapprove or have no opinion on Bulgaria’s EU
membership, the largest share of students thought that unemployment had increased
(Table 6).

47.5% of students from the University of Ni§ did not associate Serbia’s EU acces-
sion with the increased standards of living. Students from Veliko Tarnovo have similar
opinion (44% think that the standards will remain at the same level, 30.7% — that will
decrease, 25.3% — will increase). Students from Bitola have a completely different
opinion: every second believes that the standards of living will increase (49%) and less
than 30% think that they will remain at the same level (29.6%), 21.4% — that they will
increase. Thus, students from Ni§ and Veliko Tarnovo are eurosceptics, while students
from Bitola are eurooptimists.
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Table 6
Students’ opinions on the EU membership and unemployment by universities
University of Do you approve of your Has the EU membership increased, preserved or de-
country’s EU membership? creased unemployment?
increased unchanged decreased
Nirmb Yes 15.8% 33.8% 50.4%
No 27.3% 56.2% 16.5%
No opinion 16.5% 60.1% 23.4%
Bitola Yes 26.2% 26.8% 47.0%
No 31.5% 46.4% 22.0%
No opinion 28.5% 47.0% 24.5%
Veliko Tarnovo | Yes 40.2% 36.4% 23.4%
No 64.9% 28.9% 6.2%
No opinion 51.2% 36.6% 12.2%
Table 7
Students’ opinions on the EU membership and standards of living by universities
University of Do you approve of your Has the EU membership increased,
country’s EU membership? preserved or decreased standards of living
increased unchanged decreased
Ni$ Yes 61.7% 33.2% 5.1%
No 15.0% 59.0% 25.9%
No opinion 27.8% 57.8% 14.4%
Bitola Yes 61.4% 26.8% 11.7%
No 26.8% 31.0% 42.3%
No opinion 34.2% 37.5% 28.3%
Veliko Tarnovo Yes 29.4% 48.3% 22.3%
No 13.5% 26.0% 60.4%
No opinion 12.2% 39.0% 48.8%

The majority of students from Ni§ and Bitola who support the EU accession
associate it with higher standards of living. However, there is a difference between
Serbian and Macedonian students who oppose the EU accession and have no opinion.
The majority of such Serbian students think that the standards of living will remain
the same; the highest share of students from Bitola who are against the EU membership
think that the standards of living will fall, while not having any opinion do not expect
changes here. Bulgarian respondents who support the EU membership think that their
standards of living remained the same, while opponents and having no opinion mentioned
a decline (Table 7). Such answers reveal euro-optimism of Serbian and Macedonian
students and euroscepticism of Bulgarian students.

Although the majority of respondents think that social security will remain
the same, the highest shares of Serbian and Bulgarian students believe that it will
remain at the same level, while Macedonian students expect its growth. Euro-optimism
is evident among students from Ni§ and Bitola who opt for the EU membership, while
its opponents or having no opinion think that there will be no changes. Bulgarian
students, regardless of their opinion on joining the EU, show euroscepticism in terms
of social security (see no changes). Moreover, the majority of respondents from
the non-EU universities think that the gap between the rich and the poor will remain
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the same after accession (Nis: 53.6%, Bitola: 45.8%), an almost equal number think that
it will increase (Nis: 34.1%, Bitola: 33%). On the contrary, the majority of students
from the University of Veliko Tarnovo think that the gap between the rich and the poor
has increased due to Bulgaria’s EU accession (53%), 41.7% consider it the same.
The largest share of Serbian students, regardless of their opinion in the EU membership,
think that the differences between the rich and the poor will remain the same. Regardless
of their attitudes to Bulgaria’s EU membership, students from Veliko Tarnovo believe
that the gap has not decreased. Considering the students’ opinions on the gap between
the rich and the poor, all respondents, regardless thir country and opinions on the EU
membership, are euroskeptics.

Finally, there are differences in the opinions of students on preserving national
identity and culture. Although the largest shares in all three samples think that the EU
membership will not affect the preservation of national identity and culture, among
the students who support the membership or do not have any opinion, the largest share
does not believe in changes, while Serbian students who are against the EU membership
still believe in its positive impact on preserving national identity and culture (Table 8).

Table 8
Students’ opinions on the EU membership and preserving national identity and culture

University of Do you approve of your Has the EU membership increased,
country’s EU membership? preserved, or decreased preservation
of national identity and culture?
increased unchanged decreased

Nis Yes 21.1% 58.9% 20.0%
No 10.6% 34.0% 55.5%
No opinion 14.1% 50.3% 35.7%

Bitola Yes 38.2% 46.3% 15.5%
No 22.6% 50.0% 27.4%
No opinion 24.5% 51.7% 23.8%

Veliko Tarnovo Yes 22.3% 60.0% 17.8%
No 10.5% 54.7% 34.7%
No opinion 9.8% 68.3% 22.0%

Considering the variability of opinions about social changes and the course of
changes as determined by the EU accession, the ANOVA test, which was used to assess
the impact of the residential factor on the social changes and their course, shows that
the differences are not statistically significant: F (2, 2145), p = 0.000, Eta square = 0.07.

The results of survey in Bulgaria somewhat surprised us. Subjective estimates
of the benefits of the EU membership by students from Veliko Tarnovo in terms
of economic growth do not correspond to the official data: the GNI per capita grows.
Before the EU accession in 2007, it was 12.360, and in 2012 — 15.690, but thhis rise is
not recognized (not visible or irregularly distributed). On the other hand, the unem-
ployment rate was decreasing (from 18.2% in 2002 to the lowest rate of 5.6% in 2008)
only to begin to grow again to reach 12.3% in 2012 with an ongoing increasing
trend [10; 11]. The results collected in the Bulgarian samples are surprising for Bulgarian
students, as compared to Macedonian and especially Serbian students, showed consider-
able trust in the EU.
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Based on the presented data, the hypothesis was confirmed partially: the compara-
tive analysis showed both similarities and differences not only between respondents from
the EU member (Bulgaria) and non-EU countries, but also between students from Serbia
and Macedonia. The majority of students approved of the EU accession/membership;
nevertheless, regardless of this consensus and the general believe that the EU accession
would contribute to the economic growth, students think that the EU membership does
not necessarily contribute to the growth of standards of living, preservation of national
identity and culture and social security or to the decrease of unemployment, the gap
between the rich and the poor, and environmental pollution; thus, there is a high level
of mistrust in the EU.

In general students consider the EU accession/membership as a way to solve only
some problems. Students of the University of Ni§ express euro-optimism regarding
economic growth and environmental issues and euroscepticism — regarding social
prosperity in Serbia, i.e. unemployment rate, standards of living, social security, and
the gap between the rich and the poor. Students of the University of Bitola are euro-
optimistic, except in terms of the gap between the rich and the poor and environmental
issues: the majority believe that the EU accession will contribute to economic growth,
lower unemployment rate, higher standards of living and social security but will not
affect preservation of national identity and culture, i.e. Macedonian students are more
euro-optimistic that Serbian students.

Students of the University of Veliko Tarnovo are sceptic about economic growth,
standards of living, social security, preservation of national identity and culture and
environmental pollution, and, most importantly, they are eurosceptics on unemployment
and the gap between the rich and the poor. Such opinions partially correlate with the data
on the quality of life: on a scale from 1 to 10, the Bulgarians evaluated their standards
of living with 4.7, the Serbs — with 5.3, and the Macedonians — with 5.8 [12]. Students
from Nis and Bitola are more optimistic than students from Veliko Tarnovo, which can
be explained by the fact that Bulgarian students have an experience of being a EU
member country, while Serbian and Macedonian students are just expecting positive
changes after their countries’ EU accession. The majority of students from three countries
accept the EU membership but at the same time express a high level of mistrust in the EU
and doubt significant positive changes in their countries after the EU accession; therefore,
they can be named ‘soft eurosceptics’.
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BerymieHne B EC criocoboM npeosioyieTs KpU3nC MepexoHOTo IIEpHo/ia, OTHAKO MHOTUE CTapeHIlHe YICHBI
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JIAHHOT'O COOOIIECTBA YBEPEHHO 3asIBJLIOT O MaJCHUU HOBEpUs K HEMY U HapacTaHHU €BPOCKENTULIU3MA.
HccenenoBanue ObLIO ITPU3BAHO MOKA3aTh B COMOCTABUTEILHOM KIIFOYE, MOAICPKUBAIOT JIM CTYAEHTHI BCTYII-
nenue cBoux cTpaH B EC, BepsT 1 B CHITy JaHHOTO COOOIIECTBA U B TO, YTO WICHCTBO B HEM 00€CIIEUHT
M3MEHEHHsI B LIEJIOM Psiie BaXKHBIX Cep COLUATBLHOM KU3HH, T.€. IPOEKT JOJDKEH OBLT 0XapaKTepH30BaTh
CTYJICHTOB KaK €BPOONTHMKCTOB MM €BPOCKENTUKOB. Onpoc ObUI MPOBEEH Ha perpe3eHTaTUBHON
BbIOOpKE B 2208 peCrOHCHTOB B TPEX YHUBEPCUTETCKHX 1eHTpax (B CepOur — B ropoae Hurr, B Make-
noHun — B ropojie burona, B Bonrapun — B ropozae Bennko-TripHOBO). COTacHO MOJYYECHHBIM JTAHHBIM,
HECMOTps Ha o0lee 0100peHNe eBPOTICHCKON WHTErpalliy, CTYICHTHI BCE JKe He BepsAT B noteHiman EC
1 HE OXKUJIAIOT OT WICHCTBA CBOUX CTPaH B HEM KaKUX-JIHOO CEPhe3HBIX M3MEHEHUH B )KU3HH CBOUX
00LIeCTB, YTO, HECOMHEHHO, JIeTaeT UX eBpoCKeNTHKaMH. OHAKO MEXIY TPEMsI CTYACHIECKIMH BHIOOp-
KaMH IPOCIICKUBAIOTCS CEPbE3HBIC pa3iuums. Tak, MakeJOHCKUE CTY/ICHTHI OKUIAI0T OT WICHCTBA CBOCH
crpanbl B EC ynydmenuii B cepe SKOHOMUYECKOTO Pa3BUTHS, CHIDKEHHUS YPOBHS 0e3paOOTHIIBL, OBEI-
[IEHUS] YPOBHS KU3HH HACENICHUS M COLMAIBHOTO 00ECIIeUeHHs, OTHAKO He HAICIOTCs Ha 3HAYHUTEIbHBIE
M3MCHEHUS B KAUECTBE KHU3HU, HE OJKUJIAIOT COKPALICHHS Pa3pblBa B YPOBHE JJOXOJIOB OEIHBIX M OOraThIx
Y 3HAYMUTENBHOTO BKJIaJ]a B COXPAaHEHHE CBOCH HALMOHAIBHOW MICHTHYHOCTH U KyJbTyphl. CepOckue cTy-
JEHTHI BepAT B OyIyIINil SKOHOMHUUECKUH POCT U YIydIIEHHE YKOJIOTHIECKON CHTYAIMH, HO MOJaraioT,
YTO TOJIOKEHHUE JIENI BO BCEX OCTAJIbHBIX cepax O0OLUIEeCTBEHHOH XM3HU HE U3MEHUTCs. boirapckue cry-
JICHTBl OTMEYAIOT, YTO YJICHCTBO UX cTpaHbl B EC He mpuHeco eif Kakux-JIM00 Cephe3HbIX NU3MEHEHHH
U Iaxe ycyryOuino mpobiaemy 6e3pa0oTHIIBI U YBEIUYHIIO Pa3phiB B YPOBHE KHU3HU OOTAThIX U OCIHBIX.
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