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1 Introduction

The topic regarding public opinion towards the European Union has generated
extensive debate in recent years. Starting with political leaders and official repre-
sentatives of the EU and continuing with scholars and the media, the topic has
garnered several points of view and explanations regarding the triggers that keep the
public attached to the European project. The turning point for these discussions was
firstly marked by the economic crisis in 2009, which brought a change of heart
among Europeans regarding the capacity of the Union to adequately respond to the
needs of citizens in different member states in times of economic turbulence. With
the crisis came an increased distrust in the EU and a wave of criticism that evolved
with the passing of the years.

Recent events such as the rising extremist and anti-European parties all over
Europe and the spread of populist rhetoric are only a few examples of the type of
challenges that today’s EU is facing in order to maintain its existence. According
to the Standard Eurobarometer published August 2017, more than four in ten
Europeans, representing 42% of the total sample, trust the European Union. Com-
paring this percentage with the results of a Eurobarometer published in the autumn of
2015, trust in the EU has increased by 10%. However, the crisis that the EU is facing
is far from over, and the topic of shifting attitudes towards the EU still stands. The
same Eurobarometer (August 2017) shows that Eastern-European states such as
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Lithuania (65%), Romania (57%) and Bulgaria (54%) maintain a strong Euro-
optimistic orientation. In Romania’s case, it is still challenging to explain the
pro-European attitude considering that the economic benefits post-integration do
not support such a high level of backing for the EU. In this sense, Romanians
perceive the economic situation as the third most important concern of the Union
(Eurobarometer, August 2017). Still, 67% of the Romanian respondents are opti-
mistic regarding the future of the EU.

In this context, the following contribution attempts to explain Romanians’ trust in
the EU despite little economic progress after the European integration and low
salience of European issues in the Romanian public space. The chapter builds on
previous qualitative research conducted by Fomina and Radu (2017), which assesses
public attitudes towards the EU among students from Poland and Romania. The
present study, however, focuses exclusively on the Romanian realm and has a
quantitative approach, using data collected through a national omnibus survey
conducted in September 2017 and secondary data analysis concerning the economic
effects of European integration.

2 The Utilitarian Approach to EU Support

When assessing the different predictors of trust in the EU, scholars usually differ-
entiate between economic interests, group identities, and political rhetoric.
According to de Vreese and his collaborators (2008), support towards European
integration is given not only by utilitarian predictors (economic interests), also called
hard predictors, but also by soft predictors such as the degree of identification with
one’s national identity or the attitude towards migrants. Continuing this idea,
Boomgaarden et al. (2011) identify specific and diffuse models of support towards
the EU. Specific support is based on concrete policy outcomes or performance while
diffuse support derives from the evaluation of the core values of the Union.

According to the utilitarian model, the aspects that influence attitudes towards the
EU are based on calculi regarding the benefits of integration over the national
economy (Hooghe and Marks 2004). In other words, people tend to have more
trust in Europe in times of economic growth and attribute their own country’s
wellbeing to European integration. The level of trust in the European project
decreases when the EU’s economic performance is weaker. As a result, this type
of support is dependent on short-term results (Boomgaarden et al. 2011) and on
subjective evaluations regarding the future of the economy (De Vreese et al. 2008;
Béargdoanu et al. 2013). When any perceived benefits are low or challenged by crisis
situations, trust in the EU drops.

Given its subjective matter, the utilitarian view of the benefits of EU integration
can manifest itself both at a macro and micro level (Fomina and Radu 2017). At a
macroeconomic level, attitudes towards the EU are shaped by the increase in the
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level of international trade (Eichenberg and Dalton 1993). At the micro level, people
shape their attitude towards the European project based on the impact integration had
on their lives from an economic point of view. Authors such as Anderson (1998)
proved that European citizens use their own country’s performance when evaluating
the EU. At the same time, assessments of the national and supranational performance
of government are connected and influence each other (Harteveld et al. 2013).
Therefore, the levels of satisfaction regarding the functioning of the national insti-
tutions and democracy together influence how citizens appraise EU democracy.

Still, not all citizens evaluate the economic impact of integration over their lives in
the same manner. As studies show (Anderson and Kaltenthaler 1996; Gabel 1998),
citizens with larger human capital usually have more opportunities to benefit from
European integration. As a result, citizens that were already doing well economically
tend to have more trust in the EU. Another important factor is the region of residence.
As Gabel (1998) notes, residents of frontier countries of the EU are usually more
Euro-optimistic as they draw more benefits from the free circulation of goods and
people across the EU. This theory is usually used to explain Eastern-European
countries’ trust in the EU. According to this view, Eastern-European countries
with weaker democracies and economies benefit economically from European
integration, hence their support for integration. At a macroeconomic level, attitudes
towards the EU are shaped by the increase in the level of trade (Eichenberg and
Dalton 1993).

However, the utilitarian view regarding public support towards the EU has
several shortcomings that need to be addressed. Firstly, according to the synthesis
made by Fomina and Radu (2017), the average citizen does not have the capacity to
accurately assess the effects of European integration on a personal level. This ability
is even more limited when talking of a precise evaluation of changes in foreign trade.
This assumption however overlooks the lack of knowledge about the EU, which
citizens from different member states experience differently. For instance, in Roma-
nia the inclusion of EU issues on the public agenda is limited, therefore no amount
of citizen evaluation of the EU performance, based on national performance, can
explain the trust Romanians still have in the EU. This aspect is once more important
in the context in which Romanians perceive the economic situation of their country
as a main source of concern (Standard Eurobarometer, August 2017), and the low
economic growth after the integration backs up this concern. It has been proven
therefore that the utilitarian view has several limitations. While this approach is
useful to explain “the emergence of intra-EU cleavages” between “the rich West-
erners and the poor Easterners” (Fomina and Radu 2017), it is mostly based on
artificial discrepancies between countries with strong economies and developing
European countries. Moreover, utilitarian thinking shows its limits in specific cases
such as Poland or Hungary—two European countries that greatly benefitted from
European funds but in recent years have developed a strong Eurosceptic attitude.
Moreover, studies have demonstrated the limits of the neoliberal view according
to which a citizen is exclusively a homo economicus, concerned solely with the
economic aspects of their life.
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3 Soft Predictors of EU Support

According to de Vreese and his collaborators (2008), besides hard predictors of EU
support (based on economic calculi), soft predictors should also be taken into
consideration. The same idea is supported by scholars such as Boomgaarden et al.
(2011), De Vries (2010), and De Vries and Hobolt (2012). According to these
authors, evoking strong emotions is a good tactic to mobilize voters around issues
related to EU integration. From this point of view, one can include in the category of
soft predictors of attitudes towards the EU the symbolic meaning of EU membership.
This type of reasoning emerged because of the changes the European project
experienced years after the Maastricht treaty signing and the adoption of the
expansion policy of the Union. More countries were dissatisfied with the integration
of less developed states, which can shake the economic balance of the EU. Another
consequence of these transformations was that more states started to adopt a type of
rhetoric that militated towards the conservation of the integrity of the national state
and its culture. This type of reaction can be explained through the fact that with the
passing of the years, the EU has drifted away from its initial purpose—economic
cooperation. Based on this theory, Hooghe and Marks (2004, 2005) noted that
national identity-related aspects are central to the process of formation of attitudes
towards the EU.

Studies on Euroscepticism place at the core of this view the idea of indivisibility
of the nation-state. According to this view, European integration is illegitimate since
it transfers political power from the national state to a different political entity.
Without EU interference, states would be perfectly able to deal independently with
the different challenges they face—the economic crisis, the immigrant crisis, etc.
According to Fomina and Radu (2017), these arguments against EU integration can
be ultimately reduced to the averseness of different national states towards multi-
level governance. At this level, national identity and values are threatened by the fact
that the EU as a supranational organism infuses foreign values and norms. Still, we
argue that the symbolic meaning of EU membership can also lead to positive
attitudes towards the Union. In this case, citizens’ evaluation of EU values as
being desirable compared to the policies conducted by internal government can be
a strong predictor of Euro-optimistic attitudes.

At the same time, political cues coming from political parties also play a role in
the process of attitude formation towards EU integration. Recent studies such as that
conducted by Rohrschneider and Whitefield (2016) have proven that Eurosceptic
attitudes are also shaped by the orientation of mainstream and extremist parties
towards the EU. According to these authors, in economically consolidated states,
mainstream parties, especially those representing the right-wing, maintain a
pro-European discourse as they were involved in the building of the European
project. Adopting a different approach might foster imagological and credibility
problems. At the opposite side of the political spectrum, extremist parties tend to
adopt a Eurosceptic rhetoric, drawing on the shortcomings of European integration.
This tendency is mostly present in Western Europe, where states have been involved
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since the beginning in the process of building the EU. Moreover, parties that evolved
there after 2008-2009 are even more Eurosceptic as they were created specially to
criticize and delegitimize the EU. However, this is not the case for parties in Central
and Eastern Europe. These parties still have a pro-integration rhetoric as they are
concerned with other political issues, and the imagological investment in this topic is
lower than in the West.

The last factors of EU attitude formation discussed above—concerns related to
national state integrity, national identity, and political cues—are interconnected.
National identity does not necessarily exclude European identity, even though the
latter is usually less consolidated. The type of national identity, however, may
impact the way citizens evaluate issues concerning the EU (Hooghe and Marks
2005; Luedtke 2005; Bruter 2008; Van Klingeren et al. 2013). According to De
Vries and Edwards (2009), countries have either inclusive or exclusive identities.
Countries with inclusive identities tend to be more Euro-optimistic while the ones
with an exclusive national identity are more prone to reject the European values.
This observation is important because citizens coming from the latter categories of
countries are more exposed to the influence of political framing and cueing and, in
the end, can perceive European integration as a threat to national identity. They are
also more vulnerable to Eurosceptic propaganda (Fomina and Radu 2017). More-
over, studies (Hooghe and Marks 2005) show that in national contexts where elites
share consent over European integration, national and European identities are
complementary. This is not the case for states where elites disagree over integration.
In the latter contexts, national identity can foster Euroscepticism. As Fomina and
Radu (2017) note, “Since the European identity is still much weaker than the
national identities, many citizens may strongly believe that decisions should be
taken on the national rather than the European level, not because of efficiency
concerns, but because it reflects the collective will of the group they identify stronger
or exclusively with”. This approach goes beyond the initial goal of the EU, which
was economic cooperation, and focuses on aspects such as the preservation of
culture and traditions.

Our assumption in this chapter is that Romanians’ attitudes towards the EU are
shaped mainly by soft predictors such as the meaning of EU integration and identity-
related issues. For example, the pro-European attitudes in a country where
Europeanization is still “in the making”, 10 years after integration, are the perceived
desirability of European values versus other geopolitical options and the disappoint-
ment with the national political institutions. While most of the studies aiming to
measure patterns of EU support have been conducted in rather stable times, the
present research sheds light on this topic in a time characterized by several ongoing
EU crises (e.g. euro crisis, sovereign debt crisis, refugee crisis, Brexit).
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4 Methodology

The goal of the present chapter is to observe and explain patterns of EU support
in Romania, a country that continues to keep its pro-European orientation
despite little economic progress after the European integration and low salience of
European issues in the Romanian public space. We challenge one of the most
frequent approaches towards EU support: the utilitarian theory, according to which
Eastern-European citizens’ perceptions of the EU are shaped by the economic
benefits brought by integration. In this regard, the following research objectives
and hypotheses were set:

Ob.1 To investigate the impact of EU integration on Romania’s economic perfor-
mance based on the following indicators—GDP and GDP per capita, evolution of
public debt, and the absorption of EU funds;

HI. The evolution of the Romanian GDP per capita / public debt / absorption of EU
funds does not support the utilitarian view of EU support in Romania;

Ob.2 To investigate Romanian citizens’ perceptions of the economic development of
the country in the CEE region;

H2. Romanian citizens’ evaluation of national economic performance is lower
compared to other EU member states;

H3. Romanian citizens’ evaluation of personal economic performance is lower
compared to other CEE member states;

Ob.3 To investigate Romanian citizens’ trust in the local political institutions as
compared to the EU;

H4. Romanians tend to trust the European Union more than they trust internal
political institutions;

Ob.4 To investigate Romanian citizens’ perception of the impact EU funds has on
the economic growth of the country;

HS5. Romanian citizens perceive EU funds as having a positive impact on the national
economy;

Ob. 5 To investigate Romanian citizens’ personal evaluation of their life quality and
its correlation with EU support.

H6. The better Romanians evaluate their life satisfaction, the greater is their trust in
the EU.

In order to meet the research objectives, our study is structured in two parts. The
first step of the study is to analyze hard data on the economic effects of European
integration to verify if hard data regarding the state of the Romanian economy
support the utilitarian thesis. The data presented in this contribution, ranging from
1987 to 2016, have been collected from public resources in the project The State of
the Nation. The development of an innovative instrument for grounding the devel-
opment of public policies in Romania and offer an overview of the evolution of the
Romanian GDP and GDP per capita, the public debt, and the absorption of European
funds. The second part of the study consists of quantitative research of Romanian
citizens’ perception of the economic impact of European integration. In this regard,



Europeanization in the Making: Perceptions of the Economic Effects of. .. 191

a survey was conducted, in September 2017, on a representative sample of 1107
respondents in order to gather data regarding citizens’ evaluation of the state of the
Romanian economy and their personal economic performance post-integration as
well as their trust in internal and external political actors (political institutions,
supranational organization, states, etc.).

5 Data Presentation and Interpretation

In the following section, the results of the study will be presented and discussed,
starting with the evidence brought by hard data regarding the economic effects of EU
integration and continuing with the results of the national omnibus survey.

5.1 The Economic Effects of EU Integration in Romania:
Average Growth, Great Inequalities

Public data regarding the evolution of Romania’s GDP between 1987 and 2015
show that European integration constituted an impulse for the growth of the
Romanian GDP, especially compared with its values before 2007. Immediately
after the anti-communist revolution, the country’s GDP suffered a drop because of
the political turbulence and the transition towards the capitalist economy. It took
Romania 18 years to recover to a GDP value comparable with the one before
the revolution. The peak in terms of GDP was reached in 2008, 1 year after the
EU integration (208,181,626,901 dollars), but dropped to 167,422,949,529 dollars
in 2009 and has fluctuated ever since. Compared to other Eastern-European coun-
tries, the evolution of Romania’s GDP in the last 20 years is average. For example, in
1990 Romania’s GDP represented 59.1% of Poland’s GDP. This value dropped to
37.3% in 2015. These numbers show that Romania has performed rather well
economically after EU integration but is still behind CEE countries such as Poland,
where the economic benefits of EU integration are more visible. Lastly, Romania’s
GDP depends on the economic performance of the Bucharest-Ilfov region and there
are still great economic cleavages between the urban and the rural areas.

Efforts towards integration have led to a rise in the country’s GDP, which might
constitute a basis for the utilitarian approach to EU support. This can be explained by
the implementation of different regulations negotiated by Romanian politicians
as part of the integration agreement as well as by the attraction of new foreign
investments as a result of the newly gained international trust generated by integra-
tion negotiations. During that time, the media and political discourse in Romania
were optimistic towards the integration policies and the positive economic outcome
that this process will foster. The Romanian economy became more stable and this
can also explain the increase of the GDP. The fluctuations that followed the initial
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enthusiasm of EU integration reflects both the effect of the economic crisis in 2009
and a process of normalization of the Romanian economy and politics, which
became business as usual after joining the EU.

When studying how these numbers reflect the economic wellbeing of Romanian
citizens compared to citizens from other countries in the Eurozone, one can see
that the utilitarian hypothesis of EU support no longer stands. In the last 10 years,
Romania has not managed to reduce the disparities with the Eurozone as far as
the economic wellbeing of its citizens is concerned. This is especially relevant as
Romania’s population has dropped considerably in this interval due to migration and
low natality. Therefore, even though in absolute terms Romania has seen progress in
terms of GDP after the EU integration, this is not reflected in the GDP/capita, which
is an important indicator of citizens’ economic wellbeing. Compared to other CEE
countries, Romania is only above Bulgaria in terms of GDP/capita but has had
modest growth in comparison with Slovenia, the Czech Republic, Hungary and
Slovakia. Moreover, there are regions in Romania that barely reach 40% of
Bucharest’s performance in terms of GDP per capita, while other regions only
reach 25% or 30% of the economic welfare of the Romanian capital. The gap in
terms of GDP/capita between Bucharest and other regions has increased significantly
in the last 15 years. The same trend can be observed when analyzing the gap between
GDP/capita in urban and rural areas, with the latter being less economically produc-
tive. This reveals several cleavages between the Romanian regions and an unequal
distribution of the economic wellbeing in the country.

Romania has cultivated a model of economic development based on the growth of
the public debt. Compared to other CEE countries, Romania is performing well in
terms of public debt, inn third place after Slovenia and Slovakia. However, the
weight of the public debt on the GDP tripled during and after the economic crisis.
While countries such as the Czech Republic and Bulgaria managed to reduce their
public debt, in Romania the value of the debt increases year by year.

In terms of absorption of EU funds, the hard data collected from public sources
starting January 2009 until November 2016 show that there is a constant growth of
the absorption of European funds, but this growth has been slow—Romania has
barely absorbed 45.5%. Moreover, the monthly growth of absorption is unstable,
which means that the growth is not constant. On average, the monthly absorption of
European funds is 1.06%, with a maximum of 3.6% reached in January 2016. While
this indicator is also correlated with local government performance, the figures show
that Romania is not one of the best players when talking about absorption. As a
consequence, while some Romanian citizens might directly benefit from the absorp-
tion of EU funds, this is not an indicator that might support a positive evaluation of
the EU as economic benefits cannot be felt by the majority of the citizens.

We corroborate the hard data analyzed above with the results of the omnibus
survey conducted in September 2017 to see if the degree of trust in the EU has
changed in the last year, and to what extent economic evaluations contribute to
Romanian citizens’ Euro-optimism. Still, the hard data analyzed here reflect the
media discourse in terms of national government performance and the country’s
economic performance. Topics such as the lack of impact of economic growth on the
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lives of the regular citizens are largely discussed in the media. This type of discus-
sion in turn can have a great impact on the way Romanians evaluate the EU beyond
the economic benefits of integration. Romanians disappointed by their local politi-
cians can look towards the EU as a model of economic organization and political
performance. Their support for the Union goes beyond economic calculi and enters
the realm of personal preference towards a political system perceived as more
effective.

5.2 Pessimistic Economic Evaluations and Soft
Euro-Optimism

The data collected through the national survey show Romanian citizens have a rather
pessimistic view of economic growth following EU integration. Overall, 66.8% of
the participants in the survey stated that Romania is heading in the wrong direction.
At the same time, evaluation of life quality is rather low, with approximately 60% of
respondents saying they are rather unsatisfied with the quality of their life. Moreover,
43.2% of Romanians say their economic situation in 2017 is the same as in the
previous year, while 35.8% say their economic situation worsened. When asked
about their predictions for the standard of living in 2018, the respondents had
reserved attitudes, with 26% expecting a better quality of life, 31.3% saying that
their current situation will remain unchanged and 30.5% expecting a worse year
than 2017.

According to the utilitarian approach to EU support, these numbers would
suggest that, based on the subjective evaluation of their life quality and economic
performance, Romanians are rather unsupportive of the European Union. However,
the results of the survey show that 59.4% of the respondents have a high level of trust
in the EU, while 6.7% say their level of trust in the Union is very high. The only
international actor that competes with this level of trust is NATO, with 52.8% of the
respondents saying they have great trust in this organization, while 6.9% trust it very
highly. Compared with trust shown for other internal and external actors (political
institutions, economic funds, states)—see Fig. 1, the results show that Romanians
tend to trust supranational organizations more than they trust their internal political
institutions or the media.

The weak level of trust in the presidency, parliament, government, justice and
political parties implies that Romanians are disappointed with the way internal
institutions respond to the needs of the citizens. In this sense, the results of the
study show a correlation between the disappointment with the internal justice system
and a higher level of trust in the EU (X2(30) = 388.984, p < 0.1). The same
correlation is available in the case of a lower level of trust in the presidency (X2
(25) =232.181, p < 0,1), parliament (X2(25) = 423.045, p < 0.1), government (X2
(25) = 158.490, p < 0.1) and the political parties (X2(25) = 381.916, p < 0.1). At
the same time, a lower trust in Russia as opposed to the EU confirms the results of
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Fig. 1 Level of trust in internal and external actors (political institutions, supranational organiza-
tions, economic funds, states)

previous studies (Fomina and Radu 2017) that show that the preference for the EU is
“an important geopolitical choice, and an alternative to the Russian hegemony”. A
possible explanation for these results, which should be further investigated through
qualitative research, is that Romanian citizens look up to organizations with strong
values and durable strategies, are seen as desirable models against ineffective
internal policies and political institutions or threatening geopolitical neighbors.

In line with Romanians’ disappointment with internal authorities, the results of
the survey show a lower level of satisfaction with Romania’s economic growth level,
with approximately 77% of the respondents being rather unsatisfied. When asked to
evaluate Romania’s economic growth compared to other EU countries or other CEE
countries, the respondents are rather pessimistic. For example, 90% of the respon-
dents assess Romania’s economic growth compared to other EU countries as low or
very low, while 80% say that Romania performs poorly from an economical point of
view as opposed to other CEE countries such as Poland, the Czech Republic, and
Hungary. Overall, approximately 33% of Romanians consider that the country is
performing better economically than it did before the EU integration in 2007, and
nearly 40% consider that the country is underperforming in the same sector.

Results show a correlation between the level of life satisfaction and the evaluation
of Romania’s economic performance after 2007 (X2(25) = 128.442, p < 0.1)—
those who evaluate their life satisfaction as higher are more likely to believe that
Romania has improved economically since 2007, and those who are less satisfied
with their overall quality of life are less inclined to see any progress after EU
integration. Still, there is no correlation between EU trust and the area of residence
(urban or rural) or the region of residence (Bucharest-IIfov or other Romanian
regions). These results partly confirm the internal cleavages between citizens and
NUTS 2 regions, as also revealed by the analysis of hard data regarding the
economic effects of EU integration.

Furthermore, when asked if the Romanian government is doing a good job of
managing public money, 78.7% of the respondents assessed the government’s
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performance as rather poor. A solution to Romania’s poor economic situation can
be EU funds (59% of the respondents consider them highly useful for economic
development). However, respondents evaluate the use of these funds as mostly
ineffective. This confirms citizens’ disenchantment with the local government and a
latent utilitarian approach to EU membership. While the EU is seen as a positive
model as opposed to the unsatisfactory performance of internal institutions,
the Union is as well perceived as a source of economic growth through EU funds.
The local authorities’ management of such funds, however, is seen as an impedi-
ment to economic progress. Still, regardless of Romanians’ pessimistic economic
self-evaluation, they still maintain trust in the positive economic outcome of EU
membership.

6 Concluding Remarks

The results of this study show little support for the utilitarian approach to EU support
among Romanian citizens, therefore the first hypothesis is validated. In terms of
GDP, integration has meant visible growth compared to the interval prior to 2007.
However, this is not reflected in the most important indicator of citizens’ economic
wellbeing—GDP/capita, which is still low in Romania compared to other CEE
countries. Even though Romania’s economy has made some progress after integra-
tion, economic growth at this point is still the result of an increase in public debt
rather than from production or investments. At the same time, even though the
absorption of EU funds has increased, it is still too low to make a positive impact on
economic growth.

The data collected through the national survey is complementary to the results of
the secondary data analysis. Romanian citizens view the economic performance of
their country pessimistically compared to other EU member states, and state that
Romania is heading in the wrong direction. A negative evaluation is also given to
personal economic performance, which is expected to either remain the same in 2018
or worsen. When comparing their economic performance to that of other citizens in
CEE member states, Romanians state that they are less economically performant.
Therefore, the second two hypotheses are confirmed. At the same time, in terms of
trust, Romanian citizens tend to trust supranational organizations such as the EU and
NATO more than they trust the presidency, parliament, government and internal
justice system, confirming thus the fourth hypothesis of our study. The lack of trust
in the government can be associated with a lack of satisfaction with its policies and
ability to adequately manage the public money. Lastly, the fifth hypothesis of this
study was invalidated: while EU funds are seen as a potential source of growth for
the Romanian economy, citizens believe that these funds are not used adequately in
order to positively impact the country’s economy.

Overall, Romanian citizens’ evaluation of national and personal economic per-
formances indicates a strong level of pessimism. However, this does not influence
the trust Romanians have in the EU. Therefore, the sixth hypothesis of our study is
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invalidated. Trust in the EU cannot be explained through hard predictors, although
Romanians’ confidence in EU funds contributing to economic growth may indicate a
latent utilitarian evaluation of European membership. Given the results of this study,
the strong trust Romanians have in the European project can be more accurately
explained by soft predictors—a trend that we have named soft euro-optimism. From
this point of view, the symbolic meaning of EU membership, which is perceived as
desirable compared to other geopolitical options, and the disappointment with
internal political institutions are better explanatory factors for the apparent unre-
served support Romanians have for the European Union. The results of this study are
in line with previous research on the same topic (Fomina and Radu 2017) and could
benefit from further qualitative investigation. Still, the trend shown by this study is
that in Romania, where EU political issues are still rarely discussed in the public
sphere and where trust in the national political institutions and media system is low,
the EU continues to keep its aura of desirability for Romanian citizens. This reveals a
paradox of Europeanization in the making: the lower the level of information about
EU affairs and trust in the local government, the higher the trust in the EU.
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