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ABSTRACT

This research focuses on anti-Americanism in Europe. Old Europe, including countries
like France, Germany, Italy, Spain, the Netherlands and Belgium, is significantly more anti-
American than New Europe, which includes countries such as Romania, Bulgaria, Poland and
Hungary. In this project, however, | have made a number of observations that go beyond than
this simple conclusion. | examined factors that could be behind these different levels of anti-
Americanism in Old Europe and New Europe, and one key answer that emerged was “cultural
similarity.” There are, of course, other factors that impact attitudes towards the United States and
Americans, such as the frequent travels to and from the U.S., a country’s trade ties with the
American government, and people’s views on U.S. policies in the Middle East and towards the
environment. But even when we take all these elements into account, cultural similarity still
plays a significant role in why Old Europe is more anti-American than is New Europe. The
United States and New Europe resemble each other more culturally than Old Europe and the
U.S. do, particularly in their levels of religiosity. Secularism never took root in New Europe and
the United States with the force that it has in Old Europe. As the two case studies have shown,
Romanians and Americans go to church more often, pray more frequently, and place more
importance on religion in their lives than do the French.

The second element of cultural similarity investigated in this dissertation is tolerance.
There is a significant relationship between levels of anti-Americanism and tolerance towards
women, immigrants/foreign workers and immigrants in Old Europe versus New Europe. New
Europe and the United States are, in general, more intolerant than Old Europe.

The results presented in this dissertation provide a better understanding of European anti-
Americanism than was previously the case in the already extensive literature on this topic. There
is a clear cultural divide in the European Union between Old Europe and New Europe that
parallels their respective attitudes towards the United States and the American people.
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CHAPTER 1 - INTRODUCTION
11 THE WHAT AND THE WHY

In 2003, with the war in Irag looming over the United States and its EU allies, then
Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld made a comment that reverberated in all European
capitals. Addressing the foreign media in Washington, he was asked: “Sir, a question about the
mood among European allies. If you look at, for example, France, Germany, also a lot of people
in my own country -- I'm from Dutch public TV, by the way -- it seems that a lot of Europeans
rather give the benefit of the doubt to Saddam Hussein than President George Bush. These are
U.S. allies. What do you make of that?”” Rumsfeld’s answer was:

Now, you're thinking of Europe as Germany and France. | don't. | think that's old Europe.
If you look at the entire NATO Europe today, the center of gravity is shifting to the east.
And there are a lot of new members. And if you just take the list of all the members of
NATO and all of those who have been invited in recently -- what is it? Twenty-six,
something like that? -- You’re right. Germany has been a problem, and France has been a
problem. But you look at vast numbers of other countries in Europe. They're not with
France and Germany on this; they're with the United States. (Rumsfeld 2003)

The reaction to these comments was swift. Coomarasmy (2003) describes German and
French leaders as being “profoundly vexed” by Rumsfeld’s comments. He notices that they were
also quick to dismiss the distinction made by Secretary Rumsfeld as a mere attempt to pitch
Eastern and Western European countries against each other in order to maintain American world
supremacy against the increased influence of the European Union — “divide et impera”
(Coomarasamy 2003).

This project tests the validity of Rumsfeld’s supposition that there are two divided
“Europes.” This is the “what” of my dissertation — what | am substantially interested in. There
are two levels of inquiry employed toward this end. The first level deals with the possibility that
there are different degrees of anti-Americanism in different parts of Europe. If Rumsfeld is right,
then I should find that countries within “New Europe” (the Polish or the Romanians) are
friendlier toward the United States than are those within “Old Europe” (the French or Germans).
Table 1.1.1 contains the list of all European countries part of this analysis and the Old Europe —
New Europe division.

TABLE 1.1.1: OLD EUROPE — NEW EUROPE COUNTRIES

OLD EUROPE NEW EUROPE
Austria Bulgaria
Belgium Cyprus
Denmark Czech Republic
Finland Estonia
France Hungary
Germany Latvia
Greece Lithuania
Ireland Poland




Table continued.

OLD EUROPE NEW EUROPE

Italy Romania

Luxembourg Slovakia

Malta Slovenia

Netherlands

Portugal

Spain

Sweden

United Kingdom

Assuming that distinctions in feelings towards the United States do exist in Old versus
New Europe, the second level of inquiry will investigate the reasons behind these divergent
degrees of anti-Americanism. | have chosen to focus on two sets of explanatory variables, both
related to cultural differences between Old Europe, New Europe, and the United States — one set
of variables is focused on religion and the other is focused on tolerance (see below Chart 1.1.1). |
have also added to my analysis several alternative, non-cultural, explanatory variables: strength
of economic ties, as measured by the trade to GPD ratio, numbers of times a person had traveled
to the U.S., as well as views on American involvement in Irag, the Palestinian problem and
environmental protection around the world.

Chart 1.1.1: Cultural Similarity and Anti-Americanism in Old versus New Europe

EXPECTED RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN CULTURAL
SIMILARITY AND PRO-AMERICANISM

HIGH CULTURAL

SIMILARITY
NEW EUROPE

==¢==THE RELATIONSHIP
BETWEEN CULTURAL
LIKENESS AND PRO-

AMERICANISM
OLD EUROPE
LOW CULTURAL
SIMILARITY
LOW PRO-AMERICANISM HIGH PRO-AMERICANISM




The reason - the “why - of my research is that | am keenly interested in the changes that
have occurred in Eastern Europe for the last twenty years, and wish to better understand the real
causes of these changes. | am originally from Romania (part of Rumsfeld’s New Europe), and
grew up during Communism with older people telling me stories about how “the Americans”
have betrayed us after World War II and “sold us” to the Soviets. However, almost as soon as the
Ceausescu regime fell in December 1989, the democratic Romania became wholeheartedly pro-
American. At the same time, it remained a profoundly francophone country, the only one in
Central and Eastern Europe where the majority of the population speaks a Latin-language. Then,
following the United States withdrawal from the International Criminal Court treaty, Romania
was the first country to follow the U.S.’s lead by also withdrawing. Later, when the war in Iraq
started, Romania again broke from its bigger sibling in France, by clearly and unequivocally
siding with the Bush Administration. Why did Romania choose the Americans over the French?
Is it because Romania truly is part of Rumsfeld’s “New Europe,” and is now more sympathetic
to the U.S. than to the French from an international political perspective? If that is the case, what
are the values that make the Romanians prefer the United States more than the France? These are
the types of questions that contributed to the development of this project.

1.2 THE HOW

| describe in the next section the methods and data — the how — | use to examine the
questions discussed above. Toward this end, | employ two forms of methodological inquiry for
this purpose: 1) statistical analysis (independent samples t-test, chi-square test and multivariate
regression) using public opinion data (from the Eurobarometer, the World Values Survey and
other similar databases) as well as trade/economic data, and 2) qualitative (case study) analysis
using archival data, mass media information, etc. This empirical analysis component of this
dissertation begins with a series of quantitative tests of my primary research questions using
public opinion poll data. This is followed by a qualitative analysis of the relationships uncovered
by the earlier, quantitative analysis.

1.21 QUANTITATIVE METHODS

One of the three quantitative methods used in this research is the independent-samples t-test
comparing means between populations of respondents from Old Europe, New Europe and the
United States. This method was used in those cases in which the independent variable was a
dummy variable (coded 0 and 1) and the dependent variable had more than two values. The
second quantitative method utilized in this dissertation is the Chi-Square test for independence. |
used this method in those cases in which the dependent variable is a dummy variable, classifying
the respondents in two distinct categories (agree/disagree, mentioned/not mentioned). The third
statistical tool used in this research was a multivariate regression with several independent
variables and anti-Americanism as the dependent variable.

1.2.2. QUALITATIVE METHODS

The qualitative method used in this analysis is the case study. The Merriam-Webster
Online Dictionary defines a case study as “an intensive analysis of an individual unit (as a person
or community) stressing developmental factors in relation to environment” (Merriam-Webster
Online Dictionary n.d.). George and Bennett define a case as an “instance of a class of events
such as revolutions, or various categories of governmental regimes, economic systems or
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personality types that the researcher chooses to study with the goals of discovering the causes of
similarities or differences among instances of that class of events.” (George and Bennett 2005,
17). In Gerring’s description, a case is “a spatially delimited phenomenon (unit) observed at a
single point in time or over some period of time” (Gerring 2007, 19). For the purpose of this
project, | draw from each of these definitions in examining the differences in levels of anti-
Americanism in France and Romania by limiting the analysis to two political units, over a ten
years period and one class of societal elements — anti-American attitudes.

One aspect of case study methodology often criticized is the case selection process.
George and Bennett (2005) argued that the problem with case selection bias for case studies is
different from the case selection bias in statistical research, and this discrepancy stems from their
distinct epistemologies: “the goal of statistical analysis is to acquire enough knowledge about as
many units of interest in the population as possible, to be able to make general claims about the
group under study. The goal of case studies is to acquire as much knowledge as possible about
one unit, such as a country, or a specific historical event, and then use this information to devise
new theoretical questions” (George and Bennett 2005, 21) As these epistemological differences
are reflected in methodological ones, the two authors argue that in a statistical analysis, if the
researcher does not select his cases randomly (unless you can include the entire population in
your analysis, which is not feasible in most instances) then the results of a statistical analysis
could be biased, possibly showing either a relationship between variable when none exists, or no
relationship when in reality there is one. A case study subject (country, historical event,
politician, etc.) cannot be selected randomly. It must be a special case, standing out from the
crowd in a way that makes the causal connections between independent and dependent variables
more visible to the researcher.

The “most similar case” case study methodology, focusing on Romania and France, is
used in this research. These are “cases that are comparable in all respects except for the
independent variable, whose variance may account for the cases having different outcomes on
the dependent variable” (George and Bennett 2005, 81). George and Bennett also advise the
researchers to select their cases for theoretical reasons, and not just because the cases are
interesting, while Yin suggests that it is good to “use your own, prior expert knowledge in your
case study” (Yin 2003, 137). | believe that my cases meet all these requirements. I have
theoretical and personal knowledge of those two cases, and they are both relevant to my overall
research question: Romania is part of “New Europe,” France is “Old Europe,” and these
countries’ levels of anti-Americanism appear to be notably different despite the fact that their
strong cultural, political, and economic ties with each other might have suggested otherwise.

The case studies in this research project are largely used for descriptive purposes, and are
attempts at providing a snapshot of the bigger picture of cultural similarity and anti-Americanism
across Old and New Europe, seeing if there is a relationship between these two phenomena. Two
European countries, one from Old Europe (France) and one from New Europe (Romania) were
chosen for this purpose.

1.2.3. EMPIRICAL DATA

There are six main sources of data used in the statistical analysis part of my dissertation.
Five of these are public opinion polls/ surveys: the Eurobarometers, World Values Survey, Pew
Research Center’s Global Attitudes Project, Voice of the People and the United States
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Citizenship, Involvement and Democracy surveys. The sixth database contains economic/trade
data (trade to GDP ratio) and was created specifically for this project by combining information
from the U.S. government’s trade data and EU’s national budgets data. These databases are
presented in detail below, starting with the Eurobarometer surveys.

l. The Eurobarometer Surveys

The Eurobarometer Surveys are “the products of a unique program of cross-national and
cross-temporal social science research” (Center 2007). This program moved under the
management of the Commission of the European Community (CEC) in early 1970, when
simultaneous surveys were conducted in the member countries of the European Union. Initially,
the Commission’s goal was to find out how much the Europeans knew and/or cared about the
Common Market and other communitarian institutions, as well as what the major national goals
were for each member state in the eyes of its own citizens. The areas of interest later expanded to
include not only people’s attitudes toward the European Union, its institutions, and other
international actors (such as the United States, UN or NATO), but also their views on other
topics such as the quality of their lives, happiness, religion or hopes for a better future (European
Comission n.d.). The official launch of the Eurobarometer surveys took place in 1974, and they
have been conducted since then every spring and fall. I use two Eurobarometer surveys for my
dissertation: Eurobarometer 62 (2004) and Eurobarometer 63.4 (2005).

Eurobarometers 62 (2004) and 63.4 (2005) were conducted in 29 European nations, but
only information from the following countries has been kept in my databases: Belgium,
Denmark, Germany, Greece, Spain, France, Ireland, Italy, Luxembourg, Netherlands, Portugal,
United Kingdom, Austria, Sweden, Finland, Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary, Latvia,
Lithuania, Malta, Poland, Slovakia, Slovenia, Bulgaria and Romania. The variables from these
two surveys used in this research measure anti-American feelings in Old and New Europe, as
well as levels of religiosity. Eurobarometer 62 (2004) database used for this analysis contains 51
variables and 29,334 respondents. Eurobarometer 63.4 (2005) database contains 61 variables and
29,328 respondents. Codebooks for these two databases, containing the wording of the questions
as well as the coding for each answer, can be found in Appendices 6 and 7.

1. The World Values Survey

The World Values Survey (WVS) organization is a “worldwide network of social
scientists studying changing values and their impact on social and political life” (World Values
Survey 2008). The WVS in collaboration with EVS (European Values Study) conducted national
surveys in 97 societies, where they discovered the existence of profound changes that have taken
place over time in what people believe it is important in their lives. European Values Study is “a
large-scale, cross-national, and longitudinal survey research program on basic human values [...]
and a unique research project on how Europeans think about life, family, work, religion, politics
and society” (European Values Study 2007). In order to measure these beliefs and values, five
waves of surveys were carried out, from 1981 to 2007, in 97 nations. For the purpose of this
analysis I am using only information collected since the 1998 survey.

The WVS argues that peoples’ beliefs and values play a key role in a country’s economic
and democratic development. While the WVS network analyzes the causal link between global
cultural changes and economic development, quality of life, and democracy, my interest is to
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examine whether the tolerance and religiosity levels measured by WVS can explain different
levels of anti-Americanism in Old Europe and New Europe. My database contains responses
from the following countries: Bulgaria, Finland, France, Germany, Italy, Netherlands, Norway,
Poland, Romania, Sweden, Slovenia, Spain, Great Britain and the United States (62 variables and
19,897 respondents). The codebook for this database, containing the wording for each question
as well as the coding for each answer, can be found in Appendix 1.

I11.  Pew Research Center’s Global Attitudes Project

The Pew Research Center’s Global Attitudes Project conducts “public opinion surveys
around the world on a broad array of subjects ranging from people’s assessments of their own
lives to their views about the current state of the world and important issues of the day” (Pew
Research Center 2011). It is directed by Andrew Kohut, president of the Pew Research Center,
and co-author (along with Bruce Strokes) of America against the World: How We Are Different
and Why We Are Disliked. The project was initiated in 2001 and for my dissertation | am using
the surveys conducted in 2002 and 2007, as they not only contain questions/variables pertinent to
my own research, but they also cover the geographical areas | analyze (New Europe, Old Europe
and the United States).

The 2002 Pew Global Attitudes survey (referred to henceforth as Pew 2002) was
conducted in 44 nations. | focused on the following countries for the purpose of my research:
Bulgaria, Czech Republic, France, Germany, Great Britain, Italy, Poland, Slovak Republic and
the United States. The variables from this survey that I use in my analysis are those concerning
levels of tolerance towards women, homosexuals, and foreigners/immigrants, levels of
religiosity, and levels of anti-Americanism in Europe. The restricted PEW 2002 database |
created for this analysis contains 38 variables and 6,031 respondents. The codebook for this
database, containing the wording for each question as well as the coding for each answer, can be
found in Appendix 3.

The 2007 Pew Global Attitudes survey (referred to henceforth as Pew 2007) was
conducted in 47 nations. The modified database I use for this project contains information from
the following countries: Britain, France, Germany, Italy, Spain, Sweden, Bulgaria, Czech
Republic, Poland, Slovakia and the United States. This data is used in testing hypotheses
regarding levels of anti-Americanism, religiosity, as well as tolerance towards women and
foreigners/immigrants. The restricted PEW 2007 database used in this dissertation contains 38
variables and 9,837 respondents. The codebook for this database, with the wording for each
question and the coding/value for each answer, can be found in Appendix 5.

IV.  Voice of the People

Voice of the People Survey is conducted annually under the auspices of Gallup
International Association. The edition used in my analysis is the “Millennium Survey” conducted
in over 50 countries between August and October 1999, with the results published in 2000
(ICPSR n.d.). The countries included of my database are: Austria, Belgium, Bulgaria, Czech
Republic, Denmark, Estonia, Finland, France, Germany, Hungary, Ireland, Italy, Latvia,
Lithuania, Luxembourg, Netherlands, Norway, Poland, Romania, Slovakia, Spain, Sweden,
United Kingdom and United States. Answers from this survey are used to test my hypotheses
regarding levels of tolerance towards women, homosexuals and foreigners/immigrants, and
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levels of religiosity in Old Europe, New Europe as well as the United States. The restricted
database | use contains 42 variables from 21,736 respondents, and the codebook for it can be
found in Appendix 4.

V. United States Citizenship, Involvement and Democracy Survey

“United States Citizenship, Involvement and Democracy” CID Survey Project (U.S. CID)
was conducted in 2006 for the Center for Democracy and Civil Society at Georgetown
University by International Communications Research (Howard, Gibson and Stolle 2005). It
represented a partnership with the European Social Survey (ESS), which has been carried out
twice a year since 2002. As a result of including several questions from the ESS survey in the
U.S. CID survey, the United States information was compatible and could be included in a sole
database (which I use for my dissertation) containing U.S. data alongside data from 11 European
countries surveyed in 2002: Austria, Belgium, Czech Republic, Denmark, Spain, France, United
Kingdom, Greece, Hungary, Ireland, Italy, Luxembourg, Netherlands, Norway, Poland, Portugal
and Sweden. This active database contains 22 variables and 43,360 respondents and its codebook
(with the wording for each question and the coding/value of each answer) can be found in
Appendix 4.

VI. “Trade to GDP Ratio” Database

I created the “trade to GDP ratio” database by combining information from two
different sources: United States’ government trade data and the European Union’s budget data.
The steps I took in order to build a database containing “trade to GPD ratio” for individual EU
countries and the U.S. are described below:

1. | collected trade data (yearly imports and export) in millions of dollars from the U.S.
census website: http://www.census.gov/foreign-trade/balance/index.html .

2. | then collected national GDP data in millions of Euros from the EUROSTAT website:
http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/portal/page/portal/statistics/search database

3. I converted the millions of Euros from the EUROSTAT website into the millions of
dollars from the census website. | converted these currencies by first moving the
information regarding the U.S. GDP in millions of Euros from the EUROSTAT website
in separate excel files.

4. Then, | took the information regarding the U.S. GDP for the same years from the website:
http://www.bea.gov/national/index.htm#gdp . Because it was in billions of dollars, | had
to multiply these numbers by 1000 to get to millions of dollars.

5. The currency information converted into millions of dollars in the same excel file as the
information in millions of Euros, and divided the dollars by Euros, which gave me the
parity for the conversion.

6. |then went back to step 2 listed above (GDP in millions of Euros from EUROSTAT) and
using the parity from step 5, I changed the millions of Euros into millions of dollars.


http://www.census.gov/foreign-trade/balance/index.html
http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/portal/page/portal/statistics/search_database
http://www.bea.gov/national/index.htm#gdp

7. | then used the trade data from the census website and the final GDP data from step 6 to
find the “trade to GPD” ratio from 1998 to 2010 for bilateral trade relations between
individual EU member states and the U.S.

VII. Case Studies Data

The richest sources of data for my dissertation are previous studies done on the topics of
tolerance, religiosity, and anti-Americanism in France and Romania, as well as empirical data
from the surveys used in the quantitative analysis chapters. World Values Survey information
will be used to present the cultural similarities between France, Romania and the United States,
while the 2005 Eurobarometer data will gauge levels of anti-Americanism. | will also examine
data from archival records (i.e. survey data not used in the statistical analysis as well as
organizational records, such as governmental agencies reports), and relay my personal
experiences from both countries as they are relevant to my research.



CHAPTER 2 - LITERATURE REVIEW AND HYPOTHESIS BUILDING

2.1  ANTI-AMERICANISM IN A DIVIDED EUROPEAN UNION - A CULTURAL
EXPLANATION

Anti-Americanism in Europe is not new. It has come and gone in waves, usually
exacerbated by specific U.S. foreign policies such as the war in Vietnam, the Iran-Contra
scandal, and more recently, George W. Bush’s war in Iraq. Even during times of relative “good
will”, such as the period of the Clinton Presidency, the trans-Atlantic relationship has been
marred by tensions. Clinton, one of the most popular American Presidents as far as the Europe is
concerned, has been accused by Europeans of trying to undermine their economy during the
famous beef hormone dispute (EU trying to prevent meat from American cattle injected with
growth hormones from entering its markets, and the U.S. taking the matter to the World Trade
Organization) (World Trade Organization 2009). With George W. Bush’s “war on terror”, anti-
Americanism in some parts of Europe has reached new all-time heights. Younger generations of
Western Europeans, born after the end of the Cold War, have come to see the United States not
as their protector against the threat of the Soviet Union (as some of their parents and grandparent
did) but rather as “the country . . . in European eyes -- of arrogance” (Moisi 2003).

For this dissertation, when | use the term anti-Americanism in Europe, | am referring to
the negative attitudes of some Europeans toward the U.S. and the American people. Surely,
certain policies of the U.S. government (the war in Iraq, support for the state of Israel, etc.), as
well as a number of politicians such as George W. Bush or Donald Rumsfeld, figure prominently
among the targets of European anti-Americanism. But Europe’s hostility is not limited to these
narrow targets. Harnden (2009) quotes President Obama as saying that America as a whole is
blamed at times for “much of what is bad in the world” because of its haughtiness and
unwillingness to cooperate with others, especially with the European Union: “Instead of
celebrating your dynamic union and seeking to partner with you to meet common challenges,
there have been times where America has shown arrogance and been dismissive, even derisive.”
| use data from the Eurobarometer as well as from the World Values Surveys to measure how
citizens of the European Union view the United States’ role in fighting poverty in the world,
dealing with terrorism, helping the international economy, and promoting world peace; these
questions tap into a pool of public opinion feelings toward the United States in both Old and
New Europe.

2.2 CULTURAL SIMILARITY, TOLERANCE AND RELIGION

This section covers two of the primary aspects of cultural similarity: tolerance and
religiosity. The core argument of this research is that there is a relationship between these two
elements of cultural similarity and anti-Americanism: the more culturally similar a country is to
the United States, the lower its levels of anti-Americanism. | begin with an overall definition of
cultural similarity.

2.2.1. CULTURAL SIMILARITY

Cultural similarity is the concept used in this dissertation to describe the closeness in
cultural values between countries/regions. The goal is to show that anti-Americanism levels are
lower in New Europe than in Old Europe because the newest members of the European Union



have more in common, culturally, with their American counterparts than Old Europeans do. The
central argument of this research is that countries/populations who share similar cultural values
are inclined to feel closer to each other than countries/populations divided by cultural
differences. This is a fairly ‘common sense’ suggestion: we like people who we perceive to be
similar to us. This promotes balance in an individual’s values system and prevents cognitive
dissonance, which has been described as the existence of strong contradictions between a
person’s various beliefs and opinions about herself and her environment (Festinger 1957) . When
we like people who are like us, we indirectly validate our own opinions and behaviors through
them.

In the international studies literature, the concept of cultural similarity has typically been
associated with research pertaining to the either the democratic peace theory, or to Huntington’s
famous “clash of civilizations” argument. For example, some studies based on the democratic
peace theory have looked at how cultural similarity between governments and political structures
strengthens or weakens the impact of democratic dyads on inter-state wars — the more culturally
similar two democracies are the less likely they are to fight against each other (Henderson 1998).
Others have investigated the impact of perceived cultural similarity between two states on their
respective publics, and in turn, the impact of public opinion on governmental foreign policies —
the more two nationalities perceive each other as culturally alike, the more they would pressure
their governments to establish bi-lateral friendly/cooperative relations (Geva and Hanson 1999).

The research in this dissertation differs from those mentioned above in that it is not
looking at the impact of public opinion on specific governmental policies. Its focus instead
reflects Nincic and Russett’s arguments regarding the origin of levels of American public
hostility or friendliness towards a given country: “the American public will strive to achieve a
measure of congruity between its level of approval for a foreign nation and the extent to which
the foreign nation is perceived as similar to the United States in terms of certain salient
attributes” (Nincic and Russett 1979, 69). My theory is that the public in New Europe will do the
same thing. “New Europeans” will look at the United States and see the Americans as having
cultural values similar to their own, especially when it comes to tolerance and religion; this
perceived cultural similarity will affect their overall feelings towards the U.S.

2.2.2. RELIGIOSITY AND TOLERANCE

Religiosity is here understood as the way an individual interprets the world through the
perceptual lens of his faith, as well as how strictly he observes its rites/rituals. As it pertains to
this research, I argue that there is a negative relationship between religiosity and anti-
Americanism in Old Europe and New Europe. | expect to find that New Europe and the United
States share similar (higher) levels of religiosity, compared to a more secular Old Europe.

There is a vast literature on how America’s religious beliefs are seen by the rest of the
world. Using data from the PEW surveys, Kohut and Stokes argue that “To Europeans,
Americans’ religiosity skews what should be secular policy decisions, such as on teaching
creationism in schools, and the death penalty, abortion and gay marriage” (Kohut and Stokes
2006, 93). This negative view of how faith and governmental affairs intermingle in the United
States was particularly accentuated in the first decade of the 2000s following the election of
George W. Bush as America’s 43" President.
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Those Europeans already worried about his openly-proclaimed faith and wide support
among evangelical Christians became even more concerned about the influence of religion in
George Bush’s foreign policies when he began framing the war on terrorism as a war against
“evil.” In his 2002 State of Union address, President Bush made several references to the “good
vs. evil” battles awaiting a post-9/11 United States: “States like [Iran, Iraq and North Korea], and
their terrorist allies, constitute an axis of evil, arming to threaten the peace of the world”; “Our
enemies believed America was weak and materialistic, that we would splinter in fear and
selfishness. They were as wrong as they are evil”; “Those of us who have lived through these
challenging times have been changed by them. We've come to know truths that we will never
question: evil is real, and it must be opposed”; and “This time of adversity offers a unique
moment of opportunity -- a moment we must seize to change our culture. Through the gathering
momentum of millions of acts of service and decency and kindness, |1 know we can overcome
evil with greater good” (Bush 2002). Much of the world had a negative reaction to this rhetoric.
The Muslim world saw it as an attack on Islam and non-Christians in general, while Europeans
were mostly concerned about the blurring of lines separating Church and State, especially after
Bush’s successful 2004 reelection campaign:

“He's convinced he's right, and he's almost got this feeling he has a quasi-divine mission
to fill as the president of the United States,” said the Rev. Michel Kubler, executive
religion editor for La Croix, a Roman Catholic newspaper in France. “His reelection will
only reinforce these convictions, and he'll feel infallible, which of course will only
increase European disquiet. A transatlantic divide has existed for years between
increasingly secular Europe and religious America, shaping perceptions on issues ranging
from abortion and stem cell research to the death penalty, same-sex marriage and
conflicts in the Middle East. As the results of the U.S. election sink in, the early
consensus among European religious and political thinkers is that the religion gap is
likely to widen” (Bryant 2004).

This research aims to uncover and examine a “religion gap” like the one Bryant mentions
above not only between Europe as a whole and the United States, but inside the European Union
as well—between Old Europe and New Europe. European political scientists have started to
notice a weakening of continental religious ties with the integration of newer, more Eastern
countries into the broader economic and political systems of Europe. Schlesinger and Foret
(2006), for example, analyzed how the impact of new religious groups in European society
manifested itself in the debate over the inclusion of references to Christian values and beliefs in
the European Constitution. They argue that New Europe “flexing” its newly found political
muscle within the EU made the intensity of the debate over religion and the European Union
Constitution much more pronounced than the secular Old Europe expected. Grace Davie (2006)
not only agrees with them, but also suggests that these kinds of clashes will probably intensify in
the future, with secularism under pressure not only from former communist countries that are
now members of the EU, but from within Old Europe itself, where growing numbers of
immigrant populations are using religion to maintain their identities and to create a niche for
themselves in otherwise homogeneous societies (Davie 2006).

Tolerance, as discussed in the political science literature, comes in two forms. One
represents the baseline for being tolerant, which means that even if you object to something, you
still agree to live with it. The second form reflects a higher standard of tolerance that asks a
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person not only to agree to live with people, beliefs and behaviors one disapproves of, but to also
recognize them as having equal rights in society (King 1976). The focus of this analysis in on the
latter variety of tolerance, and for this purpose | have selected three groups that at various points
in time have been the target of intolerance in Europe and the United States: 1) homosexuals, 2)
women, and 3) foreigners/immigrants — people who speak a different language, have a different
nationality, or who “look” different than the majority of the population. Survey questions
regarding people’s views on these three groups are used as measures of tolerance. They cover a
diverse array of societal beliefs about women as mothers, wives, educated individuals, and
political leaders, about homosexuals as neighbors (and the acceptance of homosexual life style),
and about immigrants as neighbors and a positive influence on a society.

This look at tolerance exclusively focused on attitudes falls in line with distinctions
between tolerance and toleration made by Andrew Murphy and Philip Brooks. Brooks defines
tolerance as “a disposition: toleration is the behavior in which the disposition finds expression”
(Brooks 1887, 6). A century later, Murphy builds on this distinction and suggests that we should
use the term toleration “...to refer to social or political practice” and tolerance “... to refer to
attitudes” (Murphy 1997). He argues that although toleration in an intrinsic part of a liberal
democracy, tolerance is not. A democracy can survive with intolerance, but not without
toleration, and the danger begins the moment that a negative attitude towards a group (i.e.
women or homosexuals) changes into actively denying that particular group equal rights in the
society (i.e., not allowing women to vote, drive or work outside the home, or denying gays and
lesbian couples same civil rights granted to heterosexual households). The entire group of
variables used in this dissertation looks at tolerance - attitudes towards homosexuals, women,
and foreigners/immigrants.

In the 1980s, several authors focused their attention on changes in intolerance levels in
American society during the Cold War. What they found was not that the public was more
intolerant in the 1982 than thirty years prior, but rather that they had shifted the targets for their
existing intolerant dispositions. As Sullivan, Piereson, and Marcus (1982) note, “attitudes
towards Communists, socialists, and atheists are now more favorable [because] citizens are now
able to point to other political groups towards whom they feel more hostility” (69).
Homosexuals, immigrants and women are three groups that have figured prominently in the
minds of 21% century Americans as “new outlets” for their intolerant attitudes.

As early as July 2011, major U.S. media outlets were discussing the passage of a law in
New York allowing gay marriage, the end of military’s policy of “don’t ask don’t tell,” and
Presidential hopeful Michelle Bachman’s views on homosexuality as “personal bondage,
personal despair and personal enslavement” (Stolberg 2011). In 2010, PEW Center survey
findings demonstrated that nearly half (48%) of the American population were opposed to same-
sex marriage, while 60% of respondents supported gays and lesbians serving openly in the
military, demonstrating that there were still notable segments of U.S. society holding intolerant
views toward these groups (Pew Research Center 2010).

Immigration debates are equally heated in the U.S. as of this writing. Samuel Huntington
wrote that “the single most immediate and most serious challenge to America’s traditional
identity comes from the immense and continuing immigration from Latin America, especially
from Mexico, and the fertility rates of these immigrants compared to black and white American
natives” (Huntington 2004, 32). Huntington perceives the Latino immigration as so dangerous to
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the fabric of America’s “melting pot” precisely because these new immigrants refused to fully
assimilate, or “melt,” into the existing U.S. culture. Huntington’s perspective has been echoed in
discussions over English as the official language of the United States, but also more recently in
attempts to reduce or eliminate tax-subsidized medical services for uninsured illegal immigrants,
and plans by high ranking Republican legislators to end birthright citizenship (Preston 2011).

These high-profile policy initiatives reflect fairly widespread concern within the
American citizenry about the impact immigrants have on the American society as a whole
According to a Pew 2011 survey, 61 percent of Americans approve of Arizona’s newest and
toughest immigration laws (which require, among other things, for foreigners to carry their
immigration papers with them at all times, and for police officers to ask to see these documents if
they have any reasons to suspect someone might be an illegal immigrant). Further, 39 percent of
respondents support a constitutional change that would deny automatic citizenship rights for
children of illegal immigrants (Pew Research Center 2011).

Women are the third minority groups analyzed here as a target of intolerant attitudes.
While gender equality issues such as equal pay for equal work, or equal access to jobs and
education are met with general societal approval in America and the European Union, there are
still at least two very controversial issues remaining: abortion, and, to a lesser degree, divorce. In
the United States, abortion “has inspired marches and murder, and spawned a set of competing
interest groups that have mobilized tens of millions of dollars a year to influence public opinion
and voting behavior” (Jelen and Wilcox 2003, 489). And these “pro-life”” and “pro-choice”
campaigns seem to have worked as their proponents hoped. As of this writing, abortion is one of
the few issues capable of changing a person’s long time affiliation with a party. For example, as
Abramowitz (1995) observed during the 1990s elections, some very religious Democrats voted
for the Republican Party because of their own party’s stance on the abortion issue. Overall,
America remains deeply divided over the issues of abortion. A 2011 Pew Survey found that a
majority of Americans (54 percent) believes that abortion should be legal, which represents an
increase in support from the 46 percent in 2009. When it comes to the political affiliation of pro-
choice supporters, these divisions are clearer — 34 percent of Republics versus 65 percent of
Democrats and 58 percent of Independents ( Pew Research Center 2011).

Homosexuality, immigration, and gender equality/abortion issues are much less
controversial in the European Union than in the United States. However, with the newest waves
of EU expansion including a growing number of formerly Communist countries, the general tone
of public debates on these issues has been slowly changing. There are stronger voices now within
the European Union from New European countries — like Poland and Romania — speaking out
against gay rights and against abortion, than was the case in the past. And this creates tensions
between Old and New Europe. For example, in June 2011 the Wall Street Journal (2011) covered
a dispute between EU Justice Commissioner Viviane Reding and the Hungarian Government
concerning the use of EU money for an anti-abortion campaign in lieu of gender equality
projects (such as training women for in-demand jobs in sectors traditionally reserved for men).
Reding officially requested that the Hungarian government remove all posters printed for this
anti-abortion campaign paid with EU money, while the Hungarian officials blamed the whole
incident on a misinterpretation of the EU Progress Program.

To reiterate, the central argument of this project is that there is a relationship between
how tolerant a European society is and its levels of anti-Americanism. Similar levels of tolerance
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create a cultural “likeness” between countries and the United States, while dissimilar levels of
tolerance create a form of cultural “enmity.” Combined with the arguments presented in the
previous section, the cultural similarity — anti-Americanism theory can be summarized as
follows: New Europe and the United States are more similar in terms of their levels of
tolerance and religiosity than Old Europe and the U.S. are, and this rapport explains much
of the difference in levels of anti-Americanism in Old Europe and New Europe.

2.3 TRADE, TRAVEL, THE MIDDLE EAST POLICIES, THE ENVIRONMENT
AND ANTI-AMERICANISM - ALTERNATIVE THEORIES

This section presents the relationship between anti-Americanism and four factors not
explicitly related to cultural similarity: strength of trade ties between a country and the U.S.
(more trade with the U.S. equals more pro-Americanism), travels to America (more travels to the
U.S. equal stronger pro-American), position on Middle East policies (the more pro-Israel and
supporting the war in Irag, the more pro-American) and the environment (the more you support
protecting the environment, the more anti-American you are likely to be).

2.3.1. TRADE AND TRAVEL

Discovering what lies behind anti and pro-Americanism has been a long time interest of
American scholars, who were surprised by the speed at which the high level of support and
sympathy expressed around the world immediately following the 9/11 terrorist attacks
transformed into hostility and opposition to America’s handling of its ““war on terror.” In 2005,
amid a wave of anti-Americanism studies, Anne Applebaum (2005) set out to identify the pro-
Americans still out there in the world. She found them and they looked something like this: “the
British small businessman who [...] has been on Florida on holiday. Or the Indian stockbroker,
the South Korean investment banker, and the Philippines manufacturer, all of whom have
excellent relations with their American clients and all of whom support a U.S. military presence
in their parts of the world” (40). Pro-American feelings in post 9/11 Europe seem to have been
damaged not only by unpopular policies such as the invasion of Irag, but also by America’s
economic, cultural and political disengagement from the European Union, while focusing its
attention on the Middle East and, to a lesser extent, China and Russia. Gienow-Hecht (2006)
summed this up the following way:

Between the late 1940s and the end of the Cold War, political criticism remained
consistently embedded in the critique of cultural imperialism, and it also became
increasingly academic. While the 1990s witnessed a temporary retreat of political anti-
Americanism, the events following 9/11 re-created a scenario reminiscent of the 1950s—
but without the European sympathy generated by years of foreign investment, cultural
exchange, and political goodwill on the part of the United States (1089, emphasis
added).

These discussions of sources of pro-Americanism mirror arguments from studies done in
the tradition of modernization theories, according to which “the more two societies interact and
have economic and cultural ties, the more they develop a sense of “fellow-feeling” between
individuals in those societies” (Dore 1984, 412). Applying these theories to the present research,
we should observe lower levels of anti-Americanism in countries that have strong trade ties with

14



the United States (as measured by a “trade to GPD ratio” variable), where the citizenry support
free markets/capitalism, and where its citizens have traveled to the U.S.

In a similar analytical approach, Chiozza (2009) investigates the impact of several,
related factors such as the number of student visas granted by the United States to the citizens of
a certain country, trade dependence, and American direct investments on anti-Americanism. He
finds that “military, economic, and cultural engagement with the United States is not by itself
sufficient to create a political context immune to anti-Americanism” (Chiozza 2009, 151). While
he uses the 44 countries surveyed in 2002 by the PEW Research Center, it would be interesting
to see if his findings are reflected in an exclusively European sample, five years later.

2.3.2. THE MIDDLE EAST AND THE ENVIRONMENT

The reason “Middle East” and “the Environment” are lumped together in this section is
because they both represent policy issue areas that have attracted the world’s attention and
antipathy towards the United States over the years. The war in Iraq, America’s support for the
state of Israel, and its perceived biases regarding the Palestinian problem have generated
widespread condemnation and fueled anti-Americanism from Paris to Riyad and from Berlin to
Tehran. President Bush’s failure to promote environmentally-friendly policies has triggered
criticism from the more ecologically-minded Europeans, as well as from environmentalists
within the U.S. Goldengerg (2009), for example, quotes Josh Borner, a spokesman for the Sierra
Club as saying “[Bush] has undone decades if not a century of progress on the environment.”

One of the favorite explanations for anti-Americanism inside the Bush 43 administration
was “They hate . . . a democratically elected government. They hate our freedoms: our freedom
of religion, our freedom of speech, our freedom to vote and assemble and disagree with each
other” (CNN 2001). However, as many opinion polls conducted all around the world have
shown, most people actually approve of democratic ideas and believe that democracy is the best
performing governmental system possible right now (Norris and Inglehart 2002). The 2011
upheavals in Tunisia, Egypt, Syria and Yemen have also demonstrated that the young Arab men
and women who might have been burning the American flag a year ago were now willing to
sacrifice their lives to bring democracy in their countries and oust from power dictators like
Hosni Mubarak or Zine el-Abidine Ben Ali, long-time allies of the United States.

So, if it is not American ideals of freedom and democracy, then why do others in the
world “hate” Americans? Part of this answer comes from the polls referenced earlier. When
asked what upsets them about the United States, Europeans have pointed their finger, among
other issues, at the 2003 Iraq war, America’s unwavering and lopsided support for the state of
Israel, and George W. Bush’s environmentally-unfriendly policies such as unilaterally
withdrawing in January 2010 from the Kyoto Treaty (Pew Research Center 2007).

Chapter 9 of this dissertation presents a test of the relationship between anti-Americanism
and the views of respondents from Old and New Europe on U.S. foreign policies in the Middle
East, including the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan, as well as on environmental issues such as
global warming. | expect to find that high levels of anti-Americanism are positively correlated
with an individual’s interest in ecological causes, his/her support for the Palestinians, and his/her
desire to see a quick withdrawal of American troops from Irag and Afghanistan.
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24  THEORY AND HYPOTHESES

The core hypothesis at the basis of this research, as well as an alternative hypothesis and
list of all the more specific hypotheses to be tested in the following chapters, is presented below.

Overall hypothesis: Citizens of New Europe are more pro-American than are citizens of
Old Europe because New Europe and the United States are more culturally similar than
are Old Europe and the U.S.

Alternative hypothesis: Citizens of New Europe are more pro-American than citizens of
Old Europe because they travel to the U.S. more often, because they approve of American
foreign policies in the Middle East and on the environment, because their countries have
stronger economic ties with the U.S. economy, and because they support a market
economy.

Graph 1 - Tolerance, Religiosity, Trade and Anti-Americanism

Trade and
Travel

Israel and
the
J Environment

LEVELS OF ANTI-
AMERICANISM

The following six chapters cover the quantitative analysis used to test the hypothesis at the
foundation of this research, which examines the relationship between anti-Americanism and
levels of religiosity and tolerance towards women, homosexuals and immigrants/foreigners.
These tests are conducted in three distinct geographic regions: Old Europe (Western Europe),
New Europe (Eastern Europe) and the United States. Alternative explanatory factors (trade
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levels, frequency of travels to the U.S., attitudes towards America’s policies in the Middle East
and the environment) are also examined in Chapter 9. The following annotations were used
through the rest of the dissertation: p <.05*, p <.01** and p <.001***. A list of sub-hypotheses
can be seen below. “No answer” responses were deleted from all the databases used in this
empirical analysis. “Don’t know” answers were kept in an analysis when a judgment was made
that they were the equivalent of a “middle-of-the road” or moderate response, especially in the
case of otherwise dichotomous variables where the respondents had only two options (yes or no).
“Don’t know” answers were deleted in the cases on questions giving the respondents either a
large number of choices (for example scales from 0 to 10, 1 to 5, etc.), or the possibility of

choosing a clear “moderate” answer (for example “favorable”, “neither favorable nor
unfavorable” and “unfavorable”).

The core argument of this research is that Old Europe and the United States are less
culturally similar than New Europe and the US, which explains why Old Europe experiences
relatively higher levels of anti-Americanism than New Europe. In order to test this theory, three
dummy variables were created for each of the databases presented below in Chapters 4 — 8 that
measured differences in cultural indicators (tolerance towards women, immigrants and
homosexuals, and levels of religiosity) for three regional pairings: Old Europe and New Europe,
New Europe and the United States, and Old Europe and the United States. Unfortunately, due to
time and space restrictions, only the results of the statistical tests involving the Old Europe/New
Europe, and New Europe/United States comparisons are presented below in detail. Details of
statistical analysis involving an independent variable coded 0 for Old Europe and 1 for the
United States are presented in the text only when they contradict the main hypothesis, according
to which we expect to find statistically significant differences in levels of tolerance and
religiosity between Old Europe and New Europe (culturally divided Europe), as well as between
Old Europe and the United States (lower cultural similarity), but no statistically significant
differences between New Europe and the United States (higher cultural similarity).

The wording of each dependent variable, as well as its value/coding are presented in
Chapters 3-7 in tables containing their respective crosstabulation results. In some cases, when
these variables are coded on a scale from 1 to 10, only the two extreme as well as the middle
values are presented in the above mentioned tables.

A list of detailed hypotheses can be seen below:

Hypothesis 1: There is a statistically significant difference between levels of anti-
Americanism in Old Europe vs. New Europe (OE > NE).

Hypothesis 2: There is a statistically significant difference between levels of tolerance
towards women in Old Europe vs. New Europe (OE > NE), and in Old Europe vs. the United
States (OE > US).

Hypothesis 3: There is no statistically significant difference between levels of tolerance
towards women in New Europe vs. the United States.

Hypothesis 4: There is a statistically significant difference between levels of tolerance
towards immigrants/foreigners in Old Europe vs. New Europe (OE > NE) and in Old Europe
vs. the United States (OE > NE).
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Hypothesis 5: There is no statistically significant difference between levels of tolerance
towards immigrants/foreigners in New Europe vs. the United States.

Hypothesis 6: There is a statistically significant difference between levels of tolerance
towards homosexuals in Old Europe vs. New Europe (OE > NE) and in Old Europe vs. the
United States (OE > US).

Hypothesis 7: There is no statistically significant difference between levels of tolerance
towards homosexuals in New Europe vs. the United States.

Hypothesis 8: There is a statistically significant difference between levels of religiosity
in Old Europe and New Europe (OE <NE) and in Old Europe and the United States (OE <
us).

Hypothesis 9: There is no statistically significant difference between levels of religiosity
in New Europe and the United States.

Hypothesis 10 (alternative theories): High anti-Americanism levels are positively
correlated with weak trade ties with the U.S., infrequent travels to the America, as well as strong
support for the Palestinians, the environment and for a quick withdrawal of American troops
from Irag and Afghanistan.
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CHAPTER 3 - EMPIRICAL ANALYSIS: ANTI-AMERICANISM
IN ADIVIDED EUROPEAN UNION

My first hypothesis states that there is a statistically significant difference between
levels of anti-Americanism in Old Europe vs. New Europe (higher levels in Old Europe
than in New Europe). To test this hypothesis, mean averages of anti-Americanism were
compared across respondents from Old and New Europe using independent-samples t-tests and
chi-square methods. Answers to direct questions about overall feelings towards the United States
and the American people, as well as responses regarding the perceived role United States plays
on world stage, are used in this analysis to measure anti-Americanism,. The overall results,
presented below individually and chronologically (per database used) indicated support for this
hypothesis.

3.1. PEW 2002

Six variables from this database were used as dependent variables to test the difference in
means between levels of anti-Americanism in Old vs. New Europe. The results of the statistical
analysis are summarized in Table 3.1.7 and they are preceded by a detailed description of each
test.

All six are ordinal variables, and for all six of them the statistical test used was an
independent-samples t-test. The results of this test, as well as the crosstabulation and the wording
of the questions in each case, are presented below. The independent variable, Old Europe vs.
New Europe, was coded 0 for Old Europe, and 1 for New Europe. An alpha level of .05 was used
in all statistical analyses.

Results of the statistical analysis for each dependent variable are presented below,
starting with the “U.S. world politics” variable.

The crosstabulation results for the dependent variable “U.S. world politics” can be seen
below in Table 3.1.1.

TABLE 3.1.1: In making international policy decisions, to what extent do you think the
United States takes into account the interests of countries like our country?

In making international policy decisions, to what extent do you
think the United States takes into account the interests of
countries like our country?

Great deal Fair amount Not too much Not at all
1 2 3 4
Old Europe 8.0% 34.6% 40.9% 16.5%
New Europe 2.8% 25.1% 47.0% 25.1%

An independent groups t-test revealed that opinions about the United States in Old
Europe (M = 2.66, SD =.84) significantly differed from those in New Europe (M =2.94, SD =
.78), as predicted, t (4305) = -11.50, p <.001***), However, the direction of the hypothesis was
not confirmed by this test. It appears that while the average citizen from Old Europe believes that
the United States takes into account the interests of his country “a fair amount” in making
international policy decision, the average citizen of New Europe sees the interests of his country
taken into account by the U.S. “not too much.” One possible explanation for these results would
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be that the public in both regions has realistic expectations of U.S. views of the European Union
— it would be expected for the American government to be more concerned about the interests of
their economically strong and militarily powerful, longtime allies like United Kingdom or
Germany, then they would be of countries, like Bulgaria or Slovenia, which are, relatively
speaking, less significant in the international arena.

ii. The results of the crosstabulation for the second dependent variable, “U.S. world
poverty” can be seen below in Table 3.1.2.

TABLE 3.1.2: In your opinion, do United States’ policies increase the gap between rich and
poor countries, lessen the gap between rich and poor countries, or do United States policies

have no effect on the gap between rich and poor countries?

In your opinion, do United States' policies increase the gap
between rich and poor countries, lessen the gap between
rich and poor countries, or do United States policies have

no effect on the gap between rich and poor countries?

Increase gap between No effect Lessen the gap
rich and poor 2 between rich
1 and poor
3
Old Europe 69.5% 20.9% 9.6%
New Europe 60.9% 24.6% 14.5%

An independent groups t-test showed that views of the United States policies regarding
world poverty in Old Europe (M = 1.40, SD = .65) are significantly different from those in
New Europe (M = 1.54, SD =.73), as predicted, t(4085) = -6.10, p <.001**%*), The direction of
the hypothesis is also confirmed, with Old Europe holding a more negative view of how
American policies affect the gap between the rich and poor countries.

iii. The results of the crosstabulation for a third variable, “U.S. world problems,” are
presented below in Table 3.1.3.

TABLE 3.1.3: In terms of solving world problems, does the United States do too much, too

little, or the right amount in helping solve world problems?

In terms of solving world problems, does the United States do too
much, too little, or the right amount in helping solve world problems?

United States United States United States United States does
does too much does right does too little nothing
1 amount 3 4
2
Old Europe 21.7% 36.3% 33.2% 2.9%
New Europe 24.7% 43.9% 17.8% 3.4%

An independent groups t-test showed that views of the United States policies vis-a-vis
world problems in Old Europe (M = 2.18, SD = .82) are significantly different from those in
New Europe (M = 2.00, SD =.79), as predicted, t(4174) = 7.37, p <.001***). The direction of
the hypothesis is also confirmed, with more people in Old Europe believing that the United
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States should do more to solve world problems, while almost half of the people interviewed in
New Europe see America as doing its part in helping solve world problems.

iv. Crosstabulation results for the fourth dependent variable, “U.S. culture,” are presented
below in Table 3.1.4. “Don’t know” answers were re-coded to fit the middle of the scale,
as equivalent to a “neither, nor” classification.

TABLE 3.1.4: Which of the following phrases comes closer to your view? It's good that
American ideas and customs are spreading here, OR it's bad that American ideas and
customs are spreading here.

Which of the following phrases comes closer to your view? It's good
that American ideas and customs are spreading here, OR it's bad that
American ideas and customs are spreading here.

It's good that American
ideas and customs are
spreading here

1t’s neither good, nor
bad that American
ideas and customs are

It's bad that American
ideas and customs are
spreading here

1 spreading here (Don'’t 3
know)
2
Old Europe 30.0% 6.8% 63.2%
New Europe 34.1% 13.5% 52.4%

An independent groups t-test revealed that opinions on Americanization in Old Europe
(M =2.33, SD =.90) are significantly different from those in New Europe (M = 2.18, SD =
.91), as measured, t (4473) = 5.51, p<.001***). In both regions, the majority of people in believe
that it is bad that American ideas and customs are spreading in their countries. However Old
Europeans are more concerned than their New Europe counterparts about the effects of
Americanization on their societies and cultures. 63 percent of people interviewed in OE
answered that it was bad that American ideas and customs were spreading in their countries,
while almost 53 percent of those interviewed in NE argued the opposite. It is also interesting to
notice the fairly large number of Europeans (7 percent in Old Europe and 14 percent in New
Europe) who either do not have enough information or who do not care enough about the topic to
formulate an opinion about the impact of American ideas and customs might have on their
societies.

V. The crosstabulation for my fifth dependent variable, “opinion on U.S.,” is presented
below in Table 3.1.5.

TABLE 3.1.5: What is your opinion of the United States?

What is your opinion of the United States?
Very Somewhat Somewhat Very unfavorable
favorable favorable unfavorable 4
1 2 3
Old Europe 14.1% 55.4% 25.1% 5.4%
New Europe 15.8% 59.2% 20.6% 4.5%
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An independent groups t-test showed that opinions regarding the United States in Old
Europe (M = 2.22, SD = .74) are significantly different from those in New Europe (M = 2.14,
SD =.72), as predicated, t (4263) = 3.54, p < .001***). Although the majority of Europeans have
a fairly positive attitude towards the United States, Old Europeans hold more “somewhat
unfavorable” views of their transatlantic partner.

Vi. Crosstabulation results for the dependent variables measuring European views of
Americans can be found below in Table 3.1.6.

TABLE 3.1.6: What is your opinion of Americans?

What is your opinion of Americans?
Very favorable Somewhat Somewhat Very unfavorable
1 favorable unfavorable 4
2 3
Old Europe 15.2% 63.2% 17.8% 3.8%
New Europe 13.8% 63.5% 19.2% 3.4%

An independent t- test of the “opinion on Americans” dependent variable revealed no
significant differences in opinions on Americans between Old Europe (M = 2.10, SD = .68) and
New Europe (M = 2.12, SD = .67), as measured, t (4226) = -1.01, p = .31 ns).

Vii. Conclusion

The results of above findings are summarized below in Table 3.1.7.

TABLE 3.1.7: Anti-Americanism in Old Europe vs. New Europe as measured by variables

from the PEW 2002 survey/database (codebook in Appendix 3)

Region u.S. u.S. U.S. world | U.S. Opinion Opinion on
world world problems | culture on the Americans
politics poverty U.S.

Old Europe | 2.66*** 1.51%** 2.39%** 1.68*** 2.33*** 2.10 ns
(0.84) (0.81) (1.05) (.46) (.90) (.68)

New Europe | 2.94*** 1.64*** 2.58*** 1.61%** 2.18*** 2.12 ns
(0.78) (0.85) (1.21) (.48) (.91) (.67)

Notes: a) Old Europe — New Europe difference is significant at p <.05.

b) p <.01 *, p <.05%*, p <.001*** ns = not significant

These results indicate that while in Old Europe, the population makes a clear distinction
between the American people and the American government, in New Europe pro-Americanism
manifest itself at both levels. For example, when it comes to OE, 55 percent of the people
surveyed have a “somewhat favorable” view of the United States. The percentage increases to 63
percent when asked the same question about Americans. This is matched by the percentages of
those who see the United States in a “somewhat unfavorable” light (25 percent) versus those who
see the Americans in the same way (17 percent).

At the same time, these results also show that people in Old Europe believe more than
then counterparts in New Europe that the United States takes into account their countries’
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interests when making foreign policy decisions. They are also more inclined to be critical of
these decisions, and they would like to see the United States playing a more positive and
proactive role in solving the world’s biggest problem, such as the increasing gap between rich
and poor countries. OE is also more concerned with the impact of globalization /
Americanization on their societies. Overall, these results confirm my initial hypothesis: Old
Europe is more anti-American than New Europe, with the caveat that this anti-
Americanism seems to be directed more towards the U.S. government and not the
American people.

3.2. EUROBAROMETER 62 — 2004

Six variables from this database were used as dependent variables to test the difference in
means between levels of anti-Americanism in Old vs. New Europe. The results of the statistical
analysis are summarized in Table 3.2.7 and they are preceded by a detailed description of each
test.

All six are ordinal variables, and for the first one examined, a chi-square test was used,
while for the other five, an independent-samples t-test was employed. The results of these tests,
as well as the crosstabulation and wording of the questions in each case, are presented below.
The independent variable, Old Europe vs. New Europe, was coded 0 for Old Europe, and 1 for
New Europe. “Don’t know” and “neither nor” answers were re-coded to represent a middle value
for all the dependent variables that did not already have such a value. For example, the majority
of the answers were coded 1 = positive, 2 = negative, and 3 = neither nor. They were re-coded as
1 = positive, 2 = neither nor and 3 = negative. An alpha level of .05 was used in all statistical
analyses. Results of the statistical analysis for each dependent variable are presented below,
starting with the “EU foreign policy independent of U.S.” variable.

Crosstabulation results for the “EU foreign policy independent of U.S.” dependent
variable are presented below in Table 3.2.1.

TABLE 3.2.1: European Union foreign policy should be independent of United States
foreign policy

European Union foreign policy should be independent of
United States foreign policy
Tend to agree Tend to disagree
1 2
Old Europe 89.8% 10.2%
New Europe 90.7% 9.3%

A chi-square test of independence was performed to examine the relationship between the
country where the interview was conducted (Old Europe vs. New Europe) and the respondents’
views on a European Union foreign policy more independent of the United States. The
relationship between these variables was fairly weak, X2 (1, N =23014) = 4.72, p <.05%,
although not in the direction predicted by my hypothesis. Despite the small difference in the
overall percentages, respondents in Old Europe are less likely than their New Europe
counterparts to advocate a European Union foreign policy more independent of United States.
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i. Crosstabulation results for “U.S. Role in World Peace” dependent variable are presented
below, in Table 3.2.2.

TABLE 3.2.2: U.S. Role in World Peace

In your opinion, would you say that the United States tend to play a
positive role, a negative role or neither a positive nor a negative role

regarding peace in the world?

Positive Neither nor Negative
1 2 3
Old Europe 21.1% 14.9% 64.0%
New Europe 32.2% 21.0% 46.8%

An independent groups t-test showed that opinions regarding the role U.S. plays in
promoting world peace in Old Europe (M = 2.43, SD = .81) are significantly different from
those in New Europe (M = 2.15, SD = .87), as predicated, t (24316) = 25.49, p <.001***). A
sizably larger percentage of those interviewed in Old Europe (64 percent) than New Europe (46
percent) believe that the United States policies have a negative impact on peace in the world.

ii. Crosstabulation results for the “U.S. Role in Fighting Terrorism” dependent variable

are presented below in Table 3.2.3.

TABLE 3.2.3: U.S. Role in Fighting Terrorism

In your opinion, would you say that the United States tend to play a
positive role, a negative role or neither a positive nor a negative role

regarding fighting terrorism?

Positive Neither nor Negative
1 2 3
Old Europe 37.1% 14.4% 48.5%
New Europe 52.6% 16.8% 30.7%

Results from an independent-samples t-test (t (24273) = 28.40, p < .001***) revealed that
Old Europe (M = 2.11, SD = .91) is significantly more likely than New Europe (M = 1.78, SD =
.88) to see the United States foreign policies as having a negative impact on trying to eradicate
terrorism in the world. A year after the Iragi invasion and the beginning of the war in
Afghanistan (both policies labeled by the American government as part of the war on terror),
almost half of those interviewed in Old Europe answered that in their opinion, the U.S. plays a
negative role in fighting terrorism. At the same time, over 50 percent of respondents in New
Europe (where several national governments expressed official support for the war in Iraq,
sending troops there) see the impact of the United States in the struggle to eliminate terrorism as
a positive one.
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Chart 11: Abortion — justifiable?

Is abortion justifiable?

48.4%

M France
United States

13.8% i Romania

Never justifiable Always justifiable

Chart 12: Divorce — justifiable?

Is divorce justifiable?
34.7%
27.4%
M France
12.4% H United States
8.7% 7.7% i Romania
5.8%
Never justifiable Always justifiable
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Chart 13: How important is religion in your life?

How important is religion in your life?

H France
H United

States

Very important Rather important Not very important Not at all important
Chart 14: How important in God in your life?
How important is God in your life?
66.3%
57.8%
M France

26.1% M United States

i Romania

0.9%

Not at all important Very important
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Chart 15: Do you consider yourself a religious person?

Do you consider yourself a religious person?

93.4%

M France
H United States

i Romania

A religious person Not a religious person A convinced atheist
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