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1. Introduction

“It is time for the British people to have their say. It is time to settle this European

question in British politics. I say to the British people: this will be your decision.”

It was 8 o’clock in the morning, on January 23rd 2013, when the British Prime Minister

David Cameron held his long-awaited speech on the European Union (EU) and prom-

ised a referendum about British EU membership to be held before 2017. The vast ma-

jority of the British people, however, were not able to be present at Bloomberg’s to lis-

ten to the speech. Nevertheless, 82% were aware of it (Finkelstein, 2013) as they saw it

on television, heard it on the radio, or read it in the newspapers.

Media play an important role in today’s societies as intermediaries between the people

and politics. This puts them into the position of influencing public perception about the

mediated issues. Media research has found that media are not only able to influence

what we perceive by selecting the issues which are being mediated, but also how we

perceive those issues. They do so by framing news in specific contexts, highlighting

certain aspects of an issue and downplaying others (Dahinden, 2006). Newspapers seem

to show the greatest variation in media content, due to differences in readership, distri-

bution areas and political alignment (Dalton, Beck and Huckfeldt, 1998).

In cases of referendums, where people have the opportunity to directly express their

opinion on certain political topics, this position of media gains special political rele-

vance. Opinion on a topic is shaped by one’s perception of it, which in turn is influ-

enced by media coverage.

This thesis aims at analyzing how British newspapers frame the EU referendum. Chap-

ter 2 provides a short overview over the referendum as it has been announced by David

Cameron. Chapter 3 elaborates on the concept of framing and provides the theoretical

background of this thesis. After considerations about the methodological concept and

the research design in chapter 4, chapter 5 analyses which frames are used by British

newspapers in covering the EU referendum and the attitude towards British EU mem-

bership expressed by these articles. Chapter 6 draws conclusion based on the findings

presented in the previous chapter. The thesis is completed by elaborations on the limita-

tions of this study and an outlook on possible research following therefrom (chapter 7).
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2. The British EU Referendum

The United Kingdom (UK) is traditionally a country sceptical of European integration. The

country did not engage in the talks that established European Coal and Steel Community

(Bogdanor, 2012) and did not attempt to join the European Community (EC) before 1963.

After the first attempt that was vetoed by France, it was not until 1973 that the UK finally

joined the EC (Apa, 2005). Since then the British government negotiated several opt-outs

from European Union (EU) treaties (Bogdanor, 2012).

Explanations of the British scepticism for Europe (Euroscepticism) can, on the one hand,

be found in the bipolar party system (Gifford, 2008); on the other hand, in the UK’s “char-

acter of an island nation” (Cameron, 2013; p. 2), a character which has always shaped her

relationship with the EU.

However, British Euroscepticism is mostly expressed in public opinion polls but is not

fully represented in political decision making (Bogdanor, 2012). In his speech on the EU

on January 23rd 2013, the British Prime Minister David Cameron acknowledged that “pub-

lic disillusionment with the EU is at an all-time high” (2013, p. 11) and that it was “time

for the British people to have their say” (Cameron, 2013, p. 15). To involve the British

people more in the way their country is run, he announced a referendum on British EU

membership due to take place in the first half of the next parliamentary season, after rene-

gotiations of the EU’s settlement (Cameron, 2013).

There have already been several referendums on the EU in different member states. How-

ever, these referendums were mostly about accession or treaty ratifications (European No

Campaign, 2004a). The accession referendums were mostly decided in favour of accession.

Only Norway voted not to join the EC, respectively the EU in two referendums held in

1972 and 1994 (European No Campaign, 2004b/d). The only member state to leave the EC

has been Greenland, following a referendum in 1982 (European No Campaign, 2004c).

The treaty ratification referendums have been less successful. In 1992 Denmark initially

rejected the Maastricht Treaty, but accepted it in a referendum held in 1993 after renegotia-

tions. In 2001, Ireland voted against the Nice Treaty, but again the Treaty has been ratified

after renegotiations. In 2005, France and the Netherlands rejected the EU Constitution. The

UK had planned to hold a referendum on the EU Constitution as well, but stalled it after

the No votes in France and the Netherlands. The Lisbon Treaty, following the EU Consti-
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tution, was initially rejected by Ireland in 2008. Again, it was ratified a year later in a sec-

ond referendum (NSD, 2013).

In the UK, there has only been one referendum on European issues to date. After the UK

had joined the EC in 1973 without holding a referendum, Prime Minister Harold Wilson

decided in 1975 to hold a referendum – after renegotiations – on continued EC member-

ship. The referendum question was phrased in a way equalling the EC with the Common

market, thus stressing the economic aspect of the EC. In 1975, the British people voted to

stay in the EC with a great majority of 67.2% (Balsom, 1996).

David Cameron’s referendum announcement shows several similarities with this first EC

referendum. He plans to hold the referendum after negotiating a new settlement with the

EU. This new settlement should, in Cameron’s eyes, be based on five principles, the first

being competitiveness and a further expanded single market. Furthermore, Cameron envi-

sions the EU as a flexible “network” (2013, p. 8) where all member states have the possi-

bility to take steps towards further integration at their own individual speed. As principle

no. 3 Cameron postulates in his speech that “power must be able to flow back to Member

States” (2013, p. 10), i.e. competences conferred upon the EU should be reviewed and po-

tentially returned to the member states. Alongside this, Cameron argues in favour of more

democratic accountability and a stronger role for national parliaments in the EU decision

making process. Cameron’s fifth principle is “fairness” (2013, p. 11), by which he means

that any new arrangements for the Eurozone must also be workable for countries not being

member therein.

Cameron announced that the 2015 Conservative Manifesto “will ask for a mandate […] to

negotiate a new settlement with our European partners in the next Parliament” (2013, p.

14) based on the principles outlined above. Subsequently, he plans to hold a referendum on

British membership in this new EU settlement by 2017 (Cameron, 2013).

3. Framing Theory

3.1. Defining Frames

The concept of ‘framing’ is discussed in a variety of disciplines. However, the definitions

differ significantly amongst them.
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One of the first definitions of frames was established in 1972 by the psychologist Gregory

Bateson. In his view, frames are social contexts structuring the communication process and

guiding comprehension of the message (Bonfadelli, 2002).

Goffman built on this definition of frames in his book Frame Analysis, published in 1974.

He describes frames as “definitions of situations” (Goffman, 1974, p.10) which provide

“the organisation of experience” (p. 13) and answer the essential question of “what is go-

ing on here?” (Dahinden, 2006, p. 38). As Goffman applied the concept of framing to indi-

viduals and “interpersonal communication” (Dahinden, 2006, p. 38) rather than mass me-

dia, this definition is of only limited use for the present thesis.

In the field of political sciences, frames were defined by Converse (1964) who used the

term ‘belief system’. Converse (1964, p.297; cited in Dahinden, 2006, p. 52) states:

“We define a belief system as a configuration of ideas and attitudes in which the

elements are bound together by some form of constraint or functional interdepend-

ence”.

The problems such a fragmentation and disagreement about the concepts as well as the

choice of wording pose to interdisciplinary understanding and cooperation in the analysis

of framing have been acknowledged in a variety of publications (cf. Dahinden, 2006; Bon-

fadelli, 2002). In 1993, Robert Entman made an attempt to reduce the “scattered conceptu-

alisation” (Entman, 1993, p. 51) in his publication Framing: Toward clarification of a

fractured paradigm. Entman’s aim was to “identify and make explicit common tendencies

among the various uses of the terms and to suggest a more precise and universal under-

standing of them” (1993, p. 52). In his definition

‘to frame is to select some aspects of a perceived reality and make them more salient

in a communicating text, in such a way as to promote a particular problem defini-

tion, causal interpretation, moral evaluation and/or treatment recommendation’

(Entman, 1993, p. 52).

This definition comprises two functions of framing. On the one hand, the selection of the

information about a topic that is communicated through a text has in itself implications on

public perception of that topic. On the other hand, the application of salience to selected

information within an article means placing it on a more prominent position or putting
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more weight on a certain aspect, thus forming a hierarchy of reported information and

leading public opinion towards the more salient aspects of a topic (Entman, 1993).

Problem definition, causal interpretation, moral evaluation and treatment recommendation

are identified by Entman to be the aspects comprising a frame (1993). According to him,

frames identify a problem, assign causal responsibility for that problem to certain “forces”

(p. 52), make moral statements and suggest solutions to the problem together with assump-

tions on their possible effects (Entman, 1993).

Texts contain these aspects of a frame in form of “certain key-words, stock phrases, stereo-

typed images [and] sources of information” (Entman, 1993, p. 52) which are thematically

linked to each other and thus mutually reinforcing.

Empirical research on media framing is similarly divided. Matthes and Kohring (2004)

suggested an inductive approach on identifying media frames that builds upon Entman’s

(1993) definition. Their approach aims at identifying in a given text the aspects of frames

outlined in this definition and analysing them via a hierarchical cluster analysis (Matthes

and Kohring, 2004).

Price, Tewskbury and Powers (1997) chose a different approach. They evaluated the im-

pact of media frames on public opinion by presenting four groups of participants with a

newspaper article which they had prepared with four different openings and endings, while

the main body was the same for all four groups. This indicates a slightly different under-

standing of frames, as they are seen as literally ‘framing’ articles – being included in the

opening and closing sections – rather than being inherent in the whole body of text.

Semetko and Valkenburg (2000), on the other hand, analysed the whole news stories in-

cluded in their stories by answering 20 question designed to represent certain frames. This

deductive approach was designed to detect those frames in news coverage of European

politics (cf. chapter
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Frames in EU politics).

3.2. Conceptual delineation

Media research has formed several theories concerning media savvy on public opinion,

some of which show conceptual similarities to the framing theory. It is, therefore, impor-

tant to delineate those theories assessing their commonalities and differences, as well as

possible interdependencies.

The Agenda-Setting Theory

The agenda setting theory postulates that media do not depict an ‘objective’ reality but

construe it by the selection of issues covered. Thus they influence the importance of certain

issues in the public discourse (Bonfadelli and Friemel, 2011). By contrast, the framing the-

ory focuses on the way specific aspects of an issue are depicted. Some authors see this as a

logical follow-up of agenda setting and call it “second level agenda setting” (Dahinden,

2006). This approach, however, neglects the different origins and developments of the two

theories (Leonarz, 2006).

Both theories share the assumption that the reception of the media content by the recipients

is identical with the message intended by the media producers. Another similarity is the

concentration on cognitive rather than attitudinal effects (Dahinden, 2006). Differences,

however, lie in the central concepts (issues versus frames), as well as the temporal orienta-

tion. While the agenda setting theory focuses on short-term effects, the framing theory

considers frames to be long-term patterns of interpretation which can be found across dif-

fering issues (Dahinden, 2006).

The Priming Theory

The priming theory originates in American electoral research. Its main assumption is that

the concentration of media on certain topics of electoral campaigns leads recipients to

evaluate candidates according to their performance in these matters (Leonarz, 2006). An

explanation for this effect is the limited receptiveness of people being unable to remember

all facts about a candidate and thus remember only the most accentuated ones (Bonfadelli

and Friemel, 2011). Miller and Krosnick (1997, p. 271; cited in Leonarz, 2006, p. 83) em-

phasise the importance of media coverage during electoral campaigns, stating that “[i]f the

media focuses on an issue that plays well for the president, his chances of re-election are

much greater than if they pay attention to an issue on which he is perceived to have failed”.
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In contrast to framing theory, which can be applied to every news issue, the priming theory

focuses predominantly on public actors like individual politicians or presidential candi-

dates (Price, Tewskbury and Powers, 1997). Furthermore, priming does not only consider

cognitive effects but also forms evaluation standards, thus having attitudinal effects (Bon-

fadelli and Friemel, 2011).
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3.3. Frames in EU politics

Current research has identified several frames present in news coverage of EU politics.

Semetko and Valkenburg (2000) analysed the use of five distinctive frames in Dutch news

about the 1997 EU meeting in Amsterdam. The frames included in their analysis were “at-

tribution of responsibility”, “conflict”, “human interest”, “economic consequences” and

“morality”. The attribution of responsibility frame was seen as assigning responsibility for

a problem or the solution thereof to a certain actor (institutions, groups or individuals). The

conflict frame was defined as “emphasiz[ing] conflict between individuals, groups or insti-

tutions as a means of capturing audience interest” (p. 95), often involving a reduction of

complex debates into a two-sided conflict. The human interest frame was identified as

emotionalisation of a topic by focusing on individual stories or experiences. The economic

consequences frame describes news coverage which predicts (or tries to predict) the eco-

nomic consequences of an issue on different social groups and actors. The morality frame,

finally, refers to such news stories that offer a moral evaluation of a problem and give rec-

ommendations about its solution (Semetko and Valkenburg, 2000). Semetko and Valken-

burg (2000) found the responsibility and the conflict frames to be the most common frames

in Dutch news coverage.

Schuck et al. (2013) focused on frames frequently used in electoral campaign coverage and

analysed in how far the usage of these frames was influenced by contextual or country spe-

cific conditions. The analysed frames were conflict, strategy, “horse-race” and metacover-

age. The researchers described the conflict frame as “competition of different ideas”

(Schuck et al., 2013, p. 10), not necessarily limited to two positions. The strategy frame

was found present in news articles covering the “strategic behaviour of political actors” (p.

11). This frame puts more emphasis on the presentation of an issue by politicians than on

the issue itself. The “horse-race” frame is labelled after the metaphor of political cam-

paigns resembling horse-races, the finish line being the election victory. The presence of

this frame can be seen in quotations of public opinion polls showing which candidate or

party ‘leads’ in terms of public support. This frame is more salient in majority voting sys-

tems than in proportionate electoral systems. The last frame identified in this study is the

metacoverage frame relating to the media reflecting on their own impact on electoral cam-

paigns and public support of certain candidates. The two most frequent frames identified

were the strategy frame and the conflict frames (Schuck et al., 2013).
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The present study on the British EU referendum is to be seen as an intermediate of the

studies drawn upon in this chapter. The referendum is neither an election in terms of nomi-

nation of representatives, nor is it directly about EU politics. However, it presents the peo-

ple with a choice (staying in or leaving the EU) and the policies and politics of the EU play

an important role in public debate. Therefore, a combination of the above mentioned

frames seems to be worth a scientific evaluation.

The conflict frame has been identified by both studies as being frequently used in news

coverage on the EU and is hence included in this analysis. The strategy frame refers to the

efforts of eurosceptics and europhiles alike to influence public opinion. Furthermore, the

economic consequences frame is expected to be of great importance, since Cameron de-

scribed the single market as being the most important feature of the EU (Cameron, 2013).

Apart from the economic consequences, the EU referendum will have significant political

and social consequences for the UK, both internally and externally. On his announcement

of the referendum, David Cameron called it “an important choice […] about or country’s

destiny” (2013, p. 15). It is hence interesting to analyse to whom the media assign respon-

sibility for these consequences, as well as for any problems related to the EU referendum.

Therefore, the attribution of responsibility frame is included in the analysis.

At first glance it seems feasible to also include the horse-race frame, as the referendum

will be stated in a manner where options are mutually excluding. However, the referendum

will not take place before 2015 and depends upon the re-election of the conservative party

in the next general elections. Therefore, current public opinion polls are unlikely to have

much predicting power.

4. Research design

4.1. Research Interest and Method

The research interest guiding this study is twofold: firstly, the identification of frames Brit-

ish newspapers used in covering the EU referendum and, secondly, the evaluation of ar-

guments employed by these newspapers as supporting or opposing British EU member-

ship. The latter interest can be divided in the assessment of individual newspapers and the

aggregation of these findings to discern a general direction in the British newspaper land-

scape. From these considerations three research questions arise:

1. Which frames do British newspapers use in covering the EU referendum?
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2. Are the arguments used by the individual newspapers supporting or opposing the

British EU membership?

3. Is a general direction discernible, and if so, is it supportive of or opposed to EU

membership?

To answer these questions, a content analysis is employed. Krippendorff defines content

analysis as “a research technique for making replicable and valid inferences from texts (or

other meaningful matter) to the contents of their use” (2004, p. 18). In a first step, frames

likely to be found in British EU referendum coverage are derived from literature about

news frames in EU politics (cf.: chapter 0). These frames are operationalized on the basis

of this literature. After the selection of British newspapers included into the analysis, the

articles of these newspapers are sampled according to their relevance for answering the

research questions (cf.: chapter 0.). The sampled articles are then coded in accordance with

the coding scheme developed in chapter 4.3.

In order to assure reliability, a random subsample of the selected articles was coded by two

independent coders and inter-coder reliability was assessed using Krippendorff’s alpha.

To answer the first research question, a deductive approach is chosen. Therefore, frames

that are frequently linked to European politics are derived from literature (Semetko and

Valkenburg, 2000; Schucket al., 2013) (cf. chapter
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Frames in EU politics). Subsequently, the occurrence of these frames in the sampled news-

paper articles is analysed using the conceptualisation suggested by the literature chosen.

Although by concentrating on frames already identified possibly new frames cannot be

assessed, this approach is more effective and less time-consuming than an inductive ap-

proach (Leonarz, 2006) and is, thus, adequate to this thesis.

The second research question is to be answered by coding the articles of the individual

newspapers as supporting or opposing EU membership of the UK. My methodological

considerations are derived from Dalton, Beck and Huckfeldt (1998). Dalton et al. evaluated

the favourability or lack of favourability of US newspapers towards the candidates during

the 1992 presidential election campaigns.

The third research question is answered by accumulating the findings on the individual

newspapers into an overall analysis.
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4.2. Sampling

To cover the majority of newspaper readers in the UK, five high circulating newspapers

are included into the analysis:1

- The Sun is a conservative daily tabloid With an estimated circulation of 2,281,990

it is deemed the most wide-spread newspaper in the UK

- The Daily Telegraph is a conservative daily quality newspaper with a circulation of

541,036

- The Times is a conservative quality newspaper which many people regard as the

best British quality newspaper. Its circulation figure in February 2013 was 393,814

- The Guardian is a left-liberal daily quality newspaper with a circulation of 193,586

- The Independent is a liberal daily quality newspaper with a circulation figure of

75,125

This newspaper selection covers both tabloids and quality newspapers, and takes into ac-

count the entire political spectrum of the UK.

My research covers articles published in these five newspapers on the EU referendum be-

tween January 23rd, 2013 and February 5th, 2013. As my research interest focuses on the

coverage by these newspapers, “Letters to the editor”, and, thus, readers’ opinions, are not

included in the sample.

The articles are sampled using the relevance sampling technique (Krippendorff, 2004). In a

first step online databases of the relevant newspapers are searched using the key words

‘EU’ and ‘referendum’. In a first reading, the so retrieved articles are then analysed in ac-

cordance with their relevance for answering the research question. Only those articles rele-

vant for the research are included in the sample. The total number of articles thus sampled

is 108 (n=108). From these, 21 articles were published in the Sun, 22 articles in the Daily

Telegraph, 21 articles originate from the Times, 25 articles from the Guardian and 19 arti-

cles from the Independent.

As the articles are deliberately sampled for their relevance to the specific research ques-

tions of this study, generalizability is limited to the units, e.g. the EU referendum coverage

of all British newspapers, and the settings, e.g. other cases where EU member states offer

referendums about their EU membership. However, the analysed frames are derived from

1 The descriptions of the newspapers and circulation figures (February 2013) are taken from Eurotopics
(2013a-e) and The Guardian (2013).
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literature about other EU policies. Therefore research additionally suggests generalizability

over the outcomes, e.g. the presence of these frames in news articles about the EU.

4.3. Operationalization and coding

The coding scheme builds upon the operationalization of the included frames introduced

by the research this study is based on. In their studies on framing of EU politics and EU

parliamentary election Semetko and Valkenburg and Schuck et al. already distinguished

indicators for the frames used in their respective studies and showed their adequacy in

measuring the frames (Semetko and Valkenburg, 2000; Schucket al., 2013). These indica-

tors have been rephrased to reflect the specific focus of this thesis.

The coding units are the articles. For each article the frames are coded as 1=present or

0=absent. A single article may contain more than one frame.

On the basis of Schuck et al. (2013), the conflict frame is defined as present in an article,

if the article

- shows two or more sides of the EU referendum,

- directly mentions a conflict or disagreement between two or more actors about the

EU referendum, or

- features a personal attack or accusation of actors against each other.

The strategy frame is defined as present in an article, if it

- covers an actor’s presentation or style,

- evaluates an actor’s actions as being strategic to obtain that actor’s objectives con-

cerning the EU referendum, or

- uses “metaphors from the language of games, sport, and or war” (Schuck et al.,

2013, p. 15).

On the basis of Semetko and Valkenburg (2000), the economic interest frame is seen as

present, if an article

- elaborates on the cost or expenses involved in the EU referendum,

- makes presumptions about the degree of financial gains or losses related to the EU

referendum, or

- mentions economic consequences of possible referendum outcomes.

http://www.afhayes.com/spss-sas-and-mplus-macros-and-code.html
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The attribution of responsibility frame is defined as being present, if the article

- mentions a problem related to the EU referendum requiring a solution and

- identifies an actor as being responsible for the problem, or

- expects an actor to have the ability to solve the problem (Semetko, Valkenburg,

2000).

The attitude towards British EU membership is coded as 1=supporting, 0=balanced, -

1=opposing and 9=indifferent. There are explicit and implicit ways of showing support or

opposition, such as quotes of arguments by influential actors or stating aspects of an issue

in a favourable or unfavourable light. Accordingly, articles are defined as

- supporting the British EU membership, if they

- directly or indirectly quote an argument supporting EU membership,

- provide own arguments supporting EU membership, or

- offer a positive evaluation of the EU and/or hitherto EU membership.

- balanced, if they offer both positive and negative arguments concerning British EU

membership

- opposing British EU membership, if they

- directly or indirectly quote an argument opposing EU membership,

- provide own arguments opposing EU membership, or

- offer a negative evaluation of the EU and/or hitherto EU membership.

- Indifferent, if they do not convey any arguments about British EU membership.

5. Findings

The objective of this study is to identify frames used by British daily newspapers in regard

to the announced EU referendum, as well as to analyse, whether these newspapers are sup-

porting or opposing the British EU membership, thereby indirectly recommending a spe-

cific referendum outcome.

The coding process showed that many articles do not solely cover the EU referendum but

rather combine the referendum coverage with other issues of national importance, such as

the general economic development. To be able to answer the research questions accurately,

these other issues were left aside when coding the articles. For the second research ques-

tion, articles not covering advantages or disadvantages of EU membership and not convey-

ing any attitude towards EU membership were coded as ‘indifferent’, as the concentration
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on purely national impacts of the referendum announcement may also have an empirical

significance.

Since the data in content analyses is usually collected by human coders assigning values to

the analysed texts, it is generally open to interpretation. In order to be able to derive au-

thoritative conclusions from these data, their trustworthiness has to be determined. One

way of reaching that goal is to assess the reproducibility of the data, which means that dif-

ferent coders code the text in similar ways independently of each other. This reproducibil-

ity is also called inter-coder reliability (Hayes and Krippendorff, 2007). Krippendorff’s

alpha has been recommended by Hayes and Krippendorff (2007) as standard reliability

measurement, since it “generalizes across scales of measurement; can be used with any

number of observers, with or without missing data; and it satisfies all of the important cri-

teria for a good measure of reliability” (Hayes and Krippendorff, 2007, p. 78). Furthermore

it can be easily calculated by a free macro for SPSS that can be downloaded at

http://www.afhayes.com/spss-sas-and-mplus-macros-and-code.html.

To assess inter-coder reliability, a randomly sampled subsample of ten of the 108 articles

was coded by two independent coders. In analysing the inter-coder reliability of the

frames, the nominal Krippendorff’s alpha has been computed. In analysing inter-coder

reliability of the attitude towards British EU membership, the ordinal Krippendorff’s alpha

was computed. Fehler! Verweisquelle konnte nicht gefunden werden. presents an over-

view of the respective Krippendorff’s alphas.2

Table 1: Overview of Krippendorff’s alphas

Frame Krippendorff’s alpha

Conflict Frame 0.548 (nominal)

Strategy Frame 0.240 (nominal)

Economic Consequences Frame 0.791 (nominal)

Attribution of Responsibility Frame 0.374 (nominal)

Attitude towards British EU membership 0.496 (nominal with missing values as a dis-
crete category, 1 if ordinal with missing values)

While this shows a modest degree of reliability for the conflict frame and the economic

consequences frame, as well as for the attitude towards EU membership, reliability for the

strategy frame and the attribution of responsibility frame is quite low. Low reliability poses

the problem of non- reproducibility of data and, therefore, a limited verifiability of the

analysis. However, restating the coding instructions in a more restrictive way in order to

2 For the exact tables of Krippendorff’s alpha and the 95% bootstrapped confidence intervals see Appendix
C: Krippendorff’s alpha and 95% bootstrapped confidence intervals.
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enhance reliability would risk constraining the freedom of interpretation of these frames,

thus limiting the richness of analysis (Krippendorff, 2004). Other measures to enhance the

reliability of these frames, such as coder training or coding by more coders, would go be-

yond the scope of a bachelor’s thesis. Therefore, the analysis is conducted including the

two fames, keeping in mind the low degree of reliability and the problems arising there-

from.

5.1. Which frames do British newspapers use in covering the EU referendum?

To answer the first research question, the frequency in which the different frames were

used in the individual newspapers was assessed. Moreover, correlation between the frames

was analysed to show possible links between the usages of these frames. Since the frames

are measured as binary variables, Cramér’s V is chosen as association coefficient.

Cramér’s V is based on the chi square test, but it is easier to interpret in terms of strength

of an association, since it has a definite maximum of 1 (Kühnel and Krebs, 2010). Fur-

thermore, Fisher’s exact test is conducted to better assess the significance of found associa-

tions. Fisher’s exact test is used in 2x2 tables with expected cell frequencies lower than

five, as the chi square test is less reliable with such small numbers of observations (Bower,

n.d.).

5.1.1. Frequency of the frame usages

The frame most frequently used in the Sun was the attribution of responsibility frame,

which was found in 71.4% of the analysed articles. The conflict frame was present in

66.7% of the articles, while the strategy frame and the economic consequences frame were

used in 28.6% and 14.3% of the articles, respectively.

This shows a special awareness of the question of responsibility for problems related with

the referendum and suggests a concentration on the national implications of the referendum

and its announcements, as well as political debate. The strategy of political actors and pos-

sible economic consequences of the referendum are of less importance.

The Daily Telegraph most frequently used the conflict frame (68.2%). The strategy frame

was present in 45.5% of the articles and the economic consequences frame in 36.4% of the

articles. The attribution of responsibility frame was only used in 31.8% of the articles in

the Daily Telegraph.
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This points to a focus on political debate and the style of the political actors. Economy also

plays an important role in the referendum coverage of the Daily Telegraph, while attribu-

tion of responsibility for referendum problems is not prominently placed in the coverage.

In the referendum coverage of the Times, the conflict frame is present in 71.4% of the ana-

lysed articles. It is followed by the strategy frame and the attribution of responsibility

frame, both used in 47.6% of the articles. The frequency of the economic consequences

frame is 33.3%.

As in the Daily Telegraph, political debate plays a major role in the referendum coverage

of the Times. The strategy of political actors and attribution of responsibility for problems

of the referendum are also important, whereby the economic consequences seem to be of

less interest.

The Guardian also used the conflict frame most frequently (76%). 56% of the articles con-

tained the strategy frame and 48% the attribution of responsibility frame. The economic

consequences frame was found in 36% of the articles.

The Independent employed both the conflict and the strategy frame in 68.4% of the articles

relevant to this study. The attribution of responsibility frame can be found in 47.4% of the

articles, whereas the economic consequences frame is present in 36.8%.

This newspaper’s coverage shows a greater weight being put on the strategy and style of

political actors than the other analysed newspapers. However, the weighing of the other

frames stays relatively constant.

5.1.2. Associations between the frames

An overview of the associations between the frames is presented in Fehler! Verweisquelle

konnte nicht gefunden werden.. The 2x2 tables can be found in Appendix D: Cross

Tabulations.

Table 2: Overview of the associations between the frames

Newspaper Frame Cramér’s V Fisher exact test

(two-tailed)

The Sun Conflict by Strategy 0.224 (0.306) (0.354)

Conflict by Economy 0.289 (0.186) (0.521)

Conflict by Responsibility 0.447 (0.040) (0.061)

Strategy by Economy 0.043 (0.844) (1.0)
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Strategy by Responsibility 0.400 (0.067) (0.123)

Economy by Responsibility 0.043 (0.844) (1.0)

The Daily Telegraph Conflict by Strategy 0.036 (0.867) (1.0)

Conflict by Economy 0.498 (0.020) (0.052)

Conflict by Responsibility 0.371 (0.081) (0.145)

Strategy by Economy 0.500 (0.019) (0.031)

Strategy by Responsibility 0.036 (0.867) (1.0)

Economy by Responsibility 0.295 (0.166) (0.343)

The Times Conflict by Strategy 0.241 (0.269) (0.361)

Conflict by Economy 0.224 (0.306) (0.613)

Conflict by Responsibility 0.030 (0.890) (1.0)

Strategy by Economy 0.472 (0.031) (0.063)

Strategy by Responsibility 0.145 (0.505) (0.670)

Economy by Responsibility 0.135 (0.537) (0.659)

The Guardian Conflict by Strategy 0.257 (0.199) (0.350)

Conflict by Economy 0.749 (<0.001) (<0.001)

Conflict by Responsibility 0.022 (0.910) (1.0)

Strategy by Economy 0.342 (0.087) (0.115)

Strategy by Responsibility 0.116 (0.561) (0.695)

Economy by Responsibility 0.113 (0.571) (0.688)

The Independent Conflict by Strategy 0.218 (0.342) (0.605)

Conflict by Economy 0.049 (0.829) (1.0)

Conflict by Responsibility 0.036 (0.876) (1.0)

Strategy by Economy 0.655 (0.004) (0.010)

Strategy by Responsibility 0.263 (0.252) (0.350)

Economy by Responsibility 0.150 (0.515) (0.650)

Note: Entries in parentheses are p values

The analysis of the Sun’s referendum coverage shows that the conflict frame and attribu-

tion of responsibility frame were more often used together in one article than separately.

The conflict frame and the strategy frame were only rarely used together. The strategy

frame was only used in articles also containing the attribution of responsibility frame,

while the attribution of responsibility frame was more often used separate from the strategy

frame. The economic consequences frame is only used in articles also containing the con-

flict frame. However, the conflict frame is more often used in articles not containing the

economic consequences frame. Only the association between the conflict frame and the

attribution of responsibility frame shows some significance under Fisher’s exact test.

What is remarkable on the referendum coverage of the Daily Telegraph is that the associa-

tion between the two most commonly used frames, namely the conflict frame and the strat-

egy frame, is very weak. Descriptions of conflicts or debates about the referendum seem

not to be linked to discussions about the presentation, style or objectives of the political

actors. The strategy frame and the economic consequences frame, as well as the conflict

frame and the economic consequences frame, and the conflict frame and the attribution of
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responsibility frame are mostly used separately of each other. Articles covering the attribu-

tion of responsibility frame are only slightly more likely to also cover the economic conse-

quences frame. Fisher’s exact test shows a significance of the association between the con-

flict frame and the economic consequences frame, as well as between the strategy frame

and the economic consequences frame.

In the Times, the strategy frame and the economic consequences frame, as well as the strat-

egy frame and the attribution of responsibility frame, are more often used in separate arti-

cles. While the strategy frame is more often used in combination with the conflict frame,

the conflict frame is more often used on its own. This can be explained by the greater oc-

currence of the conflict frame in the articles. The same is true for the conflict frame and the

economic consequences frame. Furthermore, the attribution of responsibility frame is more

often used separately of the economic consequences frame, whereas the economic conse-

quences frame is more often used in combination with the attribution of responsibility

frame. Again, this discrepancy can be explained by the greater usage of the attribution of

responsibility frame. The association between the strategy frame and the economic conse-

quences frame is found to be significant.

The Guardian’s EU referendum coverage indicates that the conflict frame and the eco-

nomic interest frame are nearly mutually excluding. Most articles cover either political

conflict or debate or the economic consequences of the referendum. The strategy frame and

the economic consequences frame are also more often used separately from each other.

The strategy frame and he conflict frame are mainly used together. Articles covering po-

litical debate are also likely to cover the style or strategy of the involved actors. The strat-

egy frame is slightly more often used without the attribution of responsibility frame than in

combination with it, while the economic consequences frame is more often used in combi-

nation with the attribution of responsibility frame. However, the attribution of responsibil-

ity frame is more often used separately from the economic consequences frame. There is a

very strong significance of the association between the conflict frame and the economic

consequences frame.

In the Independent’s referendum coverage, the conflict frame and the strategy frame are

most often used in combination, which reinforces the finding that they are used in the same

percentage of articles. The strategy frame and the economic consequences frame are nearly

mutually exclusive. While the strategy frame is more often used in articles not covering the

attribution of responsibility frame, the attribution of responsibility frame is more often
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used in combination with the strategy frame. The economic consequences frame is more

often used in combination with the attribution of responsibility frame. However, the oppo-

site is true for the attribution of responsibility frame. Association between the strategy

frame and the economic consequences frame is significant.

5.1.3. Overall analysis

Taking into account the findings for all newspapers analysed, one can say that the conflict

frame is most frequently used in British newspaper coverage of the EU referendum, fol-

lowed by the strategy and the attribution of responsibility frame. In every individual news-

paper the economic consequences frame was the least frequently used. This partly reflects

the findings by Semetko and Valkenburg (2000) and Schuck et al. (2013), who found the

conflict frame to be among those most frequently used in EU political coverage. However,

in their studies the attribution of responsibility frame (Semetko, Valkenburg, 2000) and the

strategy frame (Schuck et al., 2013) were found to be even more present. This deviance can

be explained by the conflict-laden atmosphere on EU matters specific to the UK. The

prevalence of the attribution of responsibility frame in the Sun’s referendum coverage is,

however, likewise contradicting the findings of Semetko and Valkenburg (2000), who

found this frame to be more present in quality news coverage. The low presence of the

economic consequences frame seems to be surprising, given the strong priority allocated to

the single market as the most important feature of the EU by David Cameron (2013).

One of the striking aspects of the association between the frames is that between the eco-

nomic consequences frame and the attribution of responsibility frame. This association is

affirmed by findings of all individual newspapers except the Sun, where it is very weak.

Findings show that in British newspapers responsibility is mainly assigned to economic

consequences or problems, rather than political ones. Another association found in every

individual newspaper is a negative correlation between the strategy frame and the eco-

nomic interest frame. These two frames appear to be rarely used within the same articles.

The same is true for the conflict frame and the economic consequences frame.

Fisher’s exact test revealed that most of the significant associations contain the economic

consequences frame with either the conflict frame or the strategy frame.

5.2. Are the arguments used by the individual newspapers supporting or opposing the

British EU membership?
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The second research question is answered by analysing the articles of the individual news-

papers for their evaluative content on British EU membership or the EU as such. There-

fore, the percentages of supporting, balanced, opposing or indifferent arguments employed

in the articles are compared. As articles indifferent to EU membership do not allow infer-

ences about a newspaper’s preferences concerning the referendum, the statistical mean is

calculated in a second step without those values. A positive mean represents a mostly posi-

tive evaluation, whereas a negative mean indicates a rather Eurosceptic attitude. Finally,

association between the frames identified above and the attitude towards EU membership

is assessed. Again, Cramér’s V is chosen as association coefficient.

5.2.1. Attitude of the newspapers towards British EU membership

A large majority of 47.6% of the articles published in the Sun was indifferent about British

EU membership. This indicates that a possible referendum outcome was deemed less im-

portant than domestic political consequences following the announcement of the referen-

dum. Supporting and opposing arguments amount to 23.8% each, whereas only 4.8% of

the articles were balanced.

Overall, the Sun’s referendum coverage was perfectly balanced. This balance is expressed

by a statistical mean of 0.0. However, this balance did not arise from the single articles

being balanced in their covering, but from the evenly distribution of supporting and oppos-

ing articles. This suggests that the newspaper does not have a distinct attitude towards the

EU. On the other hand, the great number of articles not covering the benefits or disadvan-

tages of EU membership at all hints at a rather low importance attached to that issue,

whereas domestic issues arising from the referendum announcement – such as a party’s

chances in the general election, politicians’ and people’s support for the referendum as

such or the likelihood of the referendum happening – received greater attention. The results

also show a clear partition between Europhiles and Eurosceptics, with only a few articles

providing arguments for both attitudes towards Europe.

The Daily Telegraph shows a quite different distribution in its referendum coverage.

36.4% of the analysed articles supported EU membership. 31.8% expressed a balanced

view on EU membership and merely 18.2% were indifferent towards that issue. A minority

of 13.6% of the articles opposed a continued EU membership.

The Daily Telegraph attaches greater importance to the question of EU membership than

to domestic problems related to the referendum. Simultaneously, the partition between
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Eurosceptics and Europhiles is less pronounced than in the Sun’s referendum coverage. A

statistical mean of 0.278 highlights the supportive attitude towards EU membership already

conveyed in the distribution of arguments above. The fact that nearly a third of the articles

are taking a balanced position, however, hints at a more reflective and critical approach

towards this issue.

Strikingly, not a single article of the Times included in this analysis was found to be di-

rectly opposing British EU membership. This is surprising, as eurotopics.net, a website of

the Federal agency for Civic Education (“Bundeszentrale für politische Bildung”) covering

the news coverage of major newspapers of the European member states, characterises it as

being sceptical towards European integration (eurotopics, 2013c). However, 42.9% of the

articles analysed supported a continued British EU membership. 28.6% expressed a bal-

anced view, while another 28.6% were indifferent towards this question.

With a statistical mean of 0.6 the Times shows to be considerably more euro-friendly than

the Daily Telegraph or the Sun. However, the percentage of balanced coverage of EU

membership is smaller than that of the Daily Telegraph, and negative views are only ex-

pressed where they are counterweighted by positive arguments. The Times’ referendum

coverage, therefore, appears to be quite biased towards staying in the EU. Moreover, the

percentage of indifferent articles suggest a considerable attention being paid to domestic

issues concerning the referendum announcement, although the question of a possible refer-

endum outcome can be seen as more important.

The Guardian supported EU membership in 44% of the analysed articles. 32% of the arti-

cles were indifferent towards EU membership. While 20% of the articles were written in a

balanced manner, only 4% were found to be opposing EU membership.

The Guardian shows an even greater degree of support towards continued EU membership

than the Times. This support is slightly countered by a small amount of eurosceptic cover-

age, though there is still a pro-European bias discernible. Accordingly, the statistical mean

is 0.588, which is lower than that of the Times, but still distinctly euro-friendly. Balanced

coverage amounts to only half of the articles explicitly supporting EU membership, point-

ing towards a less reflective approach than found in the Daily Telegraph coverage. Almost

a third of the articles were indifferent towards a continued EU membership. This suggests

that the Guardian is aware of domestic issues concerning the referendum. Yet, benefits of

the EU membership receive a greater attention.
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Of all the analysed newspapers, the Independent shows the greatest bias towards support-

ing EU membership. More than half of the articles (52.6%) explicitly argued in favour of

staying in the EU, while a minority of 10.5% opposed that stance. Only 5.3% of the articles

expressed a balanced view on the issue by providing both supporting and opposing argu-

ments. 31.6% of the articles expressed no view towards EU membership.

As in the Guardian, nearly a third of the articles concentrated on domestic issues regarding

the referendum. From the remaining articles, however, an overwhelming majority sup-

ported a continued membership, the statistical mean is 0.615. Negative views were ex-

pressed solely in subjective statements, while a balanced view was hardly expressed at all.

Whereas the other newspapers to a varying degree presented arguments for both positions,

although clearly favouring a certain referendum outcome, the Independent did not commu-

nicate substantive arguments opposing EU membership and does not seem to reflect on

this topic.

5.2.2. Association between the attitude towards EU membership and the frames

Fehler! Verweisquelle konnte nicht gefunden werden. contains an overview of the asso-

ciations found between the attitude towards EU membership and the frames used by the

individual newspapers (). The 2x2 tables can be found in Appendix D: Cross Tabulations.

Table 3: Overview of the associations between the attitude towards British EU membership and the frames

Newspaper Frame Cramér’s V

The Sun Attitude by Conflict 0.671 (0.084)

Attitude by Strategy 0.516 (0.231)

Attitude by Economy 0.715 (0.060)

Attitude by Responsibility 0.828 (0.023)

The Daily Telegraph Attitude by Conflict 0.318 (0.402)

Attitude by Strategy 0.356 (0.319)

Attitude by Economy 0.363 (0.306)

Attitude by Responsibility 0.066 (0.961)

The Times Attitude by Conflict 0.320 (0.215)

Attitude by Strategy 0.289 (0.264)

Attitude by Economy 0.327 (0.205)

Attitude by Responsibility 0.218 (0.398)

The Guardian Attitude by Conflict 0.394 (0.267)

Attitude by Strategy 0.301 (0.464)

Attitude by Economy 0.340 (0.374)

Attitude by Responsibility 0.379 (0.296)

The Independent Attitude by Conflict 0.240 (0.688)

Attitude by Strategy 0.320 (0.514)

Attitude by Economy 0.267 (0.629)

Attitude by Responsibility 0.469 (0.239)
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Note: Entries in parentheses are p values

In the Sun’s referendum coverage, the attribution of responsibility was mainly present in

articles opposing EU membership, while it was absent in those supporting it. The eco-

nomic consequences frame was only present in articles balanced or supporting EU mem-

bership. However, the number of articles containing the economic consequences frame was

so small, that this finding might not be reliable. Also the conflict frame has been used more

frequently in articles supporting EU membership. Moreover, a higher frequency in the us-

age of the strategy frame in articles opposing EU membership can be detected.

The Daily Telegraph used the economic consequences frame and the conflict frame more

often in articles supporting EU membership than in those opposing it. The strategy frame

has most frequently been used in balanced articles. However, it was found to be absent in

most articles supporting EU membership.

Analysis of the Time’s referendum coverage indicates that the economic consequences

frame, as well as the strategy frame, has been slightly more often used in articles express-

ing a balanced view on EU membership. The conflict frame has been more frequently used

in articles supporting EU membership. Furthermore, the usage of the attribution of respon-

sibility frame was evenly distributed between balanced and supporting articles. It was,

however, more often absent in supporting articles.

In the Guardian, the conflict frame has again been mainly used in articles supporting EU

membership. Cross tabulation shows the attribution of responsibility frame being absent in

the majority of supporting articles, while being present in nearly all balanced articles and

the one article being opposed towards British EU membership. This could lead towards a

tendency towards opposition of EU membership. However, half of the articles containing

the attribution of responsibility frame were supporting EU membership, which suggests the

previous mentioned tendency to be at least partly due to the small percentage of articles

containing this frame. Findings for the economic consequences frame are very similar to

those for the attribution of responsibility frame. Furthermore, the strategy frame has been

mostly used in articles supporting EU membership.

The attribution of responsibility frame was found to be present in a majority of the Inde-

pendent’s articles supporting EU membership. However, it was also found in both articles

opposing EU membership, which renders the evaluation of this frame ambiguous. The

strategy frame and the conflict frame were mainly found in articles supporting EU mem-
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bership. The economic consequences frame was very evenly distributed within the ana-

lysed articles. Therefore, a characterisation of this frame as being more supporting or more

opposing EU membership is not possible.

5.3. Is a general direction discernible, and if so, is it supportive of or opposed to EU

membership?

To answer this question, data from the individual newspapers was accumulated into a sin-

gle data set. On this data set the same analysis is applied as was on the individual data sets,

analysing the percentages of supporting, balanced, opposing and indifferent articles and

assessing the statistical mean, not taking into account the indifferent articles. Afterwards,

the findings on the individual newspapers are compared to the accumulated findings to

detect any significant deviances.

5.3.1. Accumulated analysis

A majority of 39.8% of all analysed articles supported the British EU membership. 31.5%

of the articles were indifferent towards this question and focused on domestic issues in

relationship with the EU referendum. 18.5% expressed a balanced view, while a mere

10.2% opposed EU membership.

Overall, support of British EU membership appears to be a common trend with British

newspapers. The statistical mean of the accumulated data is 0.432. Simultaneously, find-

ings hint at a great importance of domestic issues with no direct links to EU membership.

The referendum as such – and the announcement thereof – is seen as eminent news of its

own, not necessarily leading to a discussion of its possible outcomes. Arguments opposing

EU membership are most commonly introduced in balanced articles, where they are con-

trasted with arguments supporting it. Only a minority of the articles forthrightly opposes

British EU membership and suggest exit.

5.3.2. Comparison

A comparison of the statistical means of the individual newspapers with that of the accu-

mulated data hints at a division of the newspapers into two distinctive groups: one group,

whose mean exceeds that of the accumulated data – including the Guardian, the Times and

the Independent – and one, whose mean lies below that of the accumulated data - including

the Daily Telegraph and the Sun.
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This seems to indicate a distinction between liberal and conservative newspapers. How-

ever, the highly euro-friendly attitude of the Times, which is a conservative newspaper,

contradicts this assumption.

A more promising approach is to draw a distinction between the newspapers that support

EU membership – the Independent, the Times, the Guardian and the Daily Telegraph – and

the Sun, which has a rather ambiguous stand in that issue. This, in fact, proves to be a dis-

tinction between quality and tabloid newspapers. The peculiarity of the Sun has already

been identified in the analysis of the first research question (see Overall analysis) where it

was found to be the newspaper to use the attribution of responsibility frame most fre-

quently. A distinction between the Sun and the other newspapers analysed, therefore,

seems legitimate.

6. Conclusion

This research focused on the frames used by British newspapers in their coverage of the

EU referendum announced by David Cameron on January 23rd 2013. After a short intro-

duction to the background of the referendum announcement, the framing theory was illus-

trated and delineated from related theories in media research. Recent studies on framing in

media coverage of EU politics and the European parliamentary election in 2009 were as-

sessed to derive identified frames valuable to the study at hand. Articles of five British

major daily newspapers were sampled for their relevance to answer the research questions

and coded for the presence or absence of the included frames, as well as for containing

arguments supporting or opposing British EU membership.

Analysis showed that all of the frames that have been derived from literature were used by

the newspapers in their referendum coverage. The most frequently used frame was the con-

flict frame, followed by the strategy frame. The attribution of responsibility frame was also

employed by many articles, while the economic consequences frame was found to be the

frame least frequently used in referendum coverage. These findings were observed to be

largely consistent with the results of the studies used as basis for the determination of the

analysed frames. The greater prevalence of the conflict frame has been explained by coun-

try-specific attitude towards the EU. In assessing the associations between the frames those

between the economic consequences frame and the attribution of responsibility frame, as

well as between the strategy frame and the economic interest frame and the conflict frame

and the economic consequences frame have been identified as most striking.
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Furthermore, the newspapers were found to be largely supporting British EU membership.

Articles expressing a balanced view or opposing EU membership were found to be em-

ployed to a varying degree by the different newspapers. One of the most striking findings

was that the Times did not publish any article forthrightly opposing EU membership.

Moreover, domestic issues related to the referendum announcement appeared to receive

great attention, as every newspaper published a series of articles indifferent to the referen-

dum outcome.

The Sun occupied a special stance in the group of analysed newspapers. Firstly, it was the

only newspaper using the attribution of responsibility frame more often than any other

frame including the conflict frame. Secondly, a majority of her articles were found to be

indifferent towards EU membership. This proved a focus on domestic referendum implica-

tions which is greater than that of the other analysed newspapers. Furthermore, the Sun’s

referendum coverage showed a strong partition between supporters of and opponents to

British EU membership, as supporting and opposing articles were equally frequent, with

only a few articles expressing a balanced view. This peculiarity of the Sun has been as-

signed to her being the only tabloid newspaper in the analysed sample.

In evaluating the associations between the frames and the attitude towards British EU

membership expressed in the articles using the frames it is striking that the conflict frame

was associated with support for British EU membership in all analysed newspaper. The

other frames were not so strongly linked to one attitude, but there is still a direction dis-

cernible for most of them. The economic consequences fame was associated more with a

positive view on the EU membership than a negative one, whereas the attribution of re-

sponsibility frame was more linked to articles opposing EU membership. Only the Strategy

frame was evenly used in articles supporting and opposing EU membership.

The newspapers’ probability of effectively influencing public perception of the EU refer-

endum depends on several conditions. One of them is the distribution of the newspaper, the

circulation figure being the most reliable measure. In this term the Sun would have the

greatest impact, as its circulation figure outnumbers that of all other analysed newspapers

counted together. However, circulation figures allow no inferences about the actual reader-

ship of a newspaper and are, therefore, inappropriate as sole measurement of newspaper

influence. Researchers found the composition of messages published by a newspaper as

also having an effect on its persuasive powers. They argue that uniform messages are more

persuasive than differentiated ones, as they provide readers with fewer arguments to
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weight against each other (Dalton, Beck and Huckfeldt, 1998). In this term the Sun is at a

disadvantage as the supporting and opposing arguments contrast each other. The Independ-

ent, employing only few opposing and even less balanced articles would presumably have

a greater influence in this respect. The Daily Telegraph, showing a relatively balanced

coverage and having medium circulation figures assumedly has the most constant probabil-

ity of influencing public perception of the referendum.

7. Limitations and outlook

This thesis was designed as a case study on newspaper coverage of the British EU referen-

dum. As the articles were deliberately sampled for their relevance to that study, generaliza-

tions are only possible on the British newspaper landscape as a whole or, to a more limited

extend, on other EU member states holding a referendum on EU membership. Such a ref-

erendum is, however, not planned in any other member state at the moment. Nevertheless,

this research offers valuable insights on the ways British newspapers frame their coverage

of the referendum and, thus, form public opinion on this matter. Although the referendum

will not be held before 2017, this is a question important for the future development of the

EU. Moreover, findings show that frames which have already been identified in news cov-

erage of EU politics and European parliamentary elections can also be found in this refer-

endum coverage. This confirms a general use of these frames in news coverage concerning

the EU.

Another limitation of this study is that with the chosen deductive approach only those

frames could be found which were inferred from theoretical assumptions, thus neglecting

new frames that might be present in the referendum coverage. Nevertheless, this approach

has been chosen as an inductive approach identifying new frames in the coverage would

have gone beyond the scope of a bachelor’s thesis. This research can be seen as a starting

point into a deeper analysis of the topic.

Lastly, inter-coder reliability of the strategy frame and the attribution of responsibility

frame were found to be quite low. A stricter wording of the coding instruction in order to

enhance inter-coder reliability would have, however, considerably limited the room for

interpretation and constrained the richness of the analysis and has therefore been dis-

missed. Other measures to enhance reliability would have gone beyond the restrains of a

bachelor’s thesis, so that the analysis was conducted with the data at hand.

http://www.news.at/articles/0550/11/128466/von-egks-eu-die-gruendung-europaeischen-gemeinschaft-ueberblick
http://www.news.at/articles/0550/11/128466/von-egks-eu-die-gruendung-europaeischen-gemeinschaft-ueberblick
http://www.news.at/articles/0550/11/128466/von-egks-eu-die-gruendung-europaeischen-gemeinschaft-ueberblick
http://www.news.at/articles/0550/11/128466/von-egks-eu-die-gruendung-europaeischen-gemeinschaft-ueberblick
http://www.minitab.com/uploadedFiles/Shared_Resources/Documents/Articles/fisher_exact_test.pdf
http://www.minitab.com/uploadedFiles/Shared_Resources/Documents/Articles/fisher_exact_test.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/speeches/eu-speech-at-bloomberg
http://www.europeannocampaign.com/175.html
http://www.europeannocampaign.com/176.html
http://www.europeannocampaign.com/175.html
http://www.europeannocampaign.com/177.html
http://www.europeannocampaign.com/178.html
http://www.eurotopics.net/de/home/medienindex/media_articles/?frommedia=28028
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The findings of this research point to other interesting questions to be analysed in follow-

up studies.

As indicated above, an inductive approach could provide an even greater insight about the

ways British newspaper frame the EU referendum and shape public opinion on this issue.

Matthes and Kohring (2004) suggested a method of inductively analysing news frames that

builds upon Entman’s (1993) frame definition. This seems to be a promising approach to

that question.

Furthermore, this study focused in the aspect of media presentation of the EU referendum.

Following that, an analysis of the actual impact media coverage had on recipients’ percep-

tion and, ultimately, referendum decision, holds great promise. Such a study, however,

could not be conducted before the referendum is actually held.

A first possibility for analysing both media coverage and its impact on public opinion is

the 2015 general election. Here, media coverage on the election campaigns of the different

parties could be analysed. Important questions would focus on the role the referendum

played in the electoral campaign and the media coverage thereof, on which frames were

employed by the media and whether the media favoured a special election outcome. Af-

terwards, voters could be asked to answer questions about their voting behaviour, news

reception (e.g. which newspaper they read) and whether the news influenced their voting

decision.

To this point, however, this research provides valuable insight into the character of the

debate taking place in the UK that will influence the future restructuring of the European

Union.

http://www.eurotopics.net/de/home/medienindex/media_articles/?frommedia=515
http://www.eurotopics.net/de/home/medienindex/media_articles/?frommedia=245
http://www.eurotopics.net/de/home/medienindex/media_articles/?frommedia=250
http://www.eurotopics.net/de/home/medienindex/media_articles/?frommedia=266
http://www.cui-zy.cn/Recommended/Nature&glabolization/UKEUEmpire.pdf
http://www.cui-zy.cn/Recommended/Nature&glabolization/UKEUEmpire.pdf
http://www.nsd.uib.no/european_election_database/election_types/eu_related_referendums.html
http://www.guardian.co.uk/media/table/2013/mar/08/abcs-national-newspapers
http://www.guardian.co.uk/media/table/2013/mar/08/abcs-national-newspapers
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Appendix B: Coding forms

Coding Form: The Sun Coder ID: MH

Frame
Article

Conflict Strategy Economic Con-
sequences

Attribution of
Responsibility

Pro/contra

S1 0 0 0 1 9

S2 1 0 1 1 9

S3 1 0 0 0 9

S4 0 0 0 1 -1

S5 1 1 0 1 -1

S6 0 1 0 1 -1

S7 0 0 0 1 9

S9 0 1 0 1 9

S9 1 0 0 1 9

S10 1 0 0 1 9

S11 1 0 0 0 1

S12 1 0 0 1 9

S13 1 0 0 0 1

S14 1 1 0 1 1

S15 1 0 0 0 9

S16 1 1 1 1 0

S17 0 1 0 1 -1

S19 1 0 0 1 -1

S19 1 0 1 0 1

S20 1 0 0 0 1

S21 0 0 0 1 9

Coding Form: The Daily Telegraph Coder ID: MH
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Frame
Article

Conflict Strategy Economic
Consequences

Attribution of
Responsibility

Pro/contra

DT1 1 0 1 1 1

DT2 1 0 0 0 1

DT3 1 1 0 0 1

DT4 0 0 1 1 1

DT5 1 1 0 0 9

DT6 1 0 0 0 1

DT7 1 1 0 0 1

DT9 0 1 0 1 -1

DT9 1 1 0 0 0

DT10 1 1 0 0 0

DT11 0 0 1 1 9

DT12 0 1 1 0 0

DT13 0 0 1 0 1

DT14 1 0 0 0 9

DT15 1 0 1 0 1

DT16 1 1 0 1 9

DT17 1 0 0 0 0

DT19 0 1 0 0 -1

DT19 1 0 0 0 -1

DT20 0 0 1 1 0

DT21 1 0 1 0 0

DT22 1 1 0 1 0

Coding Form: The Times Coder ID: MH

Frame
Article

Conflict Strategy Economic Con-
sequences

Attribution of
Responsibility

Pro/contra

T1 1 1 0 0 1

T2 1 0 0 0 1

T3 1 0 0 0 1

T4 0 1 0 0 9

T5 1 1 0 0 9

T6 1 1 0 1 0

T7 1 0 1 0 0

T8 1 0 1 0 0

T9 1 0 0 1 9

T10 0 0 0 1 1

T11 1 0 1 0 1

T12 1 1 0 0 1

T13 1 0 1 1 1

T14 1 1 0 1 0

T15 0 1 0 0 9

T16 1 0 1 1 0

T17 0 1 0 0 9

T18 0 1 0 1 9

T19 1 0 0 1 1

T20 0 0 1 1 1

T21 1 1 1 1 0
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Coding Form: The Guardian Coder ID: MH

Frame
Article

Conflict Strategy Economic Con-
sequences

Attribution of
Responsibility

Pro/contra

G1 1 1 0 0 9

G2 1 1 0 1 1

G3 1 0 0 1 1

G4 0 0 1 0 1

G5 1 0 1 1 0

G6 0 0 1 1 0

G7 1 1 0 0 9

G9 1 1 0 1 1

G9 0 1 1 1 -1

G10 1 1 1 0 1

G11 0 0 1 0 9

G12 1 1 0 0 1

G13 0 1 1 1 1

G14 1 1 0 0 1

G15 1 0 0 0 9

G16 1 1 0 0 9

G17 0 0 1 0 1

G19 1 1 0 1 1

G19 1 0 1 1 0

G20 1 0 0 0 1

G21 1 1 0 1 0

G22 1 1 0 0 9

G23 1 0 0 1 9

G24 1 1 0 0 0

G25 1 0 0 1 9
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Coding Form: The Independent Coder ID: MH

Frame
Article

Conflict Strategy Economic
Consequences

Attribution of
Responsibility

Pro/contra

I 1 0 1 0 0 1

I 2 1 1 0 0 1

I 3 1 0 1 1 -1

I 4 1 1 1 1 1

I 5 1 1 0 1 1

I 6 0 0 1 1 1

I 7 1 0 0 1 1

I 9 1 1 0 0 9

I 9 1 0 1 0 0

I 10 0 1 0 1 1

I 11 1 1 0 1 9

I 12 0 1 0 1 -1

I 13 1 1 0 0 9

I 14 1 0 1 0 1

I 15 1 1 0 0 9

I 16 1 1 0 0 9

I 17 0 1 0 0 9

I 19 0 1 1 0 1

I 19 1 0 1 1 1

Coding Form: Pretest Coder ID: MH

Frame
Article

Conflict Strategy Economic Con-
sequences

Attribution of
Responsibility

Pro/contra

S1 0 0 0 1 9

S12 1 0 0 1 9

S19 1 0 1 0 1

DT15 1 0 1 0 1

T20 1 1 1 1 0

G2 1 1 0 1 1

G24 1 1 0 0 9

I 5 1 1 0 1 9

I 15 1 1 0 0 9

I 17 0 1 0 0 9

Coding Form: Pretest Coder ID: LB

Frame
Article

Conflict Strategy Economic Con-
sequences

Attribution of
Responsibility

Pro/contra

S1 0 1 0 1 1

S12 1 0 0 1 9

S19 0 0 1 0 9

DT15 0 0 1 0 1

T20 1 1 1 0 0
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G2 1 1 0 0 1

G24 1 0 0 0 1

I 5 1 1 1 0 9

I 15 1 0 0 0 9

I 17 0 0 0 0 9

Appendix C: Krippendorff’s alpha and 95% bootstrapped confidence intervals

Table 4: Krippendorff's Alpha Reliability Estimate (Conflict Frame)

Krippendorff's Alpha Reliability Estimate (Con-
flict Frame)

Alpha LL95%CI UL95%CI Units Observrs Pairs

Nominal .5476 -.1310 1.0000 10.0000 2.0000 10.0000

Probability (q) of failure to achieve an alpha of at least alphamin:

alphamin q

.9000 .9000

.8000 .9000

.7000 .6150

.6700 .6150

.6000 .6150

.5000 .3160

Number of bootstrap samples:

1000

Judges used in these computations:

MH LB

Table 5: Krippendorff's Alpha Reliability Estimate (Strategy Frame)

Krippendorff's Alpha Reliability Estimate
(Strategy Frame)

Alpha LL95%CI UL95%CI Units Observrs Pairs

Nominal .2400 -.3300 .8100 10.0000 2.0000 10.0000

Probability (q) of failure to achieve an alpha of at least alphamin:

alphamin q

.9000 .9980

.8000 .9650

.7000 .9650

.6700 .9650
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.6000 .8410

.5000 .8410

Number of bootstrap samples:

1000

Judges used in these computations:

MH LB

Table 6: Krippendorff's Alpha Reliability Estimate (Economic Consequences Frame)

Krippendorff's Alpha Reliability Estimate (Economic Consequences Frame)

Alpha LL95%CI UL95%CI Units Observrs Pairs

Nominal .7912 .3736 1.0000 10.0000 2.0000 10.0000

Probability (q) of failure to achieve an alpha of at least alphamin:

alphamin q

.9000 .6410

.8000 .6410

.7000 .2550

.6700 .2550

.6000 .2550

.5000 .0710

Number of bootstrap samples:

1000

Judges used in these computations:

MH LB

Table 7: Krippendorff's Alpha Reliability Estimate (Attribution of Responsibility Frame)

Krippendorff's Alpha Reliability Estimate (At-
tribution of Responsibility Frame)

Alpha LL95%CI UL95%CI Units Observrs Pairs

Nominal .3736 -.2527 1.0000 10.0000 2.0000 10.0000

Probability (q) of failure to achieve an alpha of at least alphamin:

alphamin q

.9000 .9710

.8000 .9710

.7000 .8410
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.6700 .8410

.6000 .8410

.5000 .6140

Number of bootstrap samples:

1000

Judges used in these computations:

MH LB

Table 8: Krippendorff's Alpha Reliability Estimate (Attitude towards British EU membership)

Krippendorff's Alpha Reliability Estimate (Atti-
tude towards British EU membership)

Alpha LL95%CI UL95%CI Units Observrs Pairs

Nominal .4956 -.0088 1,000 10.0000 2.0000 10.0000

Probability (q) of failure to achieve an alpha of at least alphamin:

alphamin q

.9000 .9710

.8000 .8470

.7000 .8470

.6700 .8470

.6000 .6240

.5000 .6240

Number of bootstrap samples:

1000

Judges used in these computations:

MH LB
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Appendix D: Cross Tabulations

Cross tabulations chapter 5.1.

The Sun

Table 9: Conflict Frame *Attribution of Responsibility Frame

Attribution of Responsibility
Frame

Totalabsent present

Conflict
Frame

absent 0 7 7

present
6 8 14

Total 6 15 21

Table 10: Strategy Frame * Attribution of Responsibility Frame

Attribution of Responsibility
Frame

Totalabsent present

Strategy
Frame

absent 6 9 15

present 0 6 6

Total 6 15 21

Table 11: Confilct Frame * Strategy Frame

Strategy Frame

Totalabsent present

Conflict
Frame

absent 4 3 7

present 11 3 14

Total 15 6 21

Table 12: Conflict Frame * Economic Consequences Frame

Economic Consequences
Frame

Totalabsent present

Conflict
Frame

absent 7 0 7

present 11 3 14

Total 18 3 21



2013-07-15

50

The Daily Telegraph

Table 13: Strategy Frame * Economic Consequences Frame

Economic Consequences
Frame

Totalabsent present

Strategy
Frame

absent 5 7 12

present 9 1 10

Total 14 8 22

Table 14: Conflict Frame * Economic Consequences Frame

Economic Consequences
Frame

Totalabsent present

Conflict
Frame

absent 2 5 7

present 12 3 15

Total 14 8 22

Table 15: Conflict Frame * Attribution of Responsibility Frame

Attribution of Responsibility
Frame

Totalabsent present

Conflict
Frame

absent 3 4 7

present 12 3 15

Total 15 7 22

Table 16: Economic Consequences Frame * Attribution of Responsibility

Attribution of Responsibility
Frame

Totalabsent present

Economic
Consequences
Frame

absent 11 3 14

present 4 4 8

Total 15 7 22

The Times

Table 17: Strategy Frame * Economic Consequences Frame

Economic Consequences
Frame

Totalabsent present

Strategy
Frame

absent 5 6 11

present 9 1 10

Total 14 7 21
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Table 18: Conflict Frame * Strategy Frame

Strategy Frame

Totalabsent present

Conflict
Frame

absent 2 4 6

present 9 6 15

Total 11 10 21

Table 19: Conflict Frame * Economic Consequences Frame

Economic Consequences
Frame

Totalabsent present

Conflict
Frame

absent 5 1 6

present 9 6 15

Total 14 7 21

Table 20: Strategy Frame * Attribution of Responsibility Frame

Attribution of Responsibility
Frame

Totalabsent present

Strategy
Frame

absent 5 6 11

present 6 4 10

Total 11 10 21

Table 21: Economic Consequences Frame * Attribution of Responsibility Frame

Attribution of Responsibility
Frame

Totalabsent present

Economic
Consequences
Frame

absent 8 6 14

present 3 4 7

Total 11 10 21

The Guardian

Table 22: Conflict Frame * Economic Consequences Frame

Economic Consequences
Frame

Totalabsent present

Conflict
Frame

absent 0 6 6

present 16 3 19

Total 16 9 25
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Table 23: Strategy Frame * Economic Consequences Frame

Economic Consequences
Frame

Totalabsent present

Strategy
Frame

absent 5 6 11

present 11 3 14

Total 16 9 25

Table 24: Conflict Frame * Strategy Frame

Strategy Frame

Totalabsent present

Conflict
Frame

absent 4 2 6

present 7 12 19

Total 11 14 25

Table 25: Strategy Frame * Attribution of Responsibility Frame

Attribution of Responsibility
Frame

Totalabsent present

Strategy
Frame

absent 5 6 11

present 8 6 14

Total 13 12 25

Table 26: Economic consequences Frame * Attribution of Responsibility Frame

Attribution of Responsibility
Frame

Totalabsent present

Economic
Consequences
Frame

absent 9 7 16

present 4 5 9

Total 13 12 25

The Independent

Table 27: Conflict Frame * Strategy Frame

Strategy frame

Totalabsent present

Conflict
frame

absent 1 5 6

present 5 8 13

Total 6 13 19
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Table 28: Strategy Frame * Economic Consequences Frame

Economic consequences
frame

Totalabsent present

Strategy
frame

absent 1 5 6

present 11 2 13

Total 12 7 19

Table 29: Strategy Frame * Attribution of Responsibility Frame

Attribution of responsibility
frame

Totalabsent present

Strategy
frame

absent 2 4 6

present 8 5 13

Total 10 9 19

Table 30: Economic Consequences Frame * Attribution of Responsibility Frame

Attribution of responsibility
frame

Totalabsent present

Economic
consequences
frame

absent 7 5 12

present 3 4 7

Total 10 9 19

Cross tabulations chapter 5.2.

The Sun

Table 31: Attitude towards British EU membership*Attribution of Responsibility Frame

Economic Consequences
Frame

Totalabsent present

Attitude
towards
British EU
Membership

opposing 5 0 5

balanced 0 1 1

supporting 4 1 5

Total 9 2 11

Table 32: Attitude towards British EU membership*Economic Consequences

Economic Consequences
Frame

Totalabsent present

Attitude
towards
British EU
Membership

opposing 5 0 5

balanced 0 1 1

supporting 4 1 5

Total 9 2 11
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Table 33: Attitude towards British EU membership*Conflict Frame

Conflict Frame

Totalabsent present

Attitude
towards
British EU
Membership

opposing 3 2 5

balanced 0 1 1

supporting 0 5 5

Total 3 8 11

Table 34: Attitude towards British EU membership*Strategy Frame

Strategy Frame

Totalabsent present

Attitude
towards
British EU
Membership

opposing 2 3 5

balanced 0 1 1

supporting 4 1 5

Total 6 5 11

The Daily Telegraph

Table 35: Attitude towards British EU membership*Economic Consequences Frame

Economic Consequences
Frame

Totalabsent present

Attitude
towards
British EU
Membership

opposing 3 0 3

balanced 4 3 7

supporting 4 4 8

Total 11 7 18

Table 36: Attitude towards British EU membership*Strategy Frame

Strategy Frame

Totalabsent present

Attitude
towards
British EU
Membership

opposing 1 2 3

balanced 3 4 7

supporting 6 2 8

Total 10 8 18
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Table 37: Attitude towards British EU membership*Conflict Frame

Conflict Frame

Totalabsent present

Attitude
towards
British EU
Membership

opposing 2 1 3

balanced 2 5 7

supporting 2 6 8

Total 6 12 18

The Times

Table 38: Attitude towards British EU membership*Economic Consequences Frame

Economic Consequences
Frame

Totalabsent present

Attitude
towards
British EU
Membership

balanced 2 4 6

supporting 6 3 9

Total 8 7 15

Table 39: Attitude towards British EU membership*Conflict Frame

Conflict Frame

Totalabsent present

Attitude
towards
British EU
Membership

balanced 0 6 6

supporting 2 7 9

Total 2 13 15

Table 40: Attitude towards British EU membership*Strategy Frame

Strategy Frame

Totalabsent present

Attitude
towards
British EU
Membership

balanced 3 3 6

supporting 7 2 9

Total 10 5 15

Table 41: Attitude towards British EU membership*Attribution of Responsibility Frame

Attribution of Responsibility
Frame

Totalabsent present

Attitude
towards
British EU
Membership

balanced 2 4 6

supporting 5 4 9

Total 7 8 15
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The Guardian

Table 42: Attitude towards British EU membership*Conflict Frame

Conflict Frame

Totalabsent present

Attitude
towards
British EU
Membership

opposing 1 0 1

balanced 1 4 5

supporting 3 8 11

Total 5 12 17

Table 43: Attitude towards British EU membership*Attribution of Responsibility Frame

Attribution of Responsibility
Frame

Totalabsent present

Attitude
towards
British EU
Membership

opposing 0 1 1

balanced 1 4 5

supporting 6 5 11

Total 7 10 17

Table 44: Attitude towards British EU membership*Economic Consequences Frame

Economic Consequences
Frame

Totalabsent present

Attitude
towards
British EU
Membership

opposing 0 1 1

balanced 2 3 5

supporting 7 4 11

Total 9 8 17

Table 45: Attitude towards British EU membership*Strategy Frame

Strategy Frame

Totalabsent present

Attitude
towards
British EU
Membership

opposing 0 1 1

balanced 3 2 5

supporting 4 7 11

Total 7 10 17
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The Independent

Table 46: Attitude towards British EU membership*Attribution of Responsibility Frame

Attribution of responsibility
frame

Totalabsent present

Attitude
towards
British EU
membership

opposing 0 2 2

balanced 1 0 1

supporting 4 6 10

Total 5 8 13

Table 47: Attitude towards British EU membership*Strategy Frame

Strategy frame

Totalabsent present

Attitude
towards
British EU
membership

opposing 1 1 2

balanced 1 0 1

supporting 4 6 10

Total 6 7 13

Table 48: Attitude towards British EU membership*Economic Consequences Frame

Economic consequences
frame

Totalabsent present

Attitude
towards
British EU
membership

opposing 1 1 2

balanced 0 1 1

supporting 5 5 10

Total 6 7 13

Table 49: Attitude towards British EU membership*Conflict Frame

Conflict frame

Totalabsent present

Attitude
towards
British EU
membership

opposing 1 1 2

balanced 0 1 1

supporting 4 6 10

Total 5 8 13


