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Introduction

The European Union (EU) is committed to the protectiofibadlogical diversityo, i.e. the variability
among living organisms from all sources includinger alia,terrestrial, marine, and other aquatic
ecosystems and the ecological complexes of which they aresuticludes diversity within species,
between species amd ecosystents The EU has been legislating on biodiversity since the 1970s and
is committed to implementing th€onvention on Biological DiversityThe 2006 Biodiversity
Communication orHalting the loss of biodiversity by 2010and beyond: Sustainingcesystem
services for human wellbeingpntaired an Action Plan which aied to pull together actors and
resources at EU and national levels to implemenbéoessargpctions.

In April 2009, in Athens, the Europe&@@ommissionannounced that substantialogress had been
made, most notably in the development of Heaura 2000network of protected areas; at that time,
they covered 17% of EU territory. The Athens conference seteyupriorities for the future: these
included the development of a more fdtdesision as to why biodiversity matters, the need to protect
entire ecosystems and the identification of new funding mechan®mslanuary 19, 2010, the
Commission marked the opening of the International Year of Biodiversity with a paper setting out
pog-2010options for biodiversity policy.

With this in mind, hi s FI ash Euroba@&ntometueless st oway 206,n biiodi
requested by DG Environment, asked EU citizens to clarify how familiar they were with the term
biodiversityand withthe concept obiodiversity lossThe survey also dealt with the following aspects

relating to biodiversity loss:

the level to which EU citizens feel informed about biodiversity issues
opinions about the major causes of biodiversity loss

perceived seriouess of biodiversity loss at domestiropearand global levels
expected impact of biodiversity loss

opinionson why it is important to stop biodiversity loss

views about measures the EU should take to protect biodiversity

personal efforts being takea preserve biodiversity

awareness of thBlatura 2000network

perceptiongboutthe most important roles ofture protectioareas.

=4 =8 -8 _8_-9_-5_9_9_-23

This Flash Eurobarometer survey @t t i t udes t o w s patof alirend surveyeThes i t y 0
results of previous waveere published in 2007 Flash Eurobarometeéd®21%. The current report
presents comparative data between the two waves.

The surveyds fi el dwo r8kanddZaFebruang0l0. OwedZ,000urandomlg t we e n
selected citizens, aged 15 years andvabq wer e intervi ewed i n t he [
Interviews were predominantly carried out via fixed telephone, approximately 1,000 in each of the
Member States.

To correct sampling disparities, a ps#tatification weighting of the results was implerted, based
on important soci@lemographic variables. More details on survey methodology are included in the
Annex of this report.

Notethat due to rounding, the percentages shown in the charts and tables do not alwaysxadtyup
to the totals mentiad in the text.

! Source: Article 2 of the Convention oridBbgical Diversity
2 http://ec.europa.épublic_opinion/flash/fl_219_en.pdf
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Main findings
Familiarity witht he t er ms Abi odiversityo and #fAbiodiversit

1 Two-thirds of EU citizens were familiar with the tetsiodiversity:38% knew the meaning of
the term (a three percentage point increase compared to 28)28% stated they had heard
ofibi odi buedidsadt kngwdits meaning.

1 As in 2007 biodiversityawareness levels were the highest in Germany and A(BT8%);
furthermore, almost threguarters of Germans and Austrians had not only heard aheut
term, but also knew its meaning (73P4%).

1 A comparison between the 2007 and 2010 results showed that, in 12 of the 27 EU Member
States, the proportion of respondents who had never heard about thieiddiversity has
decreased by at least five pentage points.

1 When the ternbiodiversitywas explained, a majority of EU citizens were able to define the
meaning obiodiversity lossn their own words, and a large number of them were even able to
mention severaspects of biodiversity loss.

1 Respondntsunderstoodiodiversity lossto be primarily aspeciedocused concept. In this
survey (and in 2007), the largest group of responderitee EU (and in most Member States)
gavesuchan answere.g.43% said that biodiversity loss meant that certaimals and plants
were disappearing or would disappéas. 41% in 2007and 19% said it meant that certain
animals and plants were endangered or would become endafger2d% in 2007).

1 A minority of EU citizens felt informed abobiodiversity loss32% of respondents feltell
informedand 5% said they felery well informed These results wergimilar to those of
2007.

1 Respondents in Germany and Austria were not only the most knowledgeable about
biodiversity, they were also the most likely to feall informed about biodiversity loss: 59%
of Germans and 46% of Austrians felell informed about the topic (8% and 6%,
respectively, felvery well informel

1 SomeEU Member Statebave seen a decrease in the proportion of interviewees who felt well
informed about biodiversity loss. Estonia has seen the largest: from 46% in 2007 to 32% in
2010 €14 percentage points).

Biodiversity threats

T When asked about the most important threats to biodiversibye than a quarter of EU
citizens (27%mentionedair and water pollution. A similar proportion (26%) mentioned man
made disasters, such as oil spills or industrial accidents.

1 Roughly a fifth (19%) of respondents selected intensive farming, deforestation and over
fishing, 13% chose climate change and 9%tio@ed the creation of more roads, houses or
industrial sits and changes in land use as most important threat to biodiversity

I The proportion of respondents who selectester and air pollutioras the main threats to
biodiversity ranged from 15% in Bglm to 39% in Poland and Romania. Similarly, the
proportion who mentionethanmade disaster&uch as oil spills or industrial accidents) was
just 13%14% in Finland, Ireland and the UK, but reached 51% in Cyprus.
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1 The combination ointensive farming, derestation and ovefishing was selected as the most

important threat to biodiversity bgnore than a quarter okspondents in the détherlands
(31%), the UK (29%) an@ermany (26%)

Biodiversity loss seriousness of the problem

1 More than 8 in 1(EU citizens (84%-93%) felt that biodiversity loss was\ery or fairly

serious problem atational, European and globalels.

Comparing the results @007 and2010, it was noted that respondents in the current survey
were somewhat less likely to think thaibdiversity loss was a serious problem in their
country. The overall proportion of respondents who thought that biodivelsity was a
seriougglobal problem, howevemnyas unchanged in the two surveys.

Individual resultan Member Stateshowed largevarat i ons i n citi zenso
the seriousness of biodiversity loss in their own country. The proportion of respondents who
said that biodiversity loss wasvary seriousdomestigproblem ranged fror8% in Finland to

72% in Portuga(together vith 57%60% in Italy, Greece and Romania)

Similarly, a majority of respondents in Portugal (75%), Italy (62@yprus, (55%)Greece
and Romania (both 52%) reported that biodiversity loss wasyaserious problenm Europe

The proportions of respordts who considered biodiversity lagssbea very seriousglobal
problem ranged from 46% in Estonia to 82% in Portugal. Across almost all countries, not
more than 1 in 20 respondents doubted whether biodiversity loss was a serious global
problem.

In terms of being affected by biodiversity loss, most EU citizens saw no immediate personal
impact. A sixth of respondents (17%gid they hadlreadybeenaffected by biodiversity loss,
compared to almost threpiarters (72%) who thought thatvould only havean impact in the
future.

Portuguese respondents stood out from the pack with a slim majority (54%) who said they
were already being personally affected by the extinction of flora and fauna and roughly a fifth
(22%) who foresaw themselves being affectedvibdiversity loss in the near future.

A comparison othe 2007 and 2010 results showed not much change in most countries in the
proportion of respondentgho doubted if biodiversity loss would have any effect at all

Recognising the importance of praténg biodiversity

1

1

page6

Respondentsaw theconservation of biodiversifyfirst and foremostas a moral obligatian
70% of themvery muchagreed with this concept a2&% rather agreed Secondlyalmost 6
in 10 (58%)intervieweesvery muchagreed, and 8% rather agreed, that it was important to
halt biodiversity loss becausei t i wekkbeiagband quality of life depended this.

Slightly lower proportiors of respondents agreed that the conservation of biodiversity was
important becaus# was indispensdb for the production of goods, such as food, fuel and
medicineg86%, in total, agregdbecause biodiversity was essenttatackle climate change
(82%) or because biodiversity loss would have ecaraunsequences for Europe (76%

Respondents in Cyps, Greece, Italy and Maliseemed to be the most convinced that the
protection of biodiversity was important; they waraong thanost likely tovery muchagree
with each of thebovementionedstatements why the issue was important.
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1 When asked which nasure the EU should prioritise in order to protect biodiversity, the
largest proportion of EU citizens (30%) selected introducing stricter regulation for economic
sectors that had an impact on nature. Somewhat more than a fifth (22%) of respondents
indicaed that the EU should focus on providing citizens with better information about the
importance of biodiversity.

1 Hungarians somewhat stood out from the pack withost half of respondentd&%) who
said that the EU shouldas a priorityi introduce striter regulation for economic sectors that
had an impact on nature

1 The proportion of respondents who answered that the EU should make it a pripribyitte
better information to citizens about the importance of biodiveraitged from roughly one in
eight in Bulgaria and Latvia (both 12%) to three times as many respondents in Cyprus (36%).

1 A majority (70%) of EU citizenssaid they personally made some efforts to protect
biodiversity roughly half of these respondenfsi . e . r e pdidytheywld iBieywidlisgo )
to do even more in order to counteract biodiversity ldisis @roup represented 33% of all
respondens

T More than a quarter (28%f respondents answered that they were not makiggttemptgdo
protect biodiversityHowever,most of thes respondentsaid ths wasbecause they did not
know what to do to stop biodiversity 10sg0% o f those repdofialing Ano
respondents).

T As in 2007, he country specific results indicated that respondents in Rbréungl Slovenia
were the most @mmitted to the conservation of biodiversity; in these count®8o of
respondentsaidthey were making efforts this regardin 2010, these countries were joined
by Belgium (8P0).

Natura 2000 and key roles of nature protection areas

1 The current swmey results showed that EU citizens have remained relatively unfamiliar with
Natura 200071 an EUwide network of nature protection areddmost 8 in 10respondents
said they had never heardtbé network(78%; compared to 80% in 2007).

1 Awareness levelsf the Natura 2000network differed markedly between Member States. The
proportion of respondents who said they had never heard of th&lggtra 2000ranged from
19% in Finland to 96%97% in Ireland and the UK.

1 In terms of awareness tiie Natura 2000network there was virtually no difference in the
EU-wide results for 2007 and 201@ nine countries, however, the proportionre$pondents
who had heard aboNatura 2000has increased by more than five percentage points; this
increase was the largastGreece (from 39% in 2007 to 53% in 2010; +14 percentage points)
and Malta (from 16% in 2007 to 29% inZ®) +13 points).

1 When asked about the key roles of nature protection areas, sietuaa 2000sites, a slim
majority (53%) of EU citizens selectélue protection of endangered animals and plants as one
of the two most important roles of such sites.

1 The proportion of respondents who said thaitecting endangered animals and tdamas

oneof the two most important roles of nature protection araaged from 39% in Malta to
67% in Luxembourg.
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Roughly half (48%) of EU citizens thought that economic development resulting in damage or
destruction of nature protection areas should be prohibited because of the importance of such
nature areas.

Forty-one percent of EU citizentok a more moderate stance by agreeing that economic
development resulting in damage or destruction of nature protection areas would be acceptable
for developments of major public intergitthat damage to natureasfully compensated for

in some way.

The proportion of respondents who said that that economic development resulting in damage
or destruction of nature protection areas should be prohibited because of the importance of
such nature areas ranged from 30% in the Nethdslto 67% in Sweden.

Conversely, the proportion of respondents who agreed that such developments would be
acceptable when a major public interest was serifethe damage to nature was fully
compensated foranged from 21% in Slovenia to 60% in thetiglands
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1. What i s fAbiodiversity | oss

1.1 Familiarity with the term Abiodiversityo

Two-thirds of EU citizens were familiar with the terfnb i o d i :vneore gredisglyy 38% of
interviewees said they knew the meaning of the term (a three [Bgeqpoint increase compared to
2007) and 28% stated they had heard of the term but did not know its meaning. Approximately one
third (34%) of respondents claimed they had never heard of thdiediaersity

Familiarity with the term fibi odi ver si 201@, 2007

FI219 (11/2007) FI290 (02/2010)

B Heard of it and knows

35 what it means 34

Heard of it but does not
know what it means

Never heard of it

DK/NA
30 28

Q1 (2010). Have you ever heard the term fibiodiversity 0?
Q1(2007). Are you aware of the term fibiodiversity 0?
Base: all respondents, % EU27

Country vaiations

As in 2007 ,biodiversity awareness levels were the highest in Germany and A(88% and 87%,
respectively); furthermore, almost thrgearters of Germans and Austrians had not only heard about
the term, but also said that they knew its mea(ii3§e-74%).

An overall highlevel of familiarity with the termbiodiversitywas also observed in Estonia (79%),
France (78%), Sweden and Bulgaria (both 77%); however, the proportion of interviewees who also
knew the meaning of the term was considerddver than in Germany or Austria: 36% in France,
42% in Sweden and 46% in Estonia and Bulgaria.

The termbiodiversity remains relatively unknown to Cypriot, Danish and Slovak respondeints
both waves of the survey, twhirds or more Cypriots, Danes aStbvaks had never heard of tigem

(the proportions for the current survey werespectively,73%, 70% and 65%). In 2010, just 9% of
Slovaks 13% of Cypriots and 15% of Danes knew the meaning of the édiversity Note that
Maltese respondents werenast twice as likely as Cypriots to have heard of the term (53% vs. 27%),
while the proportionsof respondentsvho reported knowing whdtiodiversity actually meant were
closer together: 18% in Malta and 13% in Cyprus.
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Familiarity with the term fibi odi versityo
Never heard of it
100
80 - 73
65 70
60 46 47 47 47 48
41 41 42 44 44 45 46 46 45
40 - 29 30 34 34 34
20 22 22 22
20 112 13
o +—r—-——
w — 0 = = N N2 >
LEHEFos DB 2 IE% E S ¥20 43 g5a 2308 s 870
m
OHeard of it = Heard of it but does not know what it means ™ Heard of it and knows what it means
100 1 gg g7
e 79 78 77 77
80 -
7L 70 66 66 66
60 | %8 58 58 55 55 55 54 54 53 53 53 52 52 s
i 35
40 30 27
© ~I< o)
20 4 N1 | | Rl < TSI < AR < TR 2B )|
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w
Q1. Have you ever heard the term fibiodiversity 0?
Base: all respondents, % by country
Familiarity with 1acempéarison betwien P0607dandv2810s i t y o

A comparison between the 2007 and 2010 results showed that, in 12 of the 27 EU Member States, the
proportion of respondents who had never heard about thebtediversityhas dereased by at least

five percentage points. Furthermore, in most of these countries, the corresponding increase in
awareness of the term was primarily among those whdlsatithey also knew its meaning.

Luxembourg, the Czech Republic, Lithuania, Spaid hatvia have seen the largest increases in the
proportion of respondents who knew the meaning of the teodiversity (between +11 and +17
percentage points). For example, in 2007, just 6% of respondents in the Czech Republic said they
knew what biodivasity meant; in 2010, however, this proportion has increased to 21% (+15
percentage points). Similarly, the proportion of Luxembourggspbondents/ho said they weraware

of the meaning of the terrhiodiversity has increased from 28% in 2007 to 45% irl@@+17
percentage points)

An opposite trend was seen in just one country: in 2007, about 3 in 10 Polish interviewees said they

knew the meaning of the terbiodiversity in 2010, however, this proportion was nine percentage
points lower (a decrease o31% to 22%).
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Familiarity with the term fibi odi ver si 2016, 2007

100 - 2010 2007
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Q1 (2010). Have you ever heard the term fibiodiversity 0?

Q1(2007). Are you aware of the term fibiodiversity 0?
Base: all respondents % of iHeard of it and knows what it meanso, by country

Sociodemographic considerations

The results of awareness within the different saldmographic groups showed that the propostain
respondents who had heard of the téradiversitybut who did noteally know its meaning were very
similar across those groups. The most important differences were observed when comparing the
proportions who knew the meaning of the tdrimdiversityand those who had never heard of it.

Respondents with the lowest lewal education, manual workers and nearking respondents were

the most likely to claim that they had never heard of the teiodiversity (52%, 43% and 39%,
respectivelyi compared to 19% of the mestiucated respondents and 228860 of employees and
selfemployed respondents). Additionally, both the youngest and oldest respondents were more likely
than their counterparts not to have heard about the term-8888ovs. 31% of 4®4 yearolds and

34% of 2539 yearolds), and a similar observation could be madien comparing women and men:

37% of women, compared to 30% of men, had never heard of théitativersity.

Respondents who were most familiar with the tdiodiversityi i.e. they reported knowing what it
meanti were more likely to be male (42% \&1% of women), between 40 and 54 years of age (40%
vs. 35% of 184 yearolds), with a high level of education (53% vs. 23% of the {edstated
respondents), living in metropolitan or rural areas (4% vs. 34% of those living in other urban
areas), dé-employed or working as employees (44%%6 vs. 26% of manual workers and 34% of
nonworking respondents).

For more details, see annex table 1b.

1.2 Meaning of the term Abiodiversity | ossbo

Before continuing the interview, respondents were presentdd avishort definition of the term
biodiversity The aim was to enable them to give more informed answers to the remaining questions
about biodiversity loss.

Biological diversityi or biodiversityi is the term given to the variety of life on Earth (such
as plants, animals, oceans) which forms the web of life of which we are an integral part.

Following this definition, respondents were asked to describe what the condaptiokrsity loss

meant to them, and their responses were categorised by togic, sacs il oss of natur a
Aicli mate changeo. An i thdsdresponses dadlingeogtodef mny ofdahe us e d
coded categories.
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When the ternbiodiversitywas explained, a majority of EU citizens were able to define the meaning
of biodiversity lossin their own words, and a large number of them were even abierttion several
aspects othis multidimensional termOn average, only about ofith (19%) of respondents could
notexplainthe meaning obiodiversity loss

Czech respadents were the most capable of defining what biodiversity loss meant: only 8% of Czechs

were unable to give an answer. In Lithuania, Estonia, Luxembourg and Spain, 10% of respondents
could notdefinebiodiversity lossRespondents in Ireland, on the othea n d most often ga
Kknowd answer ( 43 %,; a figure similar to the one
Denmark and Malta (35% and 33%, respectively).

Meaningof fibi odi versity |1 osso
fiDonkbrtowd answer s

60
43

40 35 33 30 30
19 19 19 18
20 1616 16 15 13 12 12 11 11 11 10 10 10 10 g
0 + W T T . T (/)‘ T T
50 - N4 N
”—Jé'§t§mi‘/"¢gmd&o%i’iw%%%'&mEﬂZo
w
Q2. Can you please tell me what the phrase filoss of biodiversity 6 means 2 ¢

Base: all respondents, % by country

How EU citizens define biodiversity loss

As mentoned,biodiversityandbiodiversity lossare bothmultidimensional conceptNevertheless, the
general public understodtie latter to be primarily speciegocused concept. In this survey (and in

the one of 2007), the largest group of respondents gaaasaver that was coded as relating to the loss

of species: 43% said that biodiversity loss meant that certain animals and plants were disappearing or
would disappear and 19% said it meant that certain animals and plants were endangered or would
become enahgered.

Another group of respondents mentioned changes in natural habitats. More precisely, 18% mentioned
the decline of such habitats in general, 1stéiedthat forests would disappear or that the total area of
forests would decline, and 13% said stinmgy relating to the loss of natural heritage, such as natural
parks and landscapeghese results were, once again, similar to those seen in the previous wave of the
survey.

A smaller number of respondents mentioned causes of biodiversity loss, silichads change (9%)

and problems with clean air and water or ,C&nissions (8%). Finally, a minority namebe
consequences of biodiversity loss: 2% thought about economic problems and loss of material wealth,
2% mentioned a decreasing potential in thelpation of medicines, food and fuel, and 1% mentioned

a negative impact on tourism. One percent of respondents thought of problems related to their own
garden.

A tenth of respondents gave a response that fell outside any of the coded categories. Seste of t

respondents, for example, thought that biodiversity loss would mean a decrease in the quality of life or
argued that fAdiversity | osso6 could have extreme
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Meaningof fibi odi ver si ty-2000dsso, 2007

Certain animals and plants are disappearing/will disappear 4f' 3
Certain animals and plants are/will become endangered 1290
Decline in natural habitats/less variety - in general ig
Forests will disappear/decline 1214
Loss of natural heritage like nature parks/endemic species/ natural ] 13
landscapes 14
. 9
Climate change 1
Problems with the clean air and water/CO2 emissions 89
Problems for the economy / Loss of material wealth g
Loss of potential for producing medicines, food and fuel g
Don't care about this issue 12
. 1
Problems in my garden 1
Less opportunities for tourism 1
|1 2010
10 2007
Others | 12
19
DK/NA | 19
Q2. Can you please tell me what the phrase filoss of biodiversity 06 means 2 o vy

Base: all respondents, % EU27

Country variations

In most Member States, the largest group of respondents said that biodiversity losthenkzss of
species the smallest group of interviewees mentioned something relating to the consequences of
biodiversity loss, such as economic problems and tteedbmaterial wealth or a decreasing potential

for producing medicines, food and fuel. Similar conclusions were drawn in the 2007 survey.

The proportion of respondents who said that biodiversity loss meant that certain animals and plants
were disappearingr would disappearanged from 23% in Ireland to 65% in Austria. Similarly, the
proportion saying that it meant that certain animals and plants were endarmenadild become
endangeredanged from 10% Greece to 47% in Belgium.

As in 2007, respondé&nin the Czech Republic were more liable to refeth decline in natural

habitats (31% of respondents saillis specifically,23% mentioned that forests would disappear and

15% referred to the loss of traditional nature parks and landscapes) thassmbspecies (only 34%

and 18%, respectively, mentioned that certain animals were disappearing or were endangered) when
defining biodiversity loss. A similar response pattern was ségmi n R o ma n adeclifez2n9 % i
natur al habitabdslod @i4%apgipdardesdrsd wlPémdaledbts s o f
24% and 19%, respectively, who said that certain animals were disappearing or were endangered).

A closer look at the response categories relatethtrses of biodiversity loss h o w e dclintate a t f
changeo was most frequently mentioned in Hungar:
that the highest proportions mentiemi sgi bpsoblwe
found in Hungary (32%), Latvia and Slovakia (both 25%).
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Meaning of fAbiodiversity |l osso, by country (top seven
Animals & Animals & Declinein Forests will Loss of Change of the Problems
plants are plants natural disappear/ natural climate  with clean air

disappearing  are/will habitats - in decline heritage like & water
will become general nature parks
disappear endangered

EU27 43 19 18 14 13 9 8

Bl BE 55 47 17 26 13 11 11
== BG 50 22 15 25 21 21 17
bhm CZ 34 18 31 23 15 9 16
am DK 37 14 9 8 11 8 7
N pE 63 20 16 12 7 5 3
B e 44 27 25 21 13 23 22
= EL 26 10 11 4 10 3 5
i~ ES 40 20 20 19 31 10 12
Bl FR 46 19 17 16 10 6 7
Il E 23 11 11 5 14 6 5
il T 42 19 10 12 10 5 3
CY 35 18 21 21 29 10 12

== LV 37 19 33 20 5 19 25
e LT 47 14 29 28 19 32 19
- LU 62 37 20 27 20 18 10
— HU 52 42 34 36 17 36 32
B wmT 32 13 20 9 9 7 9
= NL 28 13 29 12 12 8 7
—_— AT 65 19 24 6 8 5 3
mm PL 25 13 21 10 11 10 10
B PT 44 28 28 29 28 19 16
Bl RO 24 19 29 24 12 23 17
&= Sl 37 14 18 6 9 6 8
Em SK 41 32 20 28 13 28 25
== FI 45 18 17 10 8 11 11
=m SE 43 23 7 8 8 4 5
S UK 37 12 15 9 15 7 7

Q2.Canyoupleasetellme what the phrase filoss of biodiversity

The consequences of biodiversity lossvere listed by a minority of respondents in almost all

% of respondents that mentioned each category, Base: all respondents, by country

countries. For example, éhproportion of respondents who mentioned a decreasing potential in the

production of medicines, food and fuel wdmae 5% in just two countrie€yprus (6%) and Hungary

(7%). In Luxembourg, 13% of respondents thought about economic problems and anwsral

wealth and the corresponding proportiorHangary was 1%; in almost allother countries, however,

not more than 5% of respondents gave a similar response.

For more details, see annex tables 2a and 3a.

Sociodemographic considerations

Variai o n s

n

t he

proport.i

on

of

fdonot

knowo

resp

biodiversity lossacross socidemographic groups, were quite similar to those described in regard to
the familiarity with the ternbiodiversity For example:

1 roughly aquarter (24%) of the over 54 yealds could nodefine biodiversity loss compared to
15%18% of allof the younger age groups
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1 while 34% of respondents with the lowest level of education were unable to define biodiversity
loss, the corresponding propaiti for the moseducated respondents was 11%

T respondents |iving in metropolitan areas were
knowo response (14% vs. 2024% of respondents in rural and urban areas)

1 about a fifth (21%) of manual workerach23% of norworking respondents could not answer this
question, compared to 13% of employees and 16% oeésgifoyed respondents.

Furthermore, 289 yearolds, respondents with the highest level of education, employees and
residents of metropolitan &aes wer e not only the | east l'i kel y t
asked to define biodiversity loss in their own words, they were also the mostdikegntion several

aspects of this multidimensional concept.

For more details, see annex tal?esand 3b.

1.3 How informed do EU citizens feel about biodiversity loss?

As notedin section 1.162% of EU citizens did not know the exact meaning of the taodiversity
or had never heard of the terAtcordingly, aminority of EU citizens felt infoned aboubiodiversity
loss 32% of respondents feltell informedand 5% said they feltery well informed These results
were unchanged compared to 2007.

Roughly 6 in 10 EU citizens considered themselves not well informed about biodiversity loss: 37%
stated they werenot well informedand 25% reported that they wemet informedat all about the

topic. A comparison between the 2007 and 2010 results showed that respondents in the current survey
were more likely to feehot informedat all (25% vs. 21% ir2007), rather thamot well informed

(37% vs. 41% in 2007) about biodiversity loss.

Being informed about biodiversity loss, 2007 -2010

FI219 (11/2007) FI290 (02/2010)

21 m Very well informed

25
m Well informed

Not well informed

Not informed at all

DK/NA

Q3. How informed do you feel about the loss of biodiversity?
Base: all respondents, % EU27

Country variations

Respondents in Germany and Austria were not only the most knowledgeable about biodiversity, they
were also the modikely to feel well informed about biodiversity loss: 59% of Germans and 46% of
Austrians feltwell informedabout the topic (8% and 6%, respectively, fedry well informeyl
Germanyds result in the | atest s ur(+sepercentagp r e s e n
points); in Austria, however, a small decrease was measured in the proportion who felt well informed

(see furthepn in thissection)
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In Italy, on the other hand, just 19% of respondents felt well informed about biodiversity loss and 81%
did not consider themselves well informed about the topic. Similar proportionsaemia Lithuania,
Romania, Slovakia, Latvia and the Czech Republic; in these countries, about a quarter of respondents
felt well informed about biodiversity loss (2426%), while roughly threequarters did not (74%

77%). However, the ltalians together with Irish respondenitswere the most likely to answer that

they werenot informedat all about the topic (39940%).

Although similarities existed, with the same countapepearing at the top and bottom of the ranking

in terms of beindknowledgeable about biodiversity and feeling well informed about the, tepie
countries were now ranked differently. For example, as in 209griots were among the most likely

to feelvery well informedabout biodiversity loss (10%), and an additional 30% el informed

This meant that, although only 27% of Cypriot respondents had heard of theiddimersitybefore

they participated in this survey, when the tebiadiversity was explained to them and after they
thought about the concept and formulated their definition of biodiversity loss, a considerable larger
proportionof Cypriot respondents (40%) felt sufficiently informed.

Being informed about biodiversity loss

m Very well informed ® Well informed Not well informed Not informed at all DK/NA
100 4

10 9
16 17 18 18 18 19 20 16 21
16 25 24 27
80 - 28 34 31 31 30 33 31 39 29 35 37 34 40

32
6o | 3637 35 38 Y7 40 4 5 A

37 39 43 49
30 35 35 37 42 35 39 a4 53

40 - 33 40404041
20 -
0
W e w = N = _ oW _n N v
Q<Em8“~§30§"”wﬁm%n.mmn.g'ﬁoﬁmg'j':
oy

Q3. How informed do you feel about the loss of biodiversity?
Base: all respondents, % by country

Feeling informed dout biodiversity los$ a comparison between 2007 and 2010

Although many Member States have seen an increase, from 2007 to 2010, in the proportion of
respondents who knew the meaning of the tbiadliversity a comparison across the two surveys
tended toshow minor differences in the proportion of respondents who felt well informed about
biodiversity loss.

Some countries, in fact, have even seen a decrease in the proportion of interviewees who felt well
informed about biodiversity loss. Estonia has sélem largest decrease in the proportion of
respondents who felt well informed about the topic: from 46% in 2007 to 32% in 2 Pdrcentage

points). The proportion of those who considered themselves well informed has also decreased by more
than five petentage points in Latviaq percentage points), the Czech Republic and Luxembourg
(both-8), the Netherlands and Slovenia (beih
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Being informed about biodiversity loss, 2007 -2010
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Q3. How informed do you feel about the loss of biodiversity?
Base: all respondents
% fVery well informed 0and fwell informed 6, by country

Sociedemographic considerations

The sociedemographic analysis of feeling well infoed about biodiversity loss once againi
showed a similar pattern of differences to the one that emerged when analysindesaoagmaphic
differences in théevel of familiarity with biodiversityandthe level ofknowledgeaboutthe meaning
of biodiversty loss

Men were slightly more likely to report that they felt well informed about biodiversity loss (40% vs.
35% of women), and manual workers were again less likely than employees aathdelfed
respondents to feel well informed about the topic (3%%89%41%).

The level of feeling informed about biodiversity loss increased with educational attainment: 25% of
respondents with the lowest level of education felt well informed about biodiversity loss, but this
proportion increased to 46% for responidewith the highest level of education.

Although the over 54 yearlds were more likely than their younger counterparts not to have heard

about biodiversity or to be unable to define biodiversity loss, they were more likely to consider
themselves well iformed about the topic (39% compared to 338%6 across other age groups).

Finally, it is worth noting that, across all sodemographic groups, only between 2% and 7% of
respondents feltery wellinformedabout biodiversity loss.

For more detailssee annex table 4b.
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Analytical report

2. Bi

odiversity threats

Biodiversity loss occurs due to intensive agricultural production systemsegpigitation of forests,

oceans, rivers, lakes and soils, construction and development, invasion of alien species, pallution an
global climate change. As in the previous wave of this survey, respondents were presented with a list
of the main threats to biodiversity and were asked to select the one that they considered to be the most
important.

More than a quarter of EU citize(7%) thought that air and water pollution were the most important
threats to biodiversity. A similar proportion (26%) mentioned /metle disasters, such as oil spills or
industrial accidents.

Roughly a fifth (19%) of respondents selected intensiveifayndeforestation and owéishing, 13%
chose climate change and 9% mentioned the creation of more roads, houses or industrial sites and
changes in land use, such as the conversion of natural areas in farmland.

Just 3% of respondents thought that th&ootuction of foreign plants and animals infocal
ecosystems (i.e. those that were normally not found in a region or country) was the most important
threat to biodiversity.

Most important threats to biodiversity, 2007

Pollution of air / water (seas, rivers, lakes, etc.)

Man-made disasters (e.g. oil spills, industrial accidents, etc.)

(2010:) Intensive farming/(2007:)Intensification of agriculture,
deforestation and over-fishing

Climate change

Land use change and development (e.g. roads, housing, industry,
conversion of natural areas into farmland etc.)

Plants and animals introduced into our ecosystems (that are not
normally found in a region or country)

Others

DK/NA

-2010

27
27
26
27
19
13
13
19
2010
2007

Q7. I will read out a list to you. Please tell me, from the following list, what threatens

biodiversity the MOST?
Base: all respondents, % EU27

Comparing the results of the current survethwthoseof 2007, it was noted that respondents in the
current survey were less likely to select climate change as the main reason for biodiversity loss (13%
vs. 19% in 2007), but they were more likely to mentiotensive farming, deforestation and over
fishing (19% vs. 13% in 2007). It should, nevertheless, be noted that the latter item was formulated

di f

ferently in the two

Country variations

surveys

(Aintensification

The proportion of respondents wihselectedwater and air pollution as the main threats to
biodiversity ranged from 15% in Belgium to 39% in Poland and Romania. Similarly, the proportion
who mentionednan-made disastergsuch as oil spills or industrial accidents) was just 413% in
Finland, Ireland and the UK, but reached 51% in Cyprus.

As in the previous wave of this survey, water and air pollution andmeate disasters were selected
as the two most important threats to biodiversity in most Member States (20 out of 27). For example,
35% of Bulgarians selected water and air pollution and 22% mentionednada disasters; all other
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threats listed in the survey, however, were selected by smaller proportions of Bulgarians (e.g. 13% for

Afcli mate changedo and 10% for Achanges in | and us

Nonetheless, some countries have seen a large increase or decrease in the proportion of respondents
who selected these threats as the most important ones. For example, in 2007, 30% of Belgians named
water and air pollution as the most important thredtiodiversity; however, in 2010, this proportion

has decreased to 15%l% percentage points). The proportion of Belgians who selectednade

disasters, on the other hand, has increased from 20% in 2007 to 32% in 2010 (+12 percentage points).

Most important threats to biodiversity, 2007 -2010

Pollution of air / water (seas, rivers, lakes, etc.)
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Q7. 1 will read out a list to you. Please tell me, from the following list, what threatens biodiversity the MOST?
%, Base: all respondents, by country

The combination ofntensive farming, deforestation and oveifishing was selected as the most
important threat to biodiversity by a fifth, or more, respondents in the Netherlands (31%), the UK
(29%), Germany (26%)France (25%)Sweden, Denmark and Ireland (all 23%), Austria (21%) and
Finland (20%). In a few of these countries, such as the Netherlands, the UK and Germany, this threat
was selected by the largest proportion of respondents.

Furthermore, ach of the abowenentioned countries has seen a large increase, from 2007 to 2010, in
the proportion of respondents who selected intensive farming, deforestation adidtougras the

main reasons for biodiversity loss. For example, in 2007, just 10Banés selected this threat; in

2010, this proportion has more than doubled (23%; +13 percentage points). However, as noted above,
in 2007, the questionnaire mentionédi nt ensi fi cati on of farmi ngo;
farmingd was used.
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Most important threats to biodiversity, 2007 -2010

(2010:) Intensive farming /( 2007:) Intensification of agriculture, deforestation and over -fishing
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Q7. I will read out a list to you. Please tell me, from the following list, what threatens biodiversity the MOST?
%, Base: all respondents, by country

In 2007, there were five countries where more than a quarter of respondents stiteatedchange
as the main threat to biodiversity; in 2010, this proportion remained below 25% in all countries.

In the current survey, approximbtea fifth of respondents in Denmark (22%) and Finland (20%)
believed that climate change was the main threat to biodiversity loss; in 2007, however, 29% of Danes
and 35% of Finns selected this thredtgnd-15 percentage point decreases).

Other counties, where the proportion of respondents who selected climate change has decreased,
included Sweden (14% in 2010, vs. 30% in 20QB, percentage points), Spain and the UK (15% in
2010, vs. 27% in 200712 points). The chart above shows that each of tbegetries has seen an
increase in the proportion of respondents who selected intensive farming, deforestation and over
fishing as main threats to biodiversity.

In France and Portugal, less than a tenth of respondent®%w%hose climate change as thest
important threat among the ones listed in the survey; the corresponding proportions in Italy and the
Netherlands were 10%1%.

Most important threats to biodiversity, 2007 -2010

Climate change
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Q7. 1 will read out a list to you. Please tell me, from the following list, what threatens biodiversity the MOST?
%, Base: all respondents, by country

Sixteen percent of respondents in Malta and the UK believedchaaiges in land use andhe
creation of more roads, houses or industrial sitesonstituted the biggest thredbd biodiversity; as
in 2007, respondents in these countries were the most likely in the EU to select this threat.

In the Czech Republic, Poland, Germany, Ireland arstrig) between 13% and 15% of respondents

felt thatchanges in land use and the creation of more roads, houses or industrial sites were important
causes of biodiversity losfhesefigureswere similar to the ones observed for climate change (e.qg.
16% of Maltese and 14% of Austrians selected climate change as a major theeatbove).
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In most countries, however, not more than 10% of respondents chose this cause as the most important
one. Romanians and Italians were the least likely to give this res{88n<6).

Most important threats to biodiversity, 2007 -2010

Land use change and development (e.g. roads, housing, industry, conversion of natural areas into
farmland etc.)
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Q7. 1 will read out a list to you. Please tell me, from the following list, what threatens biodiversity the MOST?
%, Base: all respondents, by country

As in 2007, not more than 1 in 20 respondents across all Member t8taight that théntroduction

of foreign plants and animals intolocal ecosystemavas the most important threat to biodiversity
(ranging from1% in Portugal to 5% in Bulgaridhe Czech Republidreland, the Netherlands and
Austria).

For more details, see annex table 14a.
Sociedemographic considerations

As with the EUwide results, respondents who did not feel well informed about biodivéoss
selectedwater and air pollution, and manade disasters, as the two most important threats to
biodiversity. For example, 27% of respondents whinot feel at all informedabout biodiversity loss
mentioned the former threat and 30% selectedatter one; by comparison, just 13% of this group
referred to intensive farming, deforestation and diging. Among respondents who fekery well
informedabout biodiversity loss, on the other hand, the latter threat was selected by the largest number
(27% vs. 21% Awater anednaaier dp slalsuteiremd .and 20%

In the main, only small differences existed between stemographic groups wheaspondents were

asked to select the most important cause of biodiversity loss from the list of posailses.
Nonetheless,ntensive farming, deforestation and o¥ishing were somewhat more frequently
selected by men (22% vs. 16% of women), respondents with the highest level of education (23% vs.
16% of respondents with the lowest level) and employ@8%c vs. 15%l8% of those in other
occupational segments). On the other hand, respondents with the lowest level of education and manual
workers were somewhat more likely to selewanmade disasters, such as oil spills or industrial
accidentsas the mosimportant cause of biodiversity 10631% and 29%, respectively, compared to

22% of employees and respondents with the highest level of education or employees).

For more details, see annex table 14b.
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3. Biodiversity loss T seriousness of the problem

3.1 Domestic , European and global biodiversity issues

Predominately, the decline and possible extinction of animal species, flora and fauna, natural habitats
and ecosystemsere seen as serious problems by EU citizens: more than 8 in 10 respondents (84%
93%) felt that biodiversity loss was\eery or fairly serious problem atational, European and global
levels.

The opinion that biodiversity loss was a serious problertheir country was held by 84% of EU
citizens: 37% reported that biodiversity loss @agry serious problem in their country and 47% said

it was afairly serious problem. Less than a sixth said that biodiversity loss was not a serious problem
(12%) or that it was no problem at all in their country (2%).

A similar proportion (85%) of EU tizens thought that biodiversity loss was a serious prolitem
Europe. Slightly more than 4 in 10 (42%) respondents said that biodiversity loss veay serious
problem in Europe and a similar proportion (43%) answered that it Wagla serious problen.
Roughly a tenth of respondents doubted whether biodiversity loss was a serious problem in Europe.

Considering the three levels reviewed in the survey, respondents were most likely to ansther that
decline and possible extinction of animal speciewafland fauna, natural habitats and ecosystems
were seriougjlobal problems. More than 6 in 10 (63%) EU citizens thought that biodiversity loss was
a very seriousglobal problem and 3 in 10 (30%) respondents said it wdairly seriousglobal
problem. Theview thatglobal biodiversity loss was not a serious problem, or no problem at all, was
supported by less than 1 in 20 respondents.

Seriousness of biodiversity loss, 2007 -2010
A very serious problem A fairly serious problem
Not a serious problem = Not a problem at all
DK/NA
_ 2010 37 47 12p

... in country .
2007 43 45 s p
... in Europe 2010 42 43 8 l6
2010 63 30 4
... globally 1 3‘
2007 69 % 2

Q5. How serious is the decline and possible extinction of animal species,
flora and fauna, natural habitats and ecosystems in your [COUNTRY]?
And how serious is the problem in Europe (only in 2010) ? Finally, how
serious is the problem globally?
Base: all respondents, % EU27

Comparing the results of the current survey with those seen irf,200&s noted thatespondents
werenow somewhat less likely to think that biodiversibgswas a serious problem in their country.

This decrease in perceptions about the seriousness of biodiversity loss as a domestic problem was the
most notabl e f orporsdsehich deereaged Boen M3%oinu20AY tor3&sin 2610 (
percentage points).

The overall proportion of respondents who thought that biodivdosiswas a seriouglobal problem
(i.e. the sum ofvery and fairly serious responsgshowever, was unchangdn the two surveys.

% The question about the seriousness of biodiversity loss at a European level was not included in the 2007 survey.
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Nonetheless, respondents in the current survey iveree mord less likely to say that biodiversity
loss was aeryserious global problem (69% in 2007 compared to 63% in 28]fkrcentage points).

Biodiversity loss as a domestproblem

Il ndi vi dual resul ts i n

seriousness of biodiversity loss in their own country. The total proportion of respondents who said that

Me mber St at es showed

biodiversity loss was a serious domegtioblem (i.e. the sum ofery andfairly serious responses)
ranged from 58% in Estonia to 97% in Greece. Furthermore, the proportion reporting that Wemas
serious problem ranged from 9% in Finland to 72% in Portugal.

Other countries where a majgriof interviewees thought that biodiversity loss waseay serious
problem in their country were Romania (60%), Italy (59%) and Greece (57%). In Bulgaria and Malta,
roughly half (50%51%) of interviewees selected this response. In each of these co(andept for
Malta), less than a tenth of respondents doubted whether biodiversity loss was a problem in their
respective countries; the corresponding proportion for Malta was 12%.

Luxembourg, Estonia, Austria and Denmark, on the other hand, were cld3plard; between 13%

and 19% of respondents felt that biodiversity loss wa®rg serious problem in their respective

ar d

countries. In each of these countries (except for Austria), at least 3 in 10 interviewees thought that
biodiversity loss was not a seti® problem or that it was no problem at all in their country (ranging

from 30% in Denmark to 37% in Estonia).

Seriousness of

A very serious problem i A fairly serious problem m Not a serious problem ®mNot a problem at all
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Q5. How serious is the decline and possible extinction of animal species, flora and fauna, natural habitats and ecosystems

in [COUNTRY]? And how serious is the problem

Seriousness of biodiversity loss in Europe

in Europe ?Finally, how serious is the problem globally?
Base: all respondents, % by country

As for the results concerning the seriousness of biodiversityilaseir own country, a majority of
respondents in Portugal (75%), ltaly (62%), Greece and Romania (both 52%) reported that
biodiversity loss was &ery serious problem in Europe. This view was also supported by 54% of
Cypriots and 52% of Hungarians. In st@f these countries, not more than 5% of respondents said
that biodiversity loss in Europe was not a serious problem or that it was not a problem at all.

Similarities were also seen at the lower end of the distribiitiwhere respondents were leslikto
think that biodiversity loss was a serious problem in Europe. In Finland, Estonia and Denmark, less

than 3 in 10 interviewees thought that biodiversity loss wasraserious problem in Europe (22%,

25% and 26%, respectively). Danes were also thgt trkely to disagree thdtwas a serious problem

in Europe (18% fAnot a

serious problemdo and

in Estonia and Finland were, respectively, 17% and 15%.
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Seriousness of biodiversity loss in Europe
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Q5. How serious is the decline and possible extinction of animal species, flora and fauna, natural habitats and ecosystems
in [COUNTRY]? And how serious is the problem in Europe ?Finally, how serious is the problem globally? It is a...
Base: all respondents, % by country

Seriousnes of biodiversity loss at a global level

As seen in the previous wave of this survey, in all Member States, respondents were more likely to
consider global biodiversity loss to b&eryserious problem than they were to say the same about the
issue at anational or European level. The proportions of respondents who considered biodiversity loss
to be averyserious global problem ranged from 46% in Estonia to 82% in Portugal. Across almost all
countries, not more than 1 in 20 respondents doubted whetuvdrisity loss was a serious global
problem.

The analysis in terms of the seriousness of global biodiversity loss showed a slightly different country
ranking than that discussed in the previous paragraphs. Although similarities existed, with the same
countries appearing at the top and bottom of the ranking, some countries were now ranked differently:

1

respondents in Portugal, Italy and Greece Wwevace moré the most likely to find biodiversity

loss to beaveryserious global problerf82%, 75% and A, respectively); those in Estonia and
Finland, on the other hand, were again among the least likely to consider this to be the case (46%
and 49%, respectively)

although respondents in Luxembourg and Austria were among the least likely to say that
biodiversity loss was &ery serious problem in their country (13% and 19%, respectively), the
proportions of Luxembourgers and Austrians who thought that biodiversity loss weasy a
serious global problem were above the EU average @824, vs. an EU averagé ©3%)

Bulgaria, Malta and Romania were among the countries where respondents were the most likely
to think that biodiversity loss wasweery serious problem in their own country (5686%); the
proportion of Bulgarians, Maltese and Romanians, however,cohsidered biodiversity loss to

be averyserious global problem were close to, or below, the EU average§2%h
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Seriousness of biodiversity loss at a global level

Very serious problem = A fairly serious problem m Not a serious problem ®m Not a problem at all DK/NA
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Q5. How serious is the decline and possible extinction of animal species, flora and fauna, natural habitats and ecosystems
in [COUNTRY]? And how serious is the problem in Europe ? Finally, how serious is the problem globally?
Base: all respondents, % by country

Seriousness of biodiversity logsa comparison between 2007 and 2010

The EUwide results showed a dease in the proportion of respondents who said that biodiversity
loss was avery serious problem in their country (frod8% in 2007 to 37% in 20106 percentage
points); a similar, ogreater,decrease was observed in more than half of the individusitges.For
example, in 2007, 44% of Polish responddalisthat biodiversity loss was\ary serious problem in
their country in 2010, however, this proportion has decreased to 29%opercentage points). Other
countries that have seen a decreaseiderGreece Cyprus, Slovakia, Bulgaria, Slovenia and Sweden
(between1l and-13 percentage points)
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Q5. How serious is the decline and possible extinction of animal species, flora and fauna, natural habitats and ecosystems
in [COUNTRY]? And how serious is the problem in Europe ?Finally, how serious is the problem globally? Itis a...
Base: all respondents, %f\Very serious problemoby country

Poland has not only seen the largest decrease irpritygortion of respondent&ho saidthat
biodiversity loss was aery serious problem in their countrjput also the largest increase in the
proportion who said the same about global biodiversity los% 882010 compared to 47% in 2007
(-21 percentage points).

It was rot only in Poland, bualsoin about half of theeountries surveyedhatrespondents were now
less likely to say that biodiversity loss waseay serious global problem. For example, the proportion
of Bulgarians who answered that biodiversity loss wasrgserious problem decreased from 75% in
2007 b 530 in 2010 {20 percentage points). Similg, in 2007, 66% of Latvians shared the same
opinion, compared to 51% in 2014% percentage points).

page25



Flash EB N° 2907 Attitudes towards biodiversity, wave 2 Analytical report

Biodiversity lossis  a very serious problem at a global level, 2007 -2010
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Q5. How serious is the decline and possible extinction of animal species, flora and fauna, natural habitats and ecosystems
in [COUNTRY]? And how serious is the problem in Europe ?Finally, how serious is the problem globally? Itis a...
Base: all respondents, %f\Very serious problemoby country

Sociedemographicconsiderations

Respondents who feftot at all informedabout biodiversity loss gave lower seriousness ratings for
biodiversity problemsat the various levelsthan respondents who felt well informed about the topic.
For example80% of the former group thought that biodiversibgswas a serious problein Europe,
compared taB9% of respondents who considered themselery well informed It is also worth
noting that the lattegroup ofrespondents were moponeto feel thatbiodiversity loss was &ery
serious problem atational, European and globalels (47%, 52% and 74%, respectively).

Across all sociadlemographigroups roughly 9 in 10, or more, respondents thought that biodiversity
loss was a seriouglobal problem(89%-94%). The proportions of respondents who said that it was a
veryseriousglobal problem were also similar across groups; from 8@#espondents living in eural

area to 66% of 124 yearolds and fulitime students.

Therewas also not much variatiacross sociaemographic groupis the proportionswho believed
that biodivesity loss was a serious problem in their coun8%%-87%) or in Europe(83%-88%).
Somewhatdrger differences, however, were observed whbeusing onrespondents who selected the
Avery seri.ouso0 response

For exampled44% of respondents with the lowdevel of education answered that biodiversity loss
was avery serious problemin their countryand a similar proportion (46%) said the same about
biodiversity in Europg the corresponding proportions for respondents with the highest level of
education wereconsiderably lower (35% and 39%, respectively). The latter respondents were,
however, more likely to say that biodiversity laagheir country and in Europe were fairly serious
problems.

For more details, see annex table 10b, 11b and 12b.
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3.2 Per sonally affected by biodiversity loss

In terms of being affected by biodiversity loss, most EU citizens saw no immediate personal impact. A
sixth of respondents (17%) said they had already been affected by biodiversity loss, compared to
almost threequarers (72%) who thought that it would have an impact in the future.

More precisely, 35% of respondents expected biodiversity loss to have an impact in the near future
(they expected to be affected personally) and 37% said that their children, rathdnetinaeltes,
would feelits consequences.

Roughly a tenth (9%) of respondents doubted if biodiversity loss would have any effect at all.

Impact of biodiversity loss, 2007 -2010

FI219 (11/2007) FI290 (02/2010)

mYes, | am already affected 9
by the loss of biodiversity

m Yes, it will have an effect on
me, but not now, later on

No, not on me personally

but on my children

35

No, it will not have an effect 37

DK/NA

( J L J
I i

Impact in the future: 70% Impact in the future: 72%

Q6. Do you think that the decline and possible extinction of animal species, flora and fauna,
will have an impact on you personally?
Base: all respondents, % EU27

Country variations

Portuguese respondents stood out from the pack with a slim typa®4i%) who said they were
already being personally affected by the extinction of flora and fauna and roughly a fifth (22%) who
foresaw themselves being affected by biodiversity loss in the near future.

In Greece, Malta, Hungargyprus, Romaniaand Spainat least 6 in 10 respondents said they would
bei or were already personally affected by the extinction of flora and fauna. However, compared to
the Portuguese, only half as many respondents in these countries said theilattdratthey were
alreadybeing personally affected by biodiversity loss: 24% in Spain, Romania and Cyprus, 25% in
Hungary, 26% in Malta and 29% in Greece.

In almost all other Member States, less than a sixth of respondents said that they felt personally
affected by the impoverishment of flora and fauna; nonetheless, the proportion who expected an
impact on themselves in the near future was between two and three times as high. For example, 12%
of Irish respondents answered that they were already affected bydmgigiioss and 42% expected

that they would be personally affected in the future (54% in total); by comparison, 32% of Irish
respondentslid not anticipatédeing personally affected but thought that their children would feel the
consequences of biodivessloss.

The proportions of respondents who answered that their children would feel the impact of biodiversity

loss in their lives were the highest in France (46%), Belgium and Germany (both 45%). Note that in
each of these countries, a similar proportairrespondents answered that they were alrdmsilyg
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personally affected by biodiversity loss or that they expected this to happen in the near future (e.qg.
46% in Germany and5%6 in Francé.

Finally, as in 2007yespondents in the Netherlands (29%) wibee most likely to be convinced that

the impoverishment of flora and fauna would have no impact at all. The corresponding proportions in
Estonia and Denmark were the closest to that observed in the Netherlands (20% and 17%,
respectively); however, in morthan half of the countries surveyed, not more than a tenth of
respondents shared this conviction.

Impact of biodiversity loss

m Yes, | am already affected by the loss of biodiversity ® Yes, it will have an effect on me, but not now, later on

No, not on me personally but on my children No, it will not have an effect
DK/NA
075 4 6 2 2 5 2 2 3 7, 1 3 2 4 5 1 1 2 1 2 1 3 3 2 g g 1 4
4
2 & T 11T 5 89 7 0 g 1 10 a3 O 12 % i3 [ 13 @ G
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Q6. Do you think that the decline and possible extinction of animal species, flora and fauna,
will have an impact on you personally?
Base: all respondents, % by country

Impact of biodiversity los$ a comparison between 2007 and 2010

Comparingthe 2007 and 2010 results showed not much caangnost countries the proportion of
respondentsvho doubted if biodiversity loss would have any effect at all (the nasbleexceptions
were Estonia and Latviasee furtheonin this sectioh

In some countries, however, respondents were nssvlilkkely to see an immediate personal impact of
biodiversity loss and were more likely to expect that it would have an impact in the fiate.a

trend was most noticeable in Luxembourg, Romania and Greece. For example, ir25%0of

respondents in lxembourg said they had already been affected by biodiversity loss, compatéd to

who expected it toampact them personallin the near future and 3¢ who said that their children,

rather than themselves, would feel the consequences of biodiversity Tlosscorresponding
proportiorsi n 2010 were 11% for b4 rpadye pteagon@moil iyt )f
i mpact on themsel ves i n nphaec tf uotnu rfeudt u(rte6 )g eannedr adt2i¥

In Estonia and Latviagn the other hand, spondents were not only more likely to expect an impact in
the future, rather than an immediate personal effect, they were also more likely in 2010 to tkdink that
impoverishment of flora and fauna would have no impact at all (Estonia: 13% in 20R@%sn
2010; Latvia: 8% in 2007 vs. 14% in 2010)

Socicdemographicconsiderations

While 32% of respondents who fekery wellinformed about biodiversity loss said they waheady
affected by the impoverishment of flora and fauna, this proportion asmleto 149%45% for those
who did not feel informed about this issue. The latter gnoope frequently said that their children
would feel the consequences of biodiversity 1638%-39% vs. 26% of those who feltery well
informed). It should, however, @de noted that respondents who dat feel informed at allabout
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biodiversity loss were also more likely to answer that thatimpoverishment of flora and fauna
would have no impact at all (14% vs. 7% across other groups).

Roughly a fifth (18%20%) of 2554 yearolds said that they felt personally affected by biodiversity

loss, compared to 12% of 23l yearolds and 16% of the over 54 yezlds. The 184 yearolds were

more likely to foresee themselves being affected by biodiversity loss in théunea (44% vs. 26%

of the over 54 yeanlds), while the latter group expected future generations, i.e. their children and
their childrends chil dr e4yearolds).be affected (44%

As for the youngest respondents, fiithe students ere less likely to repotieing already affected by
biodiversity 1oss(10% vs. 16%20% of respondents who had completed their education}tifmdl
students, and thoseth the highest level of education, were more liable to say that they expected to be
personally affected in the near future (44% and 36%, respectively, vs. 27% of respondents with the
lowest level of education). An inverse trend was observed in regard to the impact on future
generations: the leastlucated respondents more frequently said, thithough they would not be
affected themselves by biodiversity loss, their children, for example, would feel its impact (41% vs.
35% of respondents with the highest level of education and 31% -tihfielistudents).

Looking at the differences by ocatjpnal categories, there was a distinction between the self
employed who were the most likely say they weralready feahg the impact of biodiversity loss

(22% vs. 15%19% across other occupational categories), employees who mostly foresaw a personal
impact in the future (38% vs. 3285% across other groups) and manual workers and those not
working who were the ones that mostly expected biodiversity loss to have an impact on future
generations (37% of manual workers and 39% ofworking respondentssv 33%34% employees

and the selemployed).

For more details, see annex table 13b.
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4. Recognising the importance of protecting biodiversity

4.1 A multitude of reasons why biodiversity conservation is important

EU citizens® opi ni ortarg to dalt bindiversityildss wera salso i anafysed.
Respondents were presented with a list of possible reasons why this was an important topic and asked
to point out if they agreed or disagreed with each of them. The responses indicated, first ofell, that
citizens were aware of the multitude of reasons why the conservation of biodiversity was important: a
majority of respondents agreed that each one of the reasons (as defined in the swavitsl) w

Respondents seemed to see the conservation avédisidy, first andforemost, as a moral obligation:

70% of themvery muchagreed with this concept and 26% agreed to a lesser extent. Secondly, almost
6 in 10 (58%) intervieweegery muchagreed, and 34%ather agreed, that it was important to halt
biodivers t y | os s b e c eing and quality of ife degelddedwor this.

Slightly lower proportions of respondents agreed that the conservation of biodiversity was important
because it was indispensable for the production of goods, such as feloahdumedicines (86%, in

total, agreed and30 véBry muchagr eed o) , or because biodiversity
change (82 9%, i n tveryrauthagmagedeéed. aRdnaloRPuerfimuetb % o f
agreed, and 31%ather agreed, thiait was important to halt biodiversity loss becatise issuevould

probably have economic consequences for Europe.

Reasons why it is important to halt biodiversity loss, 2007 -2010

m\Very much agree ® Rather agree Rather disagree Very much disagree DK/NA

It is a moral obligation - because we have a 510
(2010:) responsibility to look after nature
(2007:) responsibility asstewards of nature 2007

Our well-being and quality of life is based 5010
upon nature & biodiversity as it provides
pleasure andrecreation 2007

Biodiversity is indispensable for the 2010
production of goods such as food, fuel and
medicines 2007

Biodiversity is essential in tackling climate

change 2010

Europe will get poorer economically as a 2010
consequence of the loss of biodiversity 2gg7

Q4. 1 will read some statements to you why it can be important to halt the loss of
biodiversity, and please tell me how much do you agree or disagree with them:
Base: all respondents, % EU27

Country variations

Respondents in all EU Member States were in agreement that i& wawal obligation to halt

biodiversity loss because of S 0 c fegpecynatare; the totpl tevelof dgieémerity t o
(i.e. the sum of Avery much agreeo and fArather a2
in Cyprus, Italy, Belgium, Hungary and Luxeowrg. Only a minority of respondents in all countries
disagreed that it was a moral obligation to slow down the speed of biodiversity loss.

Although little variation was seen in the overall level of agreement, countries did differ in terms of the

proporton of respondents wheery muchagreed. More than 9 in 10 Cypriots (95%) and more than 8
in 10 Belgian, Maltese, Italian and Greek respondents {84%) very muchagreed thathat it was a
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moral obligation to slow down the speed of biodiversity loss. larih on the other hand, just 52% of
respondentgery muchagreea with this.

Reasons why it is important to halt biodiversity loss

It is a moral obligation - because we have a responsibility to look after nature

m Very much agree m Rather agree Rather & very much disagree DK/NA
100 0
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Q4. 1 will read some statements to you why it can be important to halt the loss of biodiversity,
and please tell me how much do you agree or disagree with them:
Base: all respondents, % by country

There was also little doubt in the different Member States that that it would be important to slow down
the current speed of biodiversity losschesethe levels of weltbeing and the quality of life would
deteriorate as a consequence of biodiversity Igsthe total level of agreement ranged from 75% in
France and the Netherlands to 96% in Austria and Germany.

Cypriot (85%), Greek (76%), Maltes@2%) and ltalian (70%) respondents wérence againi

ammg the most likely tovery muchagree with this statement alidche consequences for wéking

and quality of life. Poland and the Czech Republic, on the other hand, were found again found at the
lower end of the distribution with 48%49% of respondents who expressed such strong agreement.
Nonetheless, French and Dutch interviewees were the least like¢yytonuchagree that it would be

important to halt biodiveist y | os s b e c abairgand quality iofdife depehdedvan Ithis
(41%42%).

Reasons why it is important to halt biodiversity loss
Our well-being and quality of life is based upon nature & biodiversity as it provides pleasure and recreation

mVery much agree m Rather agree Rather disagree Very much disagree DK/NA
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Q4. 1 will read some statements to you why it can be important to halt the loss of biodiversity,
and please tell me how much do you agree or disagree with them:
Base: all respondents, % by country
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In most countries, at least 80% of respondents agreed that it would be important to halt biodiversity
loss becauseiodiversity was indispensible for the production of food, fel and medicines for
example, 96% of Cypriots and 94% of Portuguese respondents agreed that this was Gerrasy.
andAustria were the only Member States where people were somewhat less likely to agree with this
statement (75% and 77%, respectivelgyit somewhat more likely to disagree (22% and 20%,
respectively).

Respondents in Germany and Ausiritogether with those in France and Slovakiaere (also) the
least likely to express strong agreement (428%). In Cyprus, twice as many responde@&¥%4)very

much agreed that halting biodiversity was indispensable for the production of food, fuel and
medicines. Greece was again close to Cyprus, with 74% of respondentemyhmuchagreed with

this statement.

Reasons why it is important to halt biodiversity loss

Biodiversity is indispensable for the production of goods such as food, fuel and medicines

mVery much agree ® Rather agree Rather disagree Very much disagree DK/NA
2 2 3 3
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Q4. 1 will read some statements to you why it can be important to halt the loss of biodiversity,
and please tell me how much do you agree or disagree with them:
Base: all respondents, % by country

The prgortion of respondents who agreed that it was importanslow down the speed of
biodiversity lossas it would make Europe become economically pooreranged from 65% in
Sweden to 92% in Portugal. Conversely, the proportion of respondents who disagtedtisvit
statement ranged from 4% in Portuga27% in Austria.

More than 6 in 10 respondents in Cyprus (70%), Hungary (64%), Portugal (63%) and Latvia (61%)
very muchagreed that Europe would face economic consequences if biodiversity loss was not stopped
however, in Finland and France, not more than 3 in 10 respondents expressed such strong agreement
(28% and 30%, respectively).

It should, however, also be noted that in about half of the countries surveyed, roughly a tenth of
i ntervi eweeskmngoawde rae sfpdomrséet; these proportions w
Belgium and the UK (both 14%).
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Reasons why it is important to halt biodiversity loss

Europe will get poorer economically as a consequence of the loss of biodiversity

2
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Q4. 1 will read some statements to you why it can be important to halt the loss of biodiversity,
and please tell me how much do you agree or disagree with them:
Base: all respondents, % by country

Cypriots were also the most likely t@ry muchagree with the last statement about the link between
biodiversity and tacktig climate change: 83%ery muchagreed that halting biodiversity loss would
be important becausewas essentialn tackling climate change Furthermore, just 5% of Cypriots
disagreed with this statement. Cyprus was followed by Greece, where 77% ofdesgoexpressed
strong agreement.

In Lithuania, on the other hand, just 38% of respondeaty muchagreed that biodiversity was
essentialn tackling climate change; nonetheless, as for Cyprus, just 8% of Lithuanians disagreed with
this statement The largest levels of disagreement wérence againi observed in Austria and
Germany(20%-22%).

Reasons why it is important to halt biodiversity loss

Biodiversity is essential in tackling climate change

mVery much agree ® Rather agree Rather disagree Very much disagree DK/NA
10045 3 7 g 6 7 5 8 6 6 2 3 6 5 6 6 5 7 5 7
2 10 3 9 8 9 12 10 9 9
1212325248411‘83724124383612552
80 > 8 9 11 14 75 13 17 13
60
40
6786464063
20 40948046 0450450400040 0400 40 38
0

RO
BG

PT
MT

>
O uw

IT
HU
BE
LV
IE
Sl
UK
LU
Evzy
Fl
E
ES
EE
DK
SK
FR
AT
PL
Cz
DE
NL
LT

Q4. 1 will read some statements to you why it can be important to halt the loss of biodiversity,
and please tell me how much do you agree or disagree with them:
Base: all respondents, % by country
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Reasons why biodiversity conservation is importai comparison between 2007 and 2010

After looking at the individuatountry results regarding opinions aswhby it was important to halt
biodiversity lossit could be concludethat respondents in Cyprus, Greece, ltaly and Madtaned to
be the most convinced that the protection of biodiversity was important; theyameregthe most
likely to very muchagree with each of the statemeai®utwhy the issue was important.

A comparison with the previous survey results showed that, also in 2007, Cyprus, Greece and Malta
were consistently found among the countries whespaondents appeared lie the mostconvinced

that halting biodiversity was mpor t ant for a multitude of reasons
hand, were below the EU average for most statements; in 2010, however, the country joined Cyprus
Greeceand Malta at the higher end of the distributions. For example, in 2007, 49% of Itzigns

much agreed that it would benportant to halt biodiverst y | oss bec abeisgandci ti ze
quality of life depended ot (six percentage points below th&Bverage of 55%); in 2010, however,

70% of Italiansvery muchagreed with this statement (+21 perceatpgints compared to 2007 and 12
percentage points above the EU average).

In fact, it was rot only in ltaly, but also inmany other countrieghatrespondents were nomore
likely to very muchagree that there were many reasons to lhiativersity loss. For example, the
proportion ofHungariansvho very muchagreed that halting biodiversity loss was a moral obligation
increased fron69% in 2007 t0o80% in 2010 (+1 percentage points) and the proportion wisoy
muchagreed with the statement about economic consequendesrigre increasefiiom 52% in 2007

t0 64% in 2010 (+12 percentage points).

An opposite trend, however, was seen in Romania: @7 ,2Bomania was close to Cyprus, Greece and

Malta with among the highest proportions of respondents weinp muchagreed with the different
statements about why it was important to halt biodiversity loss; in 2010, Romania scored somewhat
lower on all statments. For example, in the previous survey, tupesrters of Romaniangery much

agreed thait would be important to halt biodiverst y | o0s s b e c aeirgand quality bfz e ns 6
life depended oiit; in 2010, this proportion has decreased to-thiods (9 percentage points). Other
countries where such a negative trend was observed were, for example, Bulgaria and Slovakia.

Sociedemographic considerations

Across all socialemographic groups, notamy variations vere seen inthe total proportionsof
respondents who agreed with the different statements about why it would be vital to halt biodiversity
loss. Focusing solely on respondents who expressed strong agreement, however, a different picture
emerged.

The largest differenean the proportion®f respondents wheery muchagreed with a statement were

found when looking across age groups. Older respondents seemed to be the most convinced that the
protection of biodiversity was important; they were more likelydoy muchagree withfour of the
statements why the issue was important (the exception being the statement about tackling climate
change). For example, while 76%tbE over 54 yealds very muchagreed that the conservation of
biodiversity was a moral obligation, only 59% of-25 yearolds did so. Similarly, while 64% dhe

over 54 yeawoldsvery muchagreed that it was important to halt biodsigr loss because webeing

and quality of life depended on it, only 45% of the2ébyearolds did so.

The largest differences in opinioris,terms of levels of education, regarding why it was important to
stop biodiversity loss were observed between those respondents still in education and those with the
lowest levels of education. For example, while 38% of respondents who were still gtuelyirmuch

agreed that biodiversity loss would have economic consequences for Europe, almost half (48%) of the
leasteducated respondentsry muchagreed.
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Small differences werenainly observed in the importance attached to each of the statements about
slowing down biodiversity loss when comparithg views ofmen and women, respondents living in

rural areas and in neighbourhoods of smaller and larger cities, or respondents in different occupational
categories.

For more details, see annex tables $bugh 9b.

4.2 What measure should the EU take to protect biodiversity?

When asked which measure the EU should prioritise in order to protect biodiversity, the largest
proportion of EU citizens (30%) selected introducing stricter regulation for ecoseetiars that had

an impact on nature. Somewhat more than a fifth (22%) of respondents indicated that the EU should
focus on providing citizens with better information about the importance of biodiversity.

Measures to increase the areas where nature weectad in Europe and to allocate more financial
resources to nature protection in Europe were chosen as priority measures by, respectively, 14% and
12% of EU citizens.

Roughly a tenth (11%) of respondents answered that the EU should make it a prianigate
financial rewards for nature conservation (e.g. for farmers) and 7% said the same about the need to
promote researcaboutthe impact of biodiversity loss.

What measures should the EU take I asapriority i to protect biodiversity?

Introduce stricter regulation for economic sectors that impact nature | 30
Better inform citizens about the importance of biodiversity | 22
Increase the areas where nature is protected in Europe | 14
Allocate more financial resources to nature protection in Europe | 12
Create financial rewards (e.g. for farmers) for nature conservation | 11
Promote research on the impact of biodiversity loss | 7
Other | 1

None 1

DK/NA 3

Q8. What measure to protect biodiversity should the European Union take as a priority?
Base: all respondents, % EU27

Country variations

Hungarians somewhat stood out fréme pack with 48% who said that the EU shdubis a priorityi
introduce stricter regulation for economic sectors that had an impact on natureOther countries

where a high proportion of respondents selected this measure were Slovenia and France {both 37%
Germany and Latvia (both 35%). In Ireland and Denmark, on the other hand, just a fiftR X26)%6f
respondents identified introducing stricter economic regulation as a priority measure.

As expected, based onthe®J de r esul t s, regulatiorrfar dconominsgctoss thati ct er

had an i mpact on natureo received the mmsat supp
large majority of countries (21 out of 27).
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M easures to protect biodiverity

Introduce stricter regulation for economic sectors that impact nature
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Q8. What measure to protect biodiversity should the European Union take as a priority?
%, Base: all respondents, by country

The proportion of respondents who anssdethat the EU should make it a prioritygmovide better
information to citizens about the importance of biodiversityranged from roughly one in eight in
Bulgaria and Latvia (both 12%) to three times as many respondents in Cyprus (36%).

AProvidindnbetmation to <citizens about the i
commonly mentioned priority measure in eight countries: Cyprus (36%), Malta (33%), Greece (32%),
Italy and Luxembourg (both 31%), Portugal (28%), Denmark (26%), Ireland (25%).

M easures to protect biodiverity

Better inform citizens about the importance of biodiversity

60 -
40 |

36 33 32 31 31 28 28
26 25 24 24 23 25 22 22 21 20 20
o | 17 17 17 17 17 16 16 15 ;, ,,

0
> — [ L a N @ w = &7 oW = ¥ 4 N
ogmtamaégmﬁzu_m'-'-mmngﬁmgn.ogﬁg
m

Q8. What measure to protect biodiversity should the European Union take as a priority?
%, Base: all respondents, by country

While at least a sixth of Poles (19%), Estonians (18%) and Czechs (17%) felt that the EU siscald
priority i take measures iaocrease the areas where nature was protected in Europthis view was
shared by less thantenth of Finns, Belgians, Greeks, Swedes and Hungarian8%@%

Polish respondenistogether with Romanian and Latvian respondénigre (also) the most likely to

stress the importance aflocating more financial resources to nature protection in Euope in

each of these countries, 21% of interviewees selected this as a priority measure for the EU. In the
Netherlands, Luxembourg, Portugal and France, the corresponding proportions were§ést 7%

Respondents in a majority of countrie®st frequentlyselected the same two measures,stecter
regulation for economic sectors that had an impact on nature and better information for citizens about
the importance of biodiversity. Furthermore, in most countries, either increasing the areas where
nature vas protected in Europe or allocating more financial resources to nature protection in Europe
appeared in third position.
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M easures to protect biodiverity
Increase the areas where nature is protected in Europe
60 -

40 -

19 18
20 - 1716161515151515141413131313121212121010109 9 8 g
7

0 T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T )
- u N > w = ~ 1 X + X 0 = w o w =
o w O 8 o 3 % A o 8 i % EZEFL FIL DD E % O WO m L
LLl

Allocate more financial resources to nature protection in Europe
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Q8. What measure to protect biodiversity should the European Union take as a priority?
%, Base: all respondents, by country

Roughly one in five (18%) Irish respondents, 16% of Swedish andidwushterviewees and 15% of
Belgian respondents said that the EU should make it a priorityeéde financial rewards for nature
conservation (e.g. for farmers) In each of these countries, respondents were more likely to give
priority to this measure #m they were to support measures to increase the areas where nature was
protected or to allocate more financial resources to nature protection in Europe.

M easures to protect biodiverity
Create financial rewards (e.qg. for farmers) for nature conservation
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Q8. What measure to protect biodiversity should the European Union take as a priority?
%, Base: all respondents, by country

The proportion of respondents who answeredhatinoting researchon the impact of biodiversity

was a measure that the EU should take as a priority remained below 10% in almost all Member States.
In Denmark, on the other hand, 16% of respondents mentioned the promotion of research on the
impact of biodiversityi this meaure appeared among the three most mentioned ones in this country.
Sweden was the closest to Denmark with 14% of respondents supporting this as a priority measure.
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M easures to protect biodiverity

Promote research on the impact of biodiversity loss
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Q8. What measure to protect biodiversity should the European Union take as a priority?
%, Base: all respondents, by country

Sociedemographic considerations

Across almost all sogidemographic groupsii nt roducing stricter regul at |
had an i mpact on natured received the most supp
Aproviding better information tbyaei wagesel abbaed
second largest proportion. For example, roughtlyia of 25-54 yearolds, those with a high level of

education and employees (3284%) selected the former as a measure to be taken as a priority and

about a fifth selected the latmeasure (20921%).

Interestingly, respondents who were the most likely to feel uniformed about biodiversityslods as

women, respondents with the lowest level of education anevooking respondents were also the

ones who most frequently seledtiéne provision of better information to citizens about biodiversity as

a priority measure. Respondents with the lowest level of education were the most likely to select this
measure (26%, compared to 21% of respondents with the highest level of educatidagt, they

were the only ones who selected this measure more frequently than any other measure listed in the
survey.

This finding was also confirmed when | ooking at
informed about biodiversityoks: just 16% of respondents who fedty well informedaboutthe issue

felt that providing citizens with better information about biodiversity should be prioritised; however,

this proportion was 10 percentage points higher for respondents whotfaltall informedabout the

topic (26%).

The results for most other measures to protect biodiversity loss showed mostly small differences
across socialemographic groups. Nonetheless, somewhat larger differences were seen for the
measure of increasing theeas where nature was protected in Europe; this measure received most
support among 24 yearolds and fultime students (17%8% selected this measureompared to,

for example, 12% of the over B#arolds and 11% of respondents with thehestlevel of
education).

For more details, see annex table 15b.
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4.3 Personal efforts to help preserve biodiversity

A majority (70%) of EU citizens said they personally made some efforts to protect biodiversity;
roughly half of t hesyesroe)s poanidee nttlse W iweul d elpd ywinl
order to counteract biodiversity loss (this group represented 33% of all respondents).

More than a quarter (28%) of respondents answered that they were not making any attempts to protect
biodiversity. Havever, most of these respondents said this was because they did not know what to do

to stop biodiversity | os 8% of3allloeXponadnts)tBigbtpecent&@pl yi n
respondents gave other reasons for not protecting biodiversity loss.

Personal efforts to protect biodiversity, 2007 -2010
FI219 (11/2007) FI290 (02/2010)
Yes, | do 34 37

! Yes: 67% | Yes: 70%
Yes, but | would like to do even more 33 33
No, because | do not know what to do 21 20

J No: 31% J No: 28%

No, for other reasons 10 8
Other | O 0
DK/NA 2 2

Q12(2010)/Q10(2007) . Would you say that you personally make an effort to protect biodiversity?
Base: all respondents, % EU27

Country variations

As in 2007, the country specific results indicated that respondents in Portugal and Slovenia were the
most committed to the conservation of biodiversity; in these countries, 87% of respondents said they
were making efforts in this regard. In 2007, 74% of Belgian respondents said they were making active
efforts to slow down biodiversity loss; in 2010, this proportion has increased to 87% (+13 percentage
points)i as such, Belgium has now joined Portugal Slwlenia at the top of the country ranking.

Lithuania, on the other hand, was again found close to the bottom of the country ranking with 51% of
respondents who were personally making some efforts to slow down biodiversity loss (from 48% in
2007). In thecurrent survey, however, Lithuania has been joined by the Czech Republic, Bulgaria and
Latvia; these countries have seen significant decreases in the proportion of respondents who said they
were making efforts in this regard (the Czech Republic: from B22007 to 46% in 2010; Bulgaria:

from 72% to 52%; Latvia: from 66% to 53%).
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Personal efforts to protect biodiversity, 2007 -2010
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Q12(2010)/Q10(2007) . Would you say that you personally make an effort to protect biodiversity?
Base: all respondents
% fives, | dodand fives but | would like to do even moreod by country

Focusing on those respondents who declénatthey were willing to do even more for biodiversity
conservation than they were currently dostgpwed that almost half of respondents in Spain and
Cyprus gave such a response (both 49%). This proportion was also greater than 40% in Greece (47%),
Italy and Portugal (both 45%), Ireland (43%) and Slovenia (42%).

The provision of more information on Waespondents could help protect biodiversity would be most
welcome in the Czech Republic; interviewees from this country were the most likely to report that
they were not making any efforts to protect biodiversity because they did not know what actions to
take (37%). This view was also voiced by 33% of Lithuanians and3®%of Bulgarians, Latvians

and Estonians.

Personal efforts to protect biodiversity

mYes, | do u Yes, but | would like to do even more
No, because | do not know what to do No, for other reasons
Other DK/NA
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Q12. Would you say that you personally make an effort to protect biodiversity?
Base: all respondents, % by country

Sociodemographic considerations

Respondentsvho reported making personal efforts to protect biodiversigrevmore likely to be
women (73% vs. 67% of men), older (73% of over 39 ydds vs. 59% of 124 yearolds) and

living in rural areas (72% vs. 68% of respondents in metropolitan areas); they were also somewhat
more likely to be selemployed or workingsiemployees (729%3% vs. 68%69% of manual workers

and noAworking respondents).
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The largest differences, however, were seen when comparing respondents who felt well informed
about biodiversity loss wit those who felt the opposit@6% of respondents whfelt very well
informed about biodiversity loss said they were actively protecting biodiversity; however, this
proportion decreased to 58% for respondents whaéelat all informedabout the topic.

Looking at those respondents who declared they wélting to do even more for biodiversity
conservation than they were currently doing, the same patterns for gender and occupational status
emerged; there were again rather more women (35% vs. 31% of men) and more employees (37% vs.
31%33% across other oapational groups) who expressed a willingness to enhance their efforts to
help protect biodiversity.

However, unlike the earlier observations, this willingnesdaanoreto help protect biodiversity was
also more often reported by younger respondéuitstime students, respondents with a higher level of
education and by those from urban and metropolitan areas. For exampid33r®§ 1539 yearolds

said they were willing to do more to protect biodiversity, while only 27% of the over 54lgsar
voiced this opinion. Similarly, 36987% of fulHtime students and respondents with the highest level
of education would like to do more for biodiversity conservation than they were currently doing,
compared to 30% of respondents with the lowest level of edacat

Younger respondents, those still in educatioand respondents who felt not at all informed about
biodiversity lossi would be more inclined to receive more information about what one could do to
protect biodiversity. For example, while 30% of-3A&yearolds and fultime students declared that

they did nothing to conserve biodiversity because they simply did not know what actions to take; only
17%18% of respondents older than 39 and 1®P%0 of respondents who had completed their
education said theame thing.

For more details, see annex table 19b.

page4l



Flash EB N° 29071 Attitudes towards biodiversity, wave 2 Analytical report

5. Natura 2000 and key roles of nature protection areas

5.1 Awareness of the Natura 2000 network

The current survey results showed that EU citizesgeremained relatively unfamiliar witNatura
20007 an EUwide network of nature protection aréa&lmost 8 in 10respondents said they had
never heard oNatura 2000(78%; compared to 80% in 2007)

EU citizenswho were familiar with the teriNatura 2000did not necessarily knoits actual meaning:
13% of respondents said they had heard of the network but did not know exactly whatliegss.
thana tenth (8%)tatedthat they had heard of tidatura 2000network and that they also knew what
it represented.

Awareness of the Natura 2000 network, 2007 -2010

FI219 (11/2007) FI290 (02/2010)

12 m Heard of it and knows 13

what it is

Heard of it but does not
know what it is

Never heard of it

80 DK/NA 78

Q9(2010)/Q8(2007)  .Have you heard ofthe ~ Natura 2000 network?
Base: all respondents, % EU27

Country \ariations

Once againawareness levels of tidatura 2000networkdiffered markedly between Member States
The proportionof respondents wheaid they had never heaofl the termNatura 2000ranged from
19% in Finland to 969897% in Ireland and the UK

Awareness ofthe Natura 2000network was highest among Hiish and Bulgarianrespondents
Roughly 4 in 10 (41%) Finnisintervieweessaid theyknew what the networkrepresentednd a
similar proportion (40%) hadimply heard of the networkwithout knowing ay details The
corresponding proportions for Bulgaria werespectively38% and 34%.

Other countries where more than half of interviewees had heard abdattira 2000network were
Estonia (59%), Slovenia (55%}reece (53%) and Poland (51%pnethéess, in allMember States
except for Finland and Bulgariarespondentsvho hadjust heard aboutNatura 200Q but without
knowing anything about itoutnumbered those who knew what the term represented; for example,
30% of Greeks belonged to the fornggoup and 23% to the latter.

As in the previous surveynithe UK, Ireland andtaly, citizens hd very little knowledge ofthe
network: not more than 5%ad heard ofNatura 2000and virtually none understoodwhat it
represente1%-2%).

“ Natura 2000was established under tHE992 HabitatsDirective and the1979 Birds Directivewith the aim of
ensuringthe longtermprotectionof Europe's most valuable and threatened species and habitats
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Awareness of the Natura 2000 network
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Q9. Have you heard of the Natura 2000 network?
Base: all respondents, % by country

Awareness of the Natar2000 networki a comparison between 2007 and 2010

In terms of awareness tfe Natura 2000network there was virtually no difference in tligJ-wide
resultsfor 2007 and 2010; this observation was also corregatdiaghly half of the individual country
results.In nine countrieshowever the proportion ofespondents who had heard abiatura 2000

has increased by more than figercentage pointshis increase was the largest in Greece (from 39%
in 2007 to 53%n 2010; +14 percentage points) and Malta (from 169%007to 29%in 2010; +13
percentage poinks

An opposite trendvas seen in Bulgaria: in 2007, 80% of Bulgaritwad heard of theNatura 2000
network in 2010, however, this proportion has decreaset6 (-8 percentage pointshn 2007 ,the

high awareness level of tidatura 2000network in Bulgariacould have beeexplained by media
attengtjor; during the fieldwork perioddue to the controversial selection process of potential candidate
area

® In February 2007, the Bulgarian government was accused of having excluded almost half of the protection
areas from the list of potential candidates, pregpe d by sci enti sts, because of inv
See:http://ec.europa.eu/public_opinion/flash/fl 219 _en.pdf
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Awareness of the Natura 2000 network, 2007 -2010
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Q9(2010)/Q8(2007)  .Have you heard of the ~ Natura 2000 network?
Base: all respondents
% fHeard of it and knows what it is 0and fHeard of it but does not know what it is 6, by country

Sociodemographicconsiderations

Respondents who felt informed abdibdiversity loss were also more likely to be aware of the
existence ofhe Natura 2000network. Almost 9 in 10 (86%) dhoserespondents whdid notfeel at

all informed about biodiversity lossaid theyhad never heard of thdatura 2000network; this
proportion decreased to 62% of respondents whovéelt well informedabout biodiversity loss. A
quarter of the lattegroup ofrespondentbad heard of thBlatura 2000network and also knew what it
represented, compared to just 3% of the forgneup

Variations inthe awareness levels of thdatura 2000network across sociglemographic groups,
were quite similar to thogareviouslydescribed in regard tevels ofknowledge of biodiversity issues
and theextent to which respondents falformed about biodiversity los¥Yomen, 1524 yearolds,
full-time students, respondents with the lowest level of education anrgiorkimg respondents were
more likely than their counterparts waythey had never heard abdbhe Natura 2000network. For
example while 85% of fulitime students and respondents with the lowest level of edudetibnever
heard of theNatura 2000network this proportion decreaset 70% of respondents with the highest
level of education

The same pattern emerged when looking at the differences in the actual knowledge aRNatuirthe
2000 network. Theproportionsof respondents who reported knowing the meanin$jatura 2000

were higher ér men (10% vs. 6% of women), respondents with the highest level of education (13%
vs. 3% of those with the lowest level of educationl % of fulitime students) and sedimployed
respondents (13% vs. 7% of natorking respondents and manual workers)

For more details, see annex table 16b.
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5.2 Most important roles of nature protection areas

When askedboutthe key roles of nature protection areas, sucNatiura 2000sites, a slim majority

(53%) of EU citizens selected the protection of endanganadals and plants as onetb&two most
important roles of suchtsis. More than 4 in 10 (43%gspondents mentioned stopping the destruction

of valuable areas of land and sea arsbmewhat lower proportion (38%) referred to the key role of
natureprotet i on areas in safeguarding natureds rol e

Promoting naturdriendly landuse was seleetlby about a quarter (24%gf EU citizensasone of the
two mostimportantroles of nature protection areabut just 11%identified stimulating ecetourism
and recreationabpportunities.

Most important roles of nature protection areas

To protect endangered animals and plants 53
To stop the destruction of valuable areas- land and sea 43
To safeguard nature's role in providing clean air and water 38
Promote nature-friendly land -use 24
To stimulate eco-tourism and recreational opportunities 11
Other | 1
None of these | 1

DK/NA 4

Q10. What do you think are the two most important roles of nature protection areas , such as
those included in Natura 2000 i Europeds | argest network of? na
Note: respondents were allowed to give two answers
Base: all respondents, % EU27

Country variations

The proportion of respondents whaidthat protecting endangered animals and plats was one of
the two most important roles of nature protectimeas(such adNatura 2000siteg ranged from 39%

in Malta to 67% in Luxembourg. As for the BAdde results, this role of nature protection areas was
selected by the largest proportion of respondent® Member States.

Most important roles of nature protection areas

To protect endangered animals and plants

100 -
80 167

5 63 59 58 57 56 56 55 55 55 55 53 51

1 49 49 49 47 47 46 46 46 45 44 44 43 43 43 39
40 |

20
R e et e e

Q10. What do you think are the two most important roles of nature protection areas , such as those
included in Natura 2000 i Europeds | argest network of? n
%, Base: all respondents, by country

As noted above, in many Member States, a relative majority of respondents selected the protection of
endangered animals and disuas a key role of nature protection areas; in Finland, Denmark, Sweden
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and the UK, on the other hand, the largest proportbrrespondents identifiedtopping the
destruction of valuable areas of land and seas one of two most important roles of such areas
(between 50% and 56%n Germany, 52% of respondents saw stopping the destructieucbf
valuable areas as a key rolerafture protection areas; however, in Belgium and ltaist 3 in 10
respondents selected this response (30%).

Most important roles of nature protection areas

To stop the destruction of valuable areas- land and sea
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20

Q10. What do you think are the two most important roles of nature protection areas , such as those
included in Natura 2000 TEuropeds | argest network of? n
%, Base: all respondents, by country

Respondents in Hunga(g2%), Latvia and Slovenigoth 51%) were the most likely to say that one

of the two most important roles of nature protection areas was tof eguar d natureds
providing clean air and water. In these countries, and in Malta (44%), this response was more
frequentlyprovidedthan any of the other roles listed in the sunRgspmdents in the Czech Republic

were the least likely to select this role of nature protection areas (21%).

Most important roles of nature protection areas

To safeguard nature's role in providing clean air and water
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Q10. What do you think are the two most important roles of nature protection areas , such as those
included in Natura 2000 i Europeds | argest network of? n

%, Base: all respondents, by country

In more than half of the countriepromoting nature-friendly land-use as a key role of nature
protection areasvasselected by less than a quarter of respondents;id@y@mnd Slovaks were the
leag likely to give this responsél3%-14%). In Spain, Slovenia and the Netherlands, on the other
hand, more than twice as many respondepted for this roleof nature prote@n areas (between
29% and 34%).
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Most important roles of nature protection areas

Promote nature-friendly land -use
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Q10. What do you think are the two most important roles of nature protection areas , such as those
included in Natura 2000 TEuropeds | argest network of? n

%, Base: all respondents, by country

Across all Member Statestimulating ecotourism and recreational opportunities was the least
frequently selected response; the proportion of respondents who saw this as one of thesttwo mo
important roles of nature protection areas ranfgewh 6% in Hungary, Latvia and Cyprus to 17% in
Ireland and Belgium and 18% in Germany.

Most important roles of nature protection areas

To stimulate eco-tourism and recreational opportunities
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Q10. What do you think are the two most important roles of nature protection areas , such as those
included in Natura 2000 i Europeds | argest network of? n

%, Base: all respondents, by country

Sociodemographic considerations

Across all socied e mo gr a p h i proteang endgngered amimals and ga® was t he mo
frequently selected response; the proportion of respondents who named this role of nature protection
areas ranged from 47%8%for the over 54yearolds and selemployed respondents to 6486% for

full-time studentsand15-24 yearolds.

To stop the destruction of valuable areas of land and sea was the second most frequently selected
response across almost all sedeamographic groups; for example, this response was selected by 44%

of 2539 yearolds, compazd to 55%of that groupwh o had chosen fdprotecting
and pl anHsyearolds, respondebts with the highest level of education, employees and self
employed respondents were the most likely to say that stopping the destructidmabfevarea®f

land and seaas an importanile of nature protection areas (between 45%54B¢).

The over 54 yeaolds, respondents with the lowest level of education anewuoking respondents,
on the other hand, were more likelysay thatsafegueding naturés role in providing clean water and
air was an important role of nature protection ateas they were teay the same aboiitopping the
destruction of valuable area$ land and sea. For 42% efnp leasgducated respondents
selected the former response, compared to 35% who chose the latter.
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Differences between respondents who felt well informed about biodiversity loss and those did not feel
informed about the topic were the | asofdapdsand f or
sea: while just 36% of respondents who faltt at all informedabout biodiversity said that this was

one of the two most important roles of nature protection areas, this proportion increased to 48% of
respondents who feltery well informe. All of the other responses showed smaller differences;
nonetheless, it is worth pointing out that respondents whadejt well informedabout biodiversity
losswere more likely to select stimulating etmurism and recreational opportunities as anartgnt

role of nature protection areas (17% vs. 10% of those whodelll informed.

For more details, see annex table 17b.

5.3 The impact of economic development on nature protection areas

Economic development may result in damage or destrucfioatare protection areas, such as those
included in theNatura 2000network. A minority (6%) of EU citizenelt that this was acceptable
because economic development should take precedence. In sharp contrast, roughly half (48%) of EU
citizensthoughttha economic development resulting in damage or destruction of nature protection
areas should be prohibited because of the importance of such nature areas.

Finally, 41% took a more moderate stance by agreeingttihtiteconomic development resulting in
darmage or destruction of nature protection aremsild be acceptable for developments of major
public interestif thatdamage tmaturewasfully compensated fon some way

The impact of economic development on nature protection areas

This is acceptable because economic
development takes precedence

This should be prohibited because these are
our most important nature areas

B This is only acceptable for developments of
major public interest and if damage is fully
compensated for

DK/NA
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Q11. Sometimes economic development results in damage or destruction
of nature protection areas, such as Natura 2000 sites. Which of the
following statements comes closest to your opinion?
Base: all respondents, % EU27

Country variations

The proportion of respondentwho said that that economic development resulting in damage or
destruction of nature protection areas should be prohibited because of the importance of such nature
areas ranged from 30% in the Netherlands to 67%oiveSia Italy, Cyprus and Greece wethose to
Slovenig with at least 6 in 10 respondents who supported this opinion-g20%).

Conversely, the proportioof respondentsvho agreed that such developments would be acceptable
when a major public interest was servadd if the damage to nat was fully compensated for
ranged from 21% in Slovenia to 60% in the Netherlatdsddition tothe Netherlands, are than

half of respondentaccepted this viewn Denmark and Germar($5% and 52%, respectively).
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Across almost all countries, less tha tenth of respondents answered that economic development was
more important than the potential damagedestruction ohature protection areassulting from the
developmentin the Czech Republic, Luxembourg and Cyprus, 10% of respondents answered tha
economic developmeshould takgorecedence; in Belgium, this proportion was 12%.

The impact of economic development on nature protection areas

m This should be prohibited because these are our most important nature areas

m This is only acceptable for developments of major public interest and if damage is fully compensated for
This is acceptable because economic development takes precedenc
DK/NA
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Q11. Sometimes economic development results in damage or destruction of nature protection areas,
such as Natura 2000 sites. Which of the following statements comes closest to your opinion?
Base: all respondents, % by country

Sociodemographic considerations

Acrossall socicdemographic groups, minority ofrespondentanswered that economic development
wasmore important than the potential damage or destruction of nature protection areas resulting from
that development (between 4% and 7%).

At least half of women, 254 yearolds, respondents with lower levels of education, urban residents
and manual worker said that economic development resulting in damage or destruction of nature
protection areas should be prohibited because wfithportance (50%2%).

Furthermorealso across almost albther socicdemographic groups, respondents vauzepted the
above-mentioned point of viewoutnumbered thoseho said thatdamage or destruction of nature
protection areas would be acceptable for developments of major public interest if the deamage
fully compensated foin some way For example, 48% of rural residenagreed with the former
viewpoint, compared to 41% who accepted the latter.

Full-time students15-24 yearolds, respondents with the highest level of education, metropolitan
residents and employees, however, were as likaly even more likelyi to take amore moderate
stancethan to agreethat damage or destruction of nature protection areas should be prohibited.
Between 44% and 48% of respondents in these groups said that economic development resulting in
damage or destruction of nature protectioeaa would be acceptable for developments of major
public interestif the damage to natuseasfully compensated fan some way

Looking at respondentsdé | evel of feeling infor me
felt very wellor well informedabout the topic were more likely to agree that damage or destruction of

nature protection areas would be acceptable for developments of major public interest if the damage
wasfully compensated for (45% vs. 34% of respondents whanélat all nformed.

For more details, see annex table 18b.
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Table 1la. Familiarity with the term fb i o d i v e by sourttry 0

QUESTION: Q1. Have you ever heard the ternfibiodiversity 6?

% I've heard % I've heard

ofitand | of it but | do
know what it not know % | have never
Total N means what it means heard of it % DK/NA
EU27 27129 375 28.2 33.8 0.5
COUNTRY
BE Belgium 1001 34.2 31.8 33.8 0.1
B Bulgaria 1002 46.4 30.2 21.5 1.9
B Czech Rep. 1005 21 31 47.6 0.4
2= Denmark 1010 14.9 14.9 70 0.2
== Germany 1002 73.2 14.5 12.4 0
&= Estonia 1008 45.6 33.3 19.7 1.4
= Greece 1000 27 26.4 465 0.2
2= Spain 1004 38.8 30.8 30.1 0.2
BE France 1008 36.1 42 21.8 0
B reland 1000 25.3 29.3 45.4 0.1
IR tay 1003 21.8 31.9 45.9 0.4
Cyprus 1004 13 13.6 73.2 0.2
== Latvia 1001 26.2 26.1 46.5 11
B Lithuania 1000 30.6 27.1 41.2 1.1
== Luxembourg 1002 453 20.6 34.1 0
== Hungary 1009 23 32.3 43.9 0.9
B Malta 1003 18 35.2 46.6 0.2
== Netherlands 1001 29.1 24.4 46.4 0
== Austria 1011 73.9 13.4 12.7 0
mm Poland 1012 22.4 30.3 45.8 1.5
El Portugal 1005 33.1 25.3 41.3 0.2
Bl Romania 1011 24.9 25.2 45.4 4.6
gmm Slovenia 1000 31.7 235 44.4 0.4
Em  Slovakia 1014 9.1 25.5 65 0.3
4= Finland 1003 39.2 31.8 28.5 0.5
E= Sweden 1009 41.7 35.5 22.3 0.4
i€ United Kingdom 1001 28.3 29.3 42.1 0.3

page53



Flash EB N° 2907 Attitude s towards biodiversity, wave 2 Annex

Table 1b. Familiarity with the term fb i o d i v e oy segrhento

QUESTION: Q1. Have you ever heard the ternfibiodiversity 6?

% l've heard
% I've heard of it but | do

ofitand | not know % | have
know what it what it never heard
Total N means means of it % DK/NA
EU27 27129 375 28.2 33.8 0.5
SEX
Male 13117 41.8 28 29.9 0.3
Female 14012 335 28.4 37.4 0.7
AGE
15-24 3978 35.3 28.4 36 0.4
25-39 6269 36.4 29.7 33.6 0.2
40 - 54 7428 40.3 28.3 31 0.3
55 + 9227 36.7 27.2 35.2 0.9
EDUCATION (end of)
Until 15 years of age 4218 23 23.9 51.7 1.3
16- 20 11883 33.2 30 36.2 0.5
20 + 7496 52.7 27.7 19.4 0.1
Still i n education 2946 39.2 29 317 0.2
URBANISATION
Metropolitan 4850 41.4 26.5 31.6 0.5
Urban 11246 34.3 29.8 35.7 0.2
Rural 10850 39.5 27.2 325 0.9
OCCUPATION
Self-employed 2434 44.5 26 28.2 1.2
Employee 8660 44.1 30.3 25.4 0.2
Manual worker 2336 25.8 314 42.6 0.2
Not working 13599 34 26.7 38.6 0.7
INFORMED ABOUT
BIODIVERSITY LOSS
Very well informed 1295 75.9 12.2 11.8 0.1
Well informed 8741 58.7 24.8 16.2 0.2
Not well informed 10110 33.2 36.6 29.9 0.3
Not infor med at all 6753 9.2 23 66.5 1.3
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Tabl e 2a. Meani ng Jopartliiby cmuhiryv er si ty | osso
QUESTI ON: Q2. Can you please tell me what the phrase fl oss

% of fiMenti onedd shown

zl\ ke - 8 ‘%
(O]
5 3 g2 5 £ s 5 3 E 2.
23 s g 2 2_S BIOE =
T ¢ o s D EST SwE3 ,E_, £ 30
c o =" = £ == < “t—u' X QO }_5‘ 4] 4 = =0
£33 = Tlsxs o900 g=vcd © 0 -2
> 25 ©9g c8QQ 8L 05O T QO EgE
- £EE85 0 g T Laqg 'Bﬂg 8‘63-%% c 20
g §85 58 55588 ssg %5sgc £ £89
- a&c L5 Osscs Oald 988%s8 O N Re)
EU27 27129 17.8 14.4 43 18.7 13.3 9 8.4
COUNTRY
BB Belgium 1001 17.4 26.2 55.3 46.6 13.4 10.6 11.3
Em Bulgaria 1002 15.1 25.4 50.1 22.3 20.9 20.5 16.5
Bm Czech Rep. 1005 30.7 225 34.2 17.7 14.7 8.9 15.5
BE Denmark 1010 8.9 7.9 36.5 14.2 10.6 7.8 6.8
B Germany 1002 15.5 11.8 63.1 20.2 7.4 47 3.4
&=  Estonia 1008 25.4 21.2 43.8 27 13.2 22.8 22
= Greece 1000 11.4 4.2 26 10.4 9.5 3.2 46
Z— Spain 1004 19.6 18.6 39.5 19.6 31.4 10.1 11.8
BN France 1008 16.7 15.8 45.7 18.5 10.4 6.2 7.4
Bl ireland 1000 10.7 47 23.1 11 14.3 5.9 5.1
BE tay 1003 9.9 11.8 41.6 18.6 10.2 47 2.7
Cyprus 1004 20.9 20.7 34.6 18 29 9.9 12.1
== Latvia 1001 32.6 19.8 37.3 19.3 5 18.6 25
@ Lithuania 1000 28.5 27.5 47.4 14.2 19 32.1 19.3
== Luxembourg 1002 20.3 27 62.4 36.7 19.9 18.3 10.2
== Hungary 1009 34.1 36.4 52 41.6 16.8 36.4 32
B wMalta 1003 20.2 9.4 32.4 12.8 8.9 6.6 8.5
== Netherlands 1001 29.4 12.2 28.3 12.6 12 8.2 6.8
— .
= Austria 1011 24 6.4 65.3 19.3 7.7 4.6 2.8
mm Poland 1012 21.2 9.6 24.6 12.5 11.1 10.2 10.2
El Portugal 1005 27.6 29 44 275 27.6 18.6 15.7
Bl Romania 1011 29.3 24.3 24 19.3 11.7 22.9 17.3
gmm Slovenia 1000 17.9 6 36.5 14 9.4 5.6 8.2
Em  Slovakia 1014 20.4 28.1 41.2 32.1 13.4 27.6 24.6
4= Finland 1003 16.8 9.7 45.1 17.6 8.4 11.4 10.7
E= Sweden 1009 6.8 76 43.2 23.3 7.8 3.6 4.5
B United
2 Kingdom 1001 14.7 8.5 37.3 11.9 15 6.7 7

page55



Flash EB N° 2907 Attitude s towards biodiversity, wave 2 Annex

Table 2b. Meani ng Jlofdartlfi bbyseghent er si ty | osso
QUESTI ON: Q2. Can you please tell me what the phrase fl oss

% of fiMenti onedd shown

£ > ) g
' 5 £ g g g 9
> o] T T 5 = © (5]
—_ @ =% S o S o @ S ©
T = Qo =3 T o < = <
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EU27 27129 17.8 14.4 43 18.7 13.3 9 8.4
SEX
Male 13117 18.4 15.2 43.4 19.8 13.3 8.5 8.1
Female 14012 17.2 137 42.6 17.7 13.3 9.4 8.7
AGE
15-24 3978 18 14.9 47.8 21.2 12 8.6 7.3
25-39 6269 21.1 15.8 45.3 20.9 15.9 10.8 9.8
40 - 54 7428 17 14.9 44.2 18.5 13.7 9.5 8.3
55+ 9227 16.3 12.8 38.5 16.5 11.9 7.5 8.3
EDUCATION (end
of)
Until 15 years of age 4218 12.9 12.5 31.2 13.7 10.3 7.5 8.2
16- 20 11883 17.9 15.2 41.8 18.7 135 10.1 9.6
20 + 7496 21.6 14.7 49.4 20.3 15.7 8.2 7.3
Still in education 2946 16.5 13.4 495 23.2 11.6 8 6.8
't URBANISATION
Metropolitan 4850 19.3 135 45.2 19.5 14.5 10.2 8.8
Urban 11246 18.2 15 40.3 18.6 13.8 8.9 8.6
Rural 10850 16.9 14.3 447 18.5 12.4 8.6 8.2
OCCUPATION
Self-employed 2434 19.9 15.9 455 20.2 135 6.1 8.2
Employee 8660 20.9 14.5 47.8 19.2 15.7 10 8.2
Manual worker 2336 17.4 17.3 40.3 19.8 11.6 11.8 9.9
Not working 13599 15.5 13.6 39.9 17.9 12.1 8.4 8.4
INFORMED
ABOUT
BIODIVERSITY
LOSS
Very well informed 1295 24.7 185 54.6 23 185 10.3 8.9
Well informed 8741 20.9 17.1 55.6 225 15.8 10.4 10
Not well informed 10110 18.7 15.2 44.7 19.3 14.3 9.9 9.2
Not informed at all 6753 11.3 9 22.3 12 8.1 55 5.1
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Tabl e 3a. Meani ng Jiopart2ii by cowhtryv er si ty | osso
QUESTI ON: Q2. Can you please tell meanstohau? t he phrase fAl oss

% of fiMenti onedd shown

5 g S
£9s % N z g
53¢ £ f.4 & o

z é g-‘_:“ g¢ “célé £3 é S g % o <

T ocQ 0 S 0G5 = 8o =T o £

e £8% ¢z 8ggg &5 8E & 5
EU27 27129 2.1 0.7 2 0.7 15 10.2 19.1

COUNTRY

BH Belgium 1001 5.1 15 3.4 2 18 0.7 10.9
mm Bulgaria 1002 4.2 4 5.2 2.5 1.7 1.5 155
Bm Czech Rep. 1005 3.9 1.4 1.7 0.7 4.9 1.4 75
am Denmark 1010 0.9 0.1 1.4 0.2 0.9 10.4 34.7
==  Germany 1002 1.7 0.2 1.8 0.6 0.1 9.6 12.1
&= Estonia 1008 7.7 5 35 2.6 0.9 5.3 9.7
= Greece 1000 0.5 0 1.3 0.3 0.2 35.9 17.6
Z_ Spain 1004 3 1 2.4 1.2 0.6 9.7 10.2
BH France 1008 0.9 0.1 1.1 0.5 1.9 12.7 15.9
BY reland 1000 1 0.1 3 0.2 1.2 10 42.8
Il ay 1003 0.6 0 0.6 0.1 0.7 3.4 30.2
Cyprus 1004 2.5 0.8 5.6 0.9 1.1 5.8 15.6
== Latvia 1001 3.1 0.2 1.4 1.2 35 8.8 125
M Lithuania 1000 3.9 1.7 3.2 15 2 11.7 9.7
== Luxembourg 1002 12.6 1.3 33 0.9 1.5 5.7 10.1
== Hungary 1009 9.6 4.9 7.1 6.4 3.3 46 10.9
B Malta 1003 1.4 0.8 0.8 0.2 0.1 8.4 334
== Netherlands 1001 2.6 2.4 3.2 1.7 46 13.3 15
== Austria 1011 1.1 0.5 0.8 0.2 0.8 7.1 10.6
mm Poland 1012 1.8 0.1 1.2 0.4 5.1 6.7 24.3
B Portugal 1005 6 3.7 43 0.4 0.2 8.7 18.7
Bl Romania 1011 3.2 2.8 0.7 1 0.5 0 19.2
gmm Slovenia 1000 1.2 0 2.8 0.1 0.9 22.9 221
mm  Slovakia 1014 4 2 1.2 0.7 4.9 1.7 12.2
-4=  Finland 1003 1.3 0.2 0.7 0.4 1.4 6.1 21
E= Sweden 1009 1.1 0.5 0.7 0.3 1 9.5 24.4
oS m;%%m 1001 17 0.1 33 0.2 13 231 301
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Tabl e 3b. Meani ng Jlofdart2ftbyisegthénv er si ty | osso
QUESTION: Q2. Can you please tell me what the phrase filoss of

% of fiMenti onedd shown
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EU27 27129 2.1 0.7 2 0.7 15 10.2 19.1
SEX
Male 13117 2.5 0.8 2 0.6 1.7 10.5 18
Female 14012 1.8 0.6 1.9 0.9 1.4 10 20
AGE
15- 24 3978 2.2 0.4 1.3 0.3 1 7.8 18
25-39 6269 25 0.8 2.4 0.7 1.2 9.9 15
40 -54 7428 1.9 0.9 2 0.6 1.4 10.9 17
55 + 9227 1.9 0.6 1.9 1.1 2 10.9 24
EDUCATION (end
of)
Until 15 years of age 4218 14 0.6 14 0.8 2.3 7.8 34
16- 20 11883 2.3 0.9 2 0.8 1.7 9.8 19
20 + 7496 2.1 0.7 2.4 0.6 1 135 11
Still in education 2946 2.2 0.3 1.7 0.3 0.9 7.3 18
i _URBANISATION
Metropolitan 4850 2 0.9 1.8 0.5 1.8 9.1 14
Urban 11246 2.1 0.7 2 0.6 1.3 11 21
Rural 10850 2.2 0.7 2 1 1.7 10.1 20
OCCUPATION
Self-employed 2434 2.2 0.6 2.9 0.5 1.6 11.3 16
Employee 8660 2.1 1 2.1 0.6 1.3 12.2 13
Manual worker 2336 1.8 1.1 1.9 0.7 1.2 7.1 21
Not working 13599 2.1 0.5 1.7 0.9 1.7 9.3 23
INFORMED
ABOUT
BIODIVERSITY
LOSS
Very well informed 1295 3.4 2 51 0.9 11 15.8 55
Well informed 8741 2.6 0.9 2.7 0.9 0.7 12 6.4
Not well informed 10110 2.0 0.7 1.7 0.8 1.2 9.8 13.8
Not informed at all 6753 15 0.3 0.9 0.4 3.1 7.5 45.7
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Table 4a. Being informed about biodiversity loss 1 by country

QUESTION: Q3. How informed do you feel about the loss of biodiversity?

% Not
informed at % Not well % Well % Very well
Total N all informed informed informed % DK/NA
EU27 27129 24.9 37.3 32.2 4.8 0.8
COUNTRY
IR Belgium 1001 157 35.3 345 9.3 5.2
Bm Bulgaria 1002 17.6 37.9 325 10.3 1.6
B Czech Rep. 1005 28.8 44.3 22.3 3.1 15
am Denmark 1010 34.2 30.3 29.6 45 1.3
B=  Germany 1002 9.6 31.6 50.7 75 0.7
B=  Estonia 1008 16.2 49.4 29.4 2.9 2.1
= Greece 1000 30.7 35 26.7 7.4 0.2
Z= Spain 1004 26.8 42.2 27.3 3.4 0.3
BR France 1008 17.3 37.1 39.9 5.2 0.5
BT reland 1000 39.1 33.4 23.2 3.8 0.5
IR ity 1003 39.9 40.7 16.7 2.4 0.4
Cyprus 1004 28.1 32 29.6 9.9 0.4
== Llatvia 1001 21.2 53 21.9 3 1
= Lithuania 1000 33.8 40.2 21.7 1.5 2.8
== Luxembourg 1002 18.3 40.6 34.3 6.5 0.3
== Hungary 1009 17.8 39.8 39.1 2.8 0.6
B Malta 1003 30.8 38.5 24.1 4.4 2.2
== Netherlands 1001 18.8 41.4 34.7 3.7 1.5
= Austria 1011 15.9 36.4 39.9 6.4 1.4
mm Poland 1012 33.2 35 28.1 2.4 1.3
B Portugal 1005 29.7 36.7 22.9 9.9 0.7
Bl Romania 1011 36.7 39.7 21.6 1.6 0.4
gmm Slovenia 1000 23.8 39.1 32 45 0.6
Em Slovakia 1014 345 39.9 20.9 3.2 1.6
<4~ Finland 1003 8.6 47.3 37.4 5.3 1.4
E= Sweden 1009 20.4 43.4 30.1 4.9 1.2
SIE  United Kingdom 1001 31.4 34.7 28.3 4.8 0.8
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Table 4b. Being informed about biodiversity loss T by segment

QUESTION: Q3. How informed do you feel about the loss of biodiversity?

% Not % Not % Very
informed well % Well well %
Total N at all informed  informed  informed DK/NA

EU27 27129 249 37.3 32.2 4.8 0.8
SEX
Male 13117 24.1 354 34.2 55 0.8
Female 14012 25.7 39.1 30.4 4.1 0.9
AGE
15-24 3978 24.3 39.9 30.7 4.4 0.7
25-39 6269 23.8 41.9 29.4 4.3 0.5
40 - 54 7428 239 37.1 33.9 4.3 0.8
55+ 9227 26.6 33.2 334 5.6 1.2
EDUCATION (end of)
Until 15 years of age 4218 40.9 32.8 221 2.9 1.2
16- 20 11883 25.5 38.2 31.6 3.8 0.9
20 + 7496 14.9 38.2 39 7.2 0.6
Still in education 2946 22.1 38.1 33.8 53 0.7
URBANISATION
Metropolitan 4850 23.3 36.3 34.2 5.4 0.7
Urban 11246 25.4 38.3 31.1 4.4 0.9
Rural 10850 24.8 36.8 32.6 4.9 0.9
OCCUPATION
Self-employed 2434 23.2 34.9 35.2 5.6 1.1
Employee 8660 19.3 41 33.7 5.3 0.6
Manual worker 2336 32.3 36.5 28.5 2.1 0.7
Not working 13599 27.4 355 315 4.6 1
INFORMED ABOUT
BIODIVERSITY LOSS
Very well informed 1295 0 0 100 0
Well informed 8741 0 100 0
Not well informed 10110 100 0 0 0
Not informed at all 6753 100 0 0 0 0
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Annex Flash EB N° 29071 Attitudes towards biodiversity, wave 2

Table 5a. Reasons why it is important to halt biodiversity loss: It is a moral obligation
- because ve have a responsibility to look after nature i by country

QUESTION: Q4_A. | will read some statements to you why it can be important to halt the loss of biodiversity, and
please tell me how much do you agree or disagree with themilt is a moral obligation - because we have a
responsibility to look after nature

% Very
much % Rather % Rather % Very
Total N disagree disagree agree much agree % DK/NA
EU27 27129 0.9 1.7 26.4 70.2 0.9
COUNTRY
BE Belgium 1001 0.3 0.8 17.6 81.1 0.2
mm Bulgaria 1002 0.9 2.6 18.4 735 4.6
B Czech Rep. 1005 0.9 6.3 32 59.2 1.6
2@ Denmark 1010 0.6 1.3 23.9 74.1 0.1
== Germany 1002 0.7 17 22.9 74.6 0.1
&= Estonia 1008 0.2 2.7 31.7 63.5 1.9
= Greece 1000 0.8 1.9 12.9 84.2 0.2
2= Spain 1004 0.8 0.8 35.8 62.2 0.4
BE France 1008 2 1.1 32.4 63.9 0.6
BE  Ireland 1000 0.8 15 25.8 70.9 1
IR ity 1003 0.2 0.7 15.4 83.6 0.1
Cyprus 1004 1 0.7 35 94.6 0.2
== Latvia 1001 0.8 0.7 21.1 76.1 1.4
= Lithuania 1000 0.4 2.4 33.9 60.4 3
== Luxembourg 1002 0.9 1.1 19.5 78.5 0
== Hungary 1009 0.1 0.1 19.3 80.4 0.1
B Malta 1003 0.4 0.6 152 83 0.7
== Netherlands 1001 0.5 1.9 30 67.4 0.2
== Austria 1011 0.3 2.6 19.9 76.7 0.5
mm Poland 1012 0.8 2 42.9 51.7 2.6
Bl Portugal 1005 0.3 0.5 25 72.6 1.6
Bl Romania 1011 0.3 0.8 16.9 80.4 1.7
gms Slovenia 1000 0.6 2.3 30.1 66.7 0.2
Em  Slovakia 1014 2.3 6.6 26.6 63.3 1.3
== Finland 1003 0.3 2.2 34.3 62.3 0.8
E= Sweden 1009 2.1 4.3 29.6 62 2
ZE  United Kingdom 1001 1.4 2.8 26.5 67.9 15
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Table 5b. Reasons why it is important to halt biodiversity loss: It is a moral obligation
- because we lave a responsibility to look after nature i by segment

QUESTION: Q4_A. | will read some statements to you why it can be important to halt the loss of biodiversity, and
please tell me how much do you agree or disagree with themilt is a moral obligation - because we have a
responsibility to look after nature

% Very % Very
much % Rather % Rather much %
Total N disagree  disagree agree agree DK/NA

EU27 27129 0.9 17 26.4 70.2 0.9
SEX
Male 13117 14 2.3 27.6 67.9 0.9
Female 14012 0.4 11 253 72.4 0.9
AGE
15-24 3978 0.9 2.3 36.6 59.4 0.8
25-39 6269 0.6 1.6 29.5 67.3 0.9
40 - 54 7428 1 2.2 25.6 70.6 0.6
55 + 9227 0.9 11 20.6 76.3 1
EDUCATION (end of)
Until 15 years of age 4218 0.4 0.6 234 74 1.6
16- 20 1183 0.7 1.6 26.3 70.4 1
20 + 7496 15 2.1 24.8 71.2 0.4
Still in education 2946 0.9 2.7 35.2 61 0.2
URBANISATION
Metropolitan 4850 0.9 1.8 31 65.5 0.9
Urban 11246 0.9 1.6 25 71.8 0.8
Rural 10850 0.9 1.8 25.8 70.7 0.9
OCCUPATION
Self-employed 2434 14 2.2 24.1 70.7 15
Employee 8660 0.9 19 27.8 68.8 0.5
Manual worker 2336 0.7 1.7 29 67.7 0.9
Not working 13599 0.8 15 25.3 715 1
INFORMED ABOUT
BIODIVERSITY LOSS
Very well informed 1295 3.2 2 14.3 79.8 0.7
Well informed 8741 0.9 15 23.3 74.1 0.2
Not well informed 10110 0.3 1.7 29.6 68.2 0.3
Not informed at all 6753 1.2 1.9 28.2 66.3 2.4
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Annex Flash EB N° 29071 Attitudes towards biodiversity, wave 2

Table 6a. Reasons why it is important to halt biodiversity loss: Our well-being and
quality of life is based upon nature & biodiversity as it provides pleasure and
recreation i by country

QUESTION: Q4_B. | will read some statements to you why it can be important to halt the loss of biodiversity, and
please tell me how much do you agree or disagreetitvthem: - Our well-being and quality of life is based upon nature
& biodiversity as it provides pleasure and recreation

% Very
much % Rather % Rather % Very
Total N disagree disagree agree much agree % DK/NA
EU27 27129 15 4.8 33.7 58.1 1.8
COUNTRY
B1 Belgium 1001 3.7 5.7 31.9 55.7 3
B Bulgaria 1002 1.7 5.6 24 63.9 4.9
B Czech Rep. 1005 0.7 11.2 37.8 47.8 2.5
am Denmark 1010 0.7 5.7 36.7 54.7 2.2
== Germany 1002 0.2 3.7 27.7 68 0.4
&= Estonia 1008 1.4 7.4 33.3 54.9 3.1
= Greece 1000 1.2 3.6 19.1 75.6 0.5
2= Spain 1004 0.4 2.3 44 53 0.3
BE France 1008 4.3 8.8 44.1 41.3 1.5
BT reland 1000 1.3 2.6 31.1 62.8 2.2
IR ity 1003 1.2 3.7 23.7 70.1 1.3
Cyprus 1004 1.4 1.8 9.2 84.9 2.7
== Llatvia 1001 1.3 4.2 27.9 64.3 2.3
B Lithuania 1000 0.9 2.4 39.2 54.6 2.9
== Luxembourg 1002 1 4.8 32.9 61.1 0.2
== Hungary 1009 0.9 6.5 32.2 58.9 15
B Malta 1003 1.1 25 21.3 71.8 3.3
== Netherlands 1001 2.6 10.7 43.3 42.1 1.3
== Austria 1011 0.7 3 25.7 69.8 0.7
mm Poland 1012 1.6 4.7 40.5 49.3 3.8
B Portugal 1005 0.8 3 31.6 60.9 3.7
Bl Romania 1011 1.2 33 26.7 65.8 3
gmm Slovenia 1000 1 5.7 36.9 55.7 0.8
EEm  Slovakia 1014 2 55 32.9 57.9 1.7
== Finland 1003 0.4 3 39.7 55.7 1.3
E= Sweden 1009 1.4 8.4 32.6 55.2 2.3
E€  United Kingdom 1001 2 3.4 35.1 56.2 34
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Table 6b. Reasons why it is important to halt biodiversity loss: Our well-being and
quality of life is based upon nature & biodiversity as it provides pleasure and
recreation 1 by segment

QUESTION: Q4_B. | will read some statements to you why it can be important to halt the loss of biodiversity, and
please tell me how rach do you agree ordisagree with them:- Our well-being and quality of life is based upon nature
& biodiversity as it provides pleasure and recreation

% Very % Very
much % Rather % Rather much %
Total N disagree  disagree agree agree DK/NA

EU27 27129 15 4.8 33.7 58.1 1.8
SEX
Male 13117 2.2 5.2 35 55.9 1.7
Female 14012 0.9 4.5 32.6 60.1 1.9
AGE
15-24 3978 2.4 7.8 43.3 45 1.6
25-39 6269 1.8 5.4 35.7 55.7 15
40 - 54 7428 12 4.7 33.7 59.1 14
55 + 9227 1.2 3.4 28.6 64.4 24
EDUCATION (end of)
Until 15 years of age 4218 1 3 28.9 63.8 3.3
16- 20 11883 14 4.6 33.2 59.2 17
20 + 7496 1.6 53 34.8 57.1 11
Still in education 2946 25 7.7 40.4 48.3 1.2
URBANISATION
Metropolitan 4850 2.3 5.6 36.7 53.9 15
Urban 11246 15 4.5 33.1 59.1 17
Rural 10850 1.2 4.9 33.2 58.8 1.9
OCCUPATION
Self-employed 2434 3.8 4.8 28.8 60.7 1.9
Employee 8660 1.3 5.3 37.4 54.9 1.2
Manual worker 2336 0.8 4.1 36 58.2 0.8
Not working 13599 14 4.7 319 59.6 2.3
INFORMED ABOUT
BIODIVERSITY LOSS
Very well informed 1295 3.2 4.1 215 69.6 1.6
Well informed 8741 1.6 4.6 31.4 61.6 0.8
Not well informed 10110 1.1 54 37.8 54.5 1.1
Not informed at all 6753 1.8 4.4 33.3 56.6 3.8
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Table 7a. Reaons why it is important to halt biodiversity loss: Biodiversity is
indispensable for the production of goods such as food, fuel and medicinesi by
country

QUESTION: Q4_C. I will read some statements to you why it can be important to halt the loss of biadirsity, and
please tell me how much do you agree or disagree with themBiodiversity is indispensable for the production of
goods such as food, fuel and medicines

% Very
much % Rather % Rather % Very
Total N disagree disagree agree much agree % DK/NA
EU27 27129 2.4 8.3 33 52.5 3.8
COUNTRY
B1 Belgium 1001 25 7.2 27.8 52.9 9.5
B Bulgaria 1002 1.9 5.6 23.6 61.7 7.2
B Czech Rep. 1005 2.3 12.9 36.4 445 4
am Denmark 1010 2.2 8 32.4 50 7.4
= Germany 1002 5.3 17.2 32.9 42 2.5
&= Estonia 1008 1.7 12.2 34.9 445 6.6
(= Greece 1000 1.8 3.8 18.1 74.1 2.2
2= Spain 1004 0.8 5.2 46 46.2 1.7
BR France 1008 3.3 11.9 40.6 41.9 2.3
BT reland 1000 2.3 5.4 27.4 61 3.8
IR ity 1003 1.1 45 23.8 67.8 2.8
Cyprus 1004 0.9 1.7 10.9 84.7 1.9
== Latvia 1001 0.6 47 22.6 69 3.1
s Lithuania 1000 0.9 6 38.5 48.6 6
== Luxembourg 1002 3.3 11.3 35.1 48.3 2
== Hungary 1009 1.4 5.8 30 58.4 4.4
B Malta 1003 15 2.6 22.7 68.3 4.9
== Netherlands 1001 2.1 9.4 32.6 53.1 2.7
== Austria 1011 4.4 15.8 335 42.8 3.6
mm Poland 1012 1.3 2.9 38.7 50 7
B Portugal 1005 0.6 1.6 29.4 65.2 3.2
Bl Romania 1011 0.6 3.2 28 63.3 4.9
gmm Slovenia 1000 1.3 5.1 33.3 59.4 0.9
EEm  Slovakia 1014 3.9 10.3 36.1 44 5.8
== Finland 1003 1.7 6.5 39.3 50 2.5
EE= Sweden 1009 3.2 10.4 34.6 46.4 5.4
2lE  United Kingdom 1001 2 4.7 28 59.7 5.6
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