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Introduction

The survey (Flash Eurobarometer 2B&iareness dfey-policies in the area of Freedom, Security and

Justicg was conducted in order to examine the level of concern that EU citizens felt about key
policiesin the area of Freedom, Securitydahusticethe amount of support for Elével actions in

those areas and citizensd opinions as to whether
efficiently.

The policies surveyed were

e immigration policy,

e asylum policy,

e the exchange of fice and judicial information between Member States,

e the fight against organised crime and terrorism,

e the fight against drugs abuse,

e the control of the EUO6s external border s,

e the promotion and protection oftss<fundament al r
[ ]

the improvement of access to justice.

The charts in the report present the results from all 27 EU Member States. The data has also been
broken down byertainsocicdemographic characteristics of respondents:

sex
age (15 or older)
subjective urbasiation
level of education
occupation

The fieldwork was carried out betwe@&nand 9 September 2008. Over 27,000 randomly selected
citizens aged 15 years and above were interviewed in the 27 EU Member States. Interviews were
predominantly carried out via xi@d telephone, withWebCATI (webbased computer assisted
telephone interviewing)approximately 1,000 in each country. Part of the interviews in Finland and
Austria were carried out over mobile telephones. Due to the relatively low fixed telephone caverage
the Czech Republic, Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, Hungary, Poland and Slovakia, 300 individuals were
sampled and interviewed fateface as well.

To correct for sampling disparities, a pe#atification weighting of the results was implemented,

basel on important socidemographic variables. More details on survey methodology are included in
the Annex of this report.
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Main findings

The present survey | ooked at ei ght of t he Direc
(JLSO6) k eas: inpnmdatiort, g#syluany the exchange of police and judicial information between
Member States, the fight against organised crime and terrorism, the fight against drugs abuse, the
control of the EUG6s external b o meahtal rights, intlddieg pr o mo
childrenés rights, and the i mprovement of access

For each of these policy areas, the survey examihedevel of concern felt by EU citizenbe
amount of support for Elevel actionsand thec i t i z e n s 6 o whethen the EUsshoald be t
communicating those policies more efficiently

Levels of concern about DG JLS® key policy areas

e The survey results showed that a majority of respondefiteoncernedabout each of the
policy areas. Primarily, the interviewseéelt concerrabout thefights against a) organised
crime and terrorismand b) drugs abuse(both 80%). Thepromotion and protection of
fundament al ri ght s, wanarhattet obongerntohapgrokimagetyé s r i g
threequarters of EU citizesn(78%)

e Immigratonwas t he policy area showing the most va
percentage points between Malta (87%) and Romania and Poland (bothtl2&%gntrol of
t he EUG6s e xhadthereast varaton: ftoenr35% in Sweedo 69% in Portugal.

e Looking at the eight policy areas, Spain and Portugal shakediighest levels of concern:
these countries figured in the top three positions (i.e. most concern showed) for, respectively,
six and five of the policy areas. The UKndenstrated the next highest level of concern, with a
top three position in four policy areas.

e The eastern European countries were generally at the bottom of the distribaliowinga
below EU average level of conceirrbut not for all policy areas, g. Germany and Austria
were the least concerned about improving access to justice and the Swedes were the least
troubled by the exchange of police and judicial information between Member States.

The amount of support for Eldvel actions

e For each of thgolicy areas under review, the majority of citizens felt thatl&kél actions
would have an added value compared to those taken solely at a national level.

e EU citizens felt that Etlevel actions would have the most added value infigte against
orgarised crime and terrorisn(ir2%); just 18% considered that BH&lel actions would have
had no extra benefit. The nehighest level of support fdEU-level actions was seen inhie
fight against drugs abusand thepromotion and protection of fundamental righincluding
chil dr e(dhs65%).i ght s

e Looking at the country data, the greatest variation was seen in the fietlth@jration policy
(a 51 percentage point difference between the most supportive of EU dcRonsigali and
the least supportivé Bulgaria) and the smallest variation in the arediglit against drugs
abuse(a 35 percentage point difference between Luxembourg and Bulgaria).

e France, Portugal and Luxembourg were often seen at the top of the distribution i.e. the

countries being # most supportive of Elével actions, but no countries really stood out from
the pack. It could be said, however, that imwst policy actions eastern European countries
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gave the least support to Helvel actions; this was especially true for Bulgarid &re Czech
Republic.

e |[taly and Malta were often seen wanting in their backing forl&gl actions (i.e. in the
exchange opolice and judicialinformation the fights against drugs and crimandin the
control oft h e dxtdrbat borders Austria gae little supporto EU action onmmigration
policy and the promotion and protection of fundamental rightshile the UK was
significantly low in supportingeU-l e v e | action to control t he Un

Citizensdé |l evels of rEUdevelactions backed by support fo

Looking at citizens who were both concerned about the key policies and saw a role for the
EU-level actions the same two policies garnered the most support from concerned citizens: a)
organised crime and terrorisiand b)drugs abusé€77% and 73% respectively). However, the

latter was joined by thpromotion and protectiondf und a ment all rights, i nc
rightsi also with 73% of citizenbeingconcerned and supportive of EU action.

Across the eight policy areas, Spain awodtéyal showed the highest levellsconcern backed

by support for EUevel actions: these countries figured in the top three positions (i.e. most
concern backed by Elével actions) for six of the eight policy areas. The UK, however,
despite showing geraiy high lewls of concerndemonstrated less support for fvel
actions: it figured in a top three position (citizens being concerned and supportileydtU
actions) in just one policy area, i.e. the fight agaimganised crime and terrorism

Eagem European countriegnd especiallBulgaria the Czech Republic and Poland often (for
half or more of theoliciesunder reviewfilled the bottom three positions inighdistribution
(citizens being concerned and supportive of EU actions in key pokasaOne exception
was Austriai which showed concern but little support for #8vel action in the fields of
improving access to justi@dthe support for fundamental rights

There were two areas where [Eltizensdid not show garticularlyhigh leve of concern but

were neverthelessupporive of EU-level actionsi the exchange of judicial and police
information between Member Statesd thec ont r o | of tlhtheseetidodpslicyb or der
area, one in five citizens took this positidrnis could beinterpreted as citizens giving the

green lightfor continued actioin these areas

Citizensd opinions as to whether the EU should b

e Overall, twothirds or more of EU citizens felt that the EU should communicatee
efficiently in all of the eight policy areas: the support ranged fromthirds (66%) for
asylum policyto threequarters (78%) in regard tie fight against organised crime and
terrorism.

e The fight against crime and terroristwas the policy areghowing the least variation in
Member Statesd responses: 30 percentage poi nf
two policiesi thecont r ol of t he mBAdasylumepolicyé had ¢hé mostor der s
variation at 43% (from 37% in Slovenia to 80foGreece for the former, and from 35% in
Slovenia to 80% in the UK for the latter).

e France, Ireland, Portugal, Greece and the UK were the countries that tended to be at the top of
the distribution (top threeountries saying EU communication should beremefficien) in
several policy areas. In all of the areas under review, Slovenia had the lowest proportion of
citizens that said that EU should communicate these key policy areas more efficiently.
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e Although eastern European countries tended to be diaftem of the distribution for albf
the policy areas, it was also the case that the Netherlands and Austria gave relatively little
support to the idea of the EU having to communicate its policies more efficiently.
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1. Levels of ¢ oncern about the Directorate -General for Justice,
Freedom and Security 0 s kaddicles

1.1. Feeling s about policy areas

The present suey explored th&e U ¢ i tfeelings ofcd@ncermbouteight of the DGDirectorate
General for Justice, FreedomdaBecurity s -0 D &éy)policy areas, namely:

immigration;

asylum;

theexchange of police and judicial information between Member States;

thefight against organised crime and terrorism;

thefight against drugs abuse;

control oft h e dxtardddborders

thepr omoti on and protection of fundament al rig
theimprovement of access to justice.

The surveyresults showedhat a majority of respondent®lt a concernedabout eachof the policy
area. Primarily, heintervieweeshowedconcernin regard tahefights againsti a) organised crime
and terrorismandb) drugsabuse(both 80%).

The promotion and protection of undament al ri ghts, wasaatteriolhg c hi
concernfor approximately threauarters of EU citizens (78%jyvhile the improvement of access to
justicewas a concern for twthirds (68%) of respondents.

Less than twahirds of EU citizens were troubldxy immigration policy(61%), thecontrol of external
borders of the EU55%), asylum policy (54%) and theexchange of police and judicial information
between Member Statés2%).

Levels of concern about key policy areas

Yes m No DK/NA
Fight against organised crime and terrorism 80
Fight against drugs abuse 80 18
Promotingi a2dcp10t§céir}g Lur;]dan::er;taixl rligr&tsr, ei 78 4
Improving access to justice | 68 6
Immigration policy 61 5
Control of external borders of the EU 55 7
Asylum policy 54 -
Exchange of police and judicial information between | 52
Member States

QL. Please tell me for each of the following areas if you feel concerned about it or not .
Base: all respondents
%EU27
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1.2. Country analysis

12.1.Overall results

Looking at the eight policy areaSpain and Portugal showed the highest kewélconcern: these
countrees figured in the top three positions(most concern showed) faix andfive policy areas
respectively The Member State demonstrating the next highest level of concern was the UK, with a
top three position ifiour policy aeas.

The eastern European countries were generally at the bottom of the distritsitawing a below EU
average level of concerrbut this was not the cager all policy ares, e.g. Germany and Austria were
the least concerned abaquilicieslinked to an improvement iaccess to justice and the Swedes were
the leastipprehensivabout the exchange of police and judicial information between Member States.

12.2. Immigration policy i country analysis

Immigrationwas the policy area that showed the egidvariation in the levebf concern betweeBU
Member State from 26% in Romania and Poland to 87% in MdHadifference of61 percentage
points) Following the Maltese were th8panish (84%)the Danes (76%), théalians (76%),
Portugiese(75%)andthe British (75%).

Eastern European countries took the final 10 positions in the distribution, all with levels of concern
below 50%.0ne in 10 6the Czechs and Estoniafisoth 11%) and one in six Bulgarian&l5%),
however, did not answer the question.

Are you concerned aboutimmigration policy ?

Yes m No DK/NA

5 |5 7 5 6 8 6 |5 865118 15 11 4 |7
ﬂ 2023
eS| B PY kX EE BN A 0
394447 55

45| 44051063

87 84

76 76 7 0 6 8 6 3
75 75 72 7 9 68 66 6 65 6 61 55 53
50 48 44 43 4
44 2 38

3% 29 26 26

cz
SK
PL
RO

w > 5 O
w o 92 @ %

MT |
Es |
DK |
IT

PT |
UK |

FR
EL
CY
IE
BE
Fl
LU |
AT |
DE |
NL |
SE |
LT

QL. Please tell me for each of the following areas if you feel concerned about it or not.
Base: all respondents
% by country

12.3. Asylum policy i country analysis

Seven out ofLl0 Danish and Britisttitizens poth 72%; 18 percentage points abotlee EU average)

were troubled byasylum policy aswere68% of Cypriotsandtwo-thirds ©5%) of citizensfrom Italy,

Ireland, Austria and BelgiunThe levels of unease wettge lowestin Poland and Romania withnly

one in five citizens expressimgncern(both 22%; 32 percentage points below the EU average)in
Hungary(24%). Again the eastern Eopean countries were in the 10 lowest positions in the chart, all
with less than 40% of citizens airing concern. In this case, 19% of the Maltese and Bulgarian citizens
together with one in six Estoniartid not answer the question.
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Are you concerned aboutasylum policy ?
es m No DK/NA
7 4 (7] 6

Y
6 4 5
II711 9 19 & 15 B 10 2 8 & & 41l 16
25fl25
25 32l20l ./ l33
I II 312534383236393843
5356 65
53
45 570l 7172
2 72 68 65 65 65 65 64 64 61 61 60 59 53 o e
49

39 36
38 36 32 29 o8 1

L N X W -
w»w 35089 52L&

DK

UK

cy

IT

IE

AT

BE

Ly

MT

EL

ES

FR

FI

PT

NL

DE
[Euer]

QL. Please tell me for each of the following areas if you feel concerned about it or not.
Base: all respondents
% by country

12.4. Exchange of police and judicial information T country analysis

On the whole, between approximately oaad twothirds of EU citizenshad a concern abotite
exchange of police and judicial information between Member Statesdish cizensproved to be
the leastconcernedabout this policy area (31%), whilew levels of concern were also observed in
Estonia (33%) and Slovakia (349%jJostly eastern European countries were below the EU average.

On the other handheé Irish and the Freh showed the highest levels ahease(both 69%; 17
percentage points above the EU averagagh levels ofapprehension were also ségithe UK, Spain
and Portugal (all 64%) and Denmark (61%).

More than one in six Estonians, Bulgarians, Italians aatléde respondents did not respond.
Are you concerned about theexchange of police and judicial information between

Member States ?
es m No DK/NA

Y
4 6 7 5 6
15 10 9 8 10 ;7 7 9 8 o 10 12 10 712 17 2
29827 3
B W RS R N S sofla2faol, -1 W52
2030 35 2y 7 kA BE By
50

69 69 64 64 64 g1
9 57 55 55 54 53 52 50 47 45 45 45 45 i 0B g s
35 34 33 31

w T = - N ¥ w uw
30'-'-5%<230_80m|.um

IE
FR
UK
ES
PT
DK
BE
CY
S
EL
IT
BG
[Euz7]

LT

Q1. Please tell me for each of the following areas if you feel concerned about it or not.
Base: all respondents
% by country

12.5. The fight against organised crime and terrorism 1 country analysis

This was one of the two issues, along with the fight against drug abuse where EU citizensohad a
definite opnion, with only one in 4@espondents ayi ng t hey dAadi d nmteactk nowo
EU country, the majority of citizengranging from57% in Polando 96% in Portugalshowed aigh

level of concernabout thefight against organised crime and tersor Following the Portuguese in

terms of the levelof concernwerethe Spanislti94%) and tharitish (91%).

pagel!



Flash EB N° 2521 Awareness of JLS policies Analytical report

Along with the Polish citizens, it was the Czechs (58%), Slovaks and Hungarians (both 64%) who had
the lowestproportions of peoplerho felt uneay about the fight against organised crime and terrorism
In fact, eastern European countries filled the last five places in the distribution.

Are you concerned about thefight against organised crime and terrorism ?
Yes m No DK/NA

“ﬂﬂﬂiﬂﬂ7ﬂ :
8 | 19 21 22
29831 Moo M3 33

% 94 91 88 83 87 87 86 84 84 83 go

[
8 B
N
[<)

80 80 79 78 78 77 77 76 71 69

67 66 64 64 5g g

IE

PT
ES
cz
PL

w = 4 ~ W o0 N
8 290 2 <06 20

UK

cYy
IT
FR
BG
EL
MT |
DK |
[euzr]|
LU |
EE |
LT
BE
Fl

Q1. Please tell me for each of the following areas if you feel concerned about it or not.
Base: all respondents
% by country

12.6. Fight against drugs abuse T country analysis

Concern about the fight agait drug abuse was highest in the southern European coln@igsus,
Portugal, Malta, Greece and Spéirom 91% to 95%)In the majority of EU countriesat least eight
out of 10 citizensaid they wereoncerned abouhis policy areg17 of the27 Member States

As with thefight against organised crime and terrorisngre than half of the citizeris each country
said this policy area was a matter of uneasmgng from 58% in the Czech Republito 95% in
Cyprus As well asthe Czech Republicthe lowest level®f concernwereseen inSlovakia (60%) ath
Poland (61%).

Are you concerned about thefight against drugs abuse  ?

Yes m No DK/NA
ﬂ:&&ﬁﬁmm EE@?EEE ﬁ 2 4 g
ST T
34

95 94
92 91 91 90 89 88 g sgp 85 84 84 82 81 81 81 80 78 74 74 70 o
68 68
61

SK
cz

- = W 4 O W 4
2 S < a2z g od

cv |
PT |
MT |
EL
ES
IE
UK
IT
FR
EE
Lv
BG
FI
DK

BE
S

QL. Please tell me for each of the following areas if you feel concerned about it or not.
Base: all respondents
% by country

12.7. Control of external borders of the EU 1 country analysis

Southern countries again showed the most concenmthirds of the Portugueseeitizers (69% 14
percentage points abotlee EU averagg Greece (67%) and Spain (66%greapprehensive about the
control oft h e dxtdrdas border€Eastern European countries were below the EU aveBwgeden
showed the higest level of concenoutthecortrol oft h e  éxterdas borders (35%; 20 percentage
points belowthe EUaverage),Swedenwasfollowed by Hungary (36%), the Czech Republic (37%)
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and Slovakia (39%)Bulgarian and Maltese citizens again found it difficult to answer the question:
17% and D%, respectively

With 35% of Swedish citizens and 69% of Portuguese respondents showing concern, this policy area
showed the | east variation in the Member Statesoé

Are you concerned aboutthec ont r ol of the EU®8S? external bo
es m No DK/NA

Y
6 4 7 6/ 5/ 5 6 6 6
8 12 10 9 8 19 17 9 13 9 11 8
24
I 27 32 27133 31 38 34 418 41| 3840 2204346 55
28131 4404147 Sigs3ss . Mol

69 67 66 64 63 62
60 59 58 58 55 55 55 53
52 52 51 49 47 44
46 44 43 41 39 37
36 35

PT
EL
ES
FR

IT
UK
cy
IE
BE
LU
FI
[Euar]
DK
MT
BG
LT
AT
DE
NL
EE
LV
sl
RO
PL
sK
cz
HU
SE

Q1. Please tell me for each of the following areas if you feel concerned about it or not.
Base: all respondents
% by country

12.8. Promoting and protecting fundamental ri g ht s, i ncludingi chil dr
country analysis

There was no significant geographical dispersion in the results concerning the promotion and
protection of fundament al The Bgardish £5%), iFnrerch (8486) andgy ¢ h i
the Portugase (93%) citizens were thenes showing the most trepidatioabout the issue. The
respondents with the least concern on this issue Wm®efrom the Czech Republic (54%; 24
percentage points below the EU averagtijnilar views were seen in Austria (53%nd Poland

(59%).

Are you concerned about thepromotion and protection of fundamental rights,
including childrenés rights?

Yes m No DK/NA
&E&ﬁ'méﬁéﬁéﬁloaQS 5 7 7 g i i 6 |4 69
232121 2732
22 {0] 3635 lz6 M55 "

95 94 93 90 89
7
87 84 83 83 82 80 79 78 77 75 72 72 72 70 70 69 67 67 11
59 58 54

W w -
Eggum_l 3

ES
FR
PT

IE

X w w 4 g9 = N
E(/) A nw zZ2 o <« O

EL
UK
IT
CY
DK
Sl
BG
Fl

Q1. Please tell me for each of the following areas if you feel concerned about it or not.
Base: all respondents
% by country

12.9. Improving access to justice i country analysis

After immigration, improvingaccess to justice wa$e policy area with the greatest variation of
opinions in the EU Member States: from 38% in Aiasto 94% in Portugal. The Portuguese were
followed by the SpanistB8%), and thecitizensof Greece, Fnace, the UK and Irelandall with 82%
saying that this area was a matter of concern.
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As well as Austria, lie lowestproportionsof people who weravorried aboutthis issuewereseen i
Germany (40%) and Finland (41%h Bulgaria, the Czech RepubliGermany, Austria and the
Netherlandsind Estonia, one in 10 or more did not answer the question.

Are you concerned aboutimproving access to justice ?

Yes m No DK/NA
ws 6 5 gl 5 11 9 6 10 '8 |8 2 10 9 7 11 7 10 12
“
27 26 33
2327 27§31 33M6
224547
1652l S0l

88
SRR EEEEEEE D
63

52 48
47 47 43 41 40 3g

PL
SK
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w |
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AT

w
28 2

PT
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EL

FR
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IE
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BG

MT
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=)
EE |

Q1. Please tell me for each of the following areas if you feel concerned about it or not.
Base: all respondents
% by country

1.3. Socio -demographic  analysis

The sociedemographic analysis of the results showed that it was generally the respondents aged over
54 and those with a low level of education who were most concerned about the key policy areas
examined in the survey. The other categories didshow any definite patterns, except that those
living in metropolitan / urban areas tended to be more concerned about all of the policy areas.

Gender

Slightly more men expressed feelings of concern aboutettehange of police and judicial
information ketween Member StatéS4% vs. 51% of women) and tikeo nt r o | of the EU®S
borders(57% vs. 54%) women, on the other hand, were the most likely not to say if they were
concerned about these policy areas.

Slightly more women felt uneasy abadoimigration policy(62% vs. 60%), théight against organised
crime and terrorism(82% vs. 78%), the fightgainst drugs abusé82% vs. 78%), and by the
promotion and protection of f ur89% wveerad).a l rights i

Although the dber areas asylum policyandimproving access to justiGeshowed no differences in

the proportion of men vs. women who expressed concern, slightly more men said they were not
concerned about policy in these areas (e.g. 40% vs. 37% of womasyfom paky), while women

tended not to answer (9% vs. 6% of men for the same item).

Age

The analysis by respondentdés age showed a direc
about the various policy areas: the older the respondent, the morenikelyshe was to be concerned

about a specific issue. For example, 86% of the over 54oyggarwere concerned about the fight

against drug abuse, whereas only 71% of th@4l$earolds felt that way. There was one exception:

not much difference was obsed in the level of concern abailte promotion and therotection of
fundament al rights, (77%380% af aliagegroupsh.i | dr ends ri ght s
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Education

In all of the researched areas, the lemhtcated respondents were the most concerned dmout t

majority of the issues covered by the present survey, while those still in education were the least
worried about them. For example, 61% of those with the lowest level of education were concerned
about the control of t he oBYo of the mastk highlgducatedor der s
respondents. There was one exception, however, as it was the mosteldigtdyed who showed

slightly more concern about tlexchange of police and judicial information between Member States

(55% vs. 53% of those with tHewest educational level), while respondents with a lower level of
education were more likely not to answer this question.

Residential area

Lower ratios of citizens from rural areas than from metropolitan zones or other urban centres voiced

their concem aboutthepr omot i on and protection of fundament :
the improvement of access to justiaad theexchange of police and judicial information between

Member Stateand asylum policy For example, 51% of those in rurakas were concerned about

asylum policxcompared té 7% of metropolitan citizens areb% of urban dwellers.

Occupation

In terms of occupation, it was the manual workers who had the least amount of concern about the
various policy areas. For example, 4Wre concerned aboasylum policycompared to 559%7% of

all other occupational categories. There were three exceptions, however: fprothetion and
protection of fundament al, thainpJerment,of accass to justimech g ¢ hi |
the exchange of police and judicial information between Member Sthg$east amount of concern

was expressed by those EU citizens who were not working (77%, 67% and 51%, respectively, vs.
78%, 72% and 58% of the selmployed). Nevertheless, this gmaf respondents was also the most

prone not to answer any of the questions posed.

For more details, see annex tables 1b through 8b.

pagelt



Flash EB N° 2521 Awareness of JLS policies Analytical report

2. The added value of EU -level actions over national ones

2.1. The level of EU citizens support for EU -level actions

For each of the policy areas under review (these inclidedight against organised crime and
terrorism, and thammigration and asylum policieshe majority of citizenselt thatEU-level actions
would have an added value compared to those takenadibnal level.

EU citizens saw the most added value Edi-level actions in thefight against organised crime and

terrorism (72%); just 18% considered thstichactions would have had no added value in this area.

The next highedevels of support for EUevel actions werseen in two areas: tlight against drugs
abuseandthepr omoti on and protection of f un(kbtheB8ont al r i

Over six out of 10 EU citizens also supported actions aEtlidevel in regard to theexchange of

police and judicial information between Member Std@&4%), orthec ont r o | of t he EU®S
borders (61%). Fiftyfive percent of respondents considered ihanigration policywould benefit

from actions taken at tHeU-level, while a similamumber (54%) thought the same abwaproving

access to justiceAsylum policywas the are#hat received the lowest level of support Ed-level

actions (52%).

Onethird of the EU citizens (32983%) did not see any benefit from EU actions in the aodas
immigration, improving access to justi@nd asylum policy Looking at all of the policy areas
reviewed in this survey, it could be seen that between 10% and 16% of respondents could not, or did
not want to, comment on the added value of actions baken at theEU-level compared to the
national level alone.

Opinions about the EUG6s added
actions in key policy areas

Yes, | see an added value for action being taken at EU level
mNo, | do not see an added value for action being taken at EU level

DK/NA

Fight agains:ec;:gzgized crime and 72 10
Fight against drugs abuse 65 10
Prc:‘micngghapdsp'rotecitinng (f:u?dﬁn;einte: : 65 11
oA bt o4 14
Control of external borders of the EU 61 13
Immigration policy 55 13

Improving access to justice 54 13

Asylum policy 52 16

Q2. Please tell for each of the following areas if you see an added value of action being
taken at EU level compared to the national level alone?
Base: all respondents
%EU27
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2.2. Country analysis

2.2.1.Overall remarks

Looking at the country data for all of the researched areas, the greatest variations were seen in the field
of immigration policy(a 51 percentage point difference between the most supportive of EU dctions
Portugali and the least supportiieBulgaria) and the smallest variations in the arefighit against

drugs abuséa 35 percentage point difference between mixeurg and Bulgaria).

France, Portugal and Luxembourg were often seen at the top of the distribution i.e. the countries being
the most supportive of El¢vel actions, but no countries really stood out from the pack. It could be
said howeverthat for al of the polides with the exception amproving access to justicthe eastern
European countries gave the least support tdelwel actionsWithin the eastern European Member
States, the lowest ratios of citizens supporting actions being taken BUtlevel were generally
recorded in Bulgaria and the Czech Republic.

However,ltaly and Malta weresometimesseen wanting in their backing for Helvel actions (i.e. in
the exchange gpolice and judiciainformationbetween Member Statdhe fights agast drug abuse
and organised crime / terrorisimand inthe control oft h e  &tdrdad borderd always less than
two-thirds of citizens in suppgrtAustria gavea low level ofsupport in thdields ofimmigrationand
the support forfundamental rights, nc | udi ng c @7% athd 52%, despectivelgy/ile tke
UK gave a low level of support for Eldvels actions ircontroling its external bordersOver a third
of British citizens saw no value in such ##¥el actions.

2.2.2. Immigration policy T country analysis

As mentioned, there were considerable differences in the proportion of citizens who saw an added
value in actions being taken@t-levelin the area of immigration policy.

Portugal had the highest ratio of people perceiving morefibep&action being taken at theJ-level
compared to the national level alone (73%; 18 percentage points above the EU average).
Approximately twethirds of citizens from Belgium and France (both 68%), Ireland (66%) and
Luxembourg (65%) had a similar peption. At the other end of the distribution, only one in five
Bulgarians (22%; 33 percentage points below EU average) saw an added vBluddeel actions in

the area of immigration policy. Lower ratios of people with such a perception were recoittied in
Czech Republic (34%), Slovenia and Lithuania (both 35%) and Romania (39%).

The bottom 10 positions in the distribution were filled by eastern European Member States, with
Austria (46%) also having less than half of its citizens seeing the bendfiU-¢dvel action on
immigration. The countries feeling most strongly, however, that the EU would not have a role in
immigration policy were Slovenia (53%), Lithuania and Bulgaria (both 45%), and Sweden and
Hungary (both 41%). Approximately otleird of Bulgarians and Estonians, together with a quarter of
Romanians and Slovaks, did not answer the question.
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Does the EU have an added value over national actions in the area oimmigration policy?
Yes, | see an added value for action being taken at EU level

®No, | do not see an added value for action being taken at EU level
DK/NA

8 4 1 & 9 7
12 12 0 11 12 11 15 13 10 13 g 14 4 19 22 17 L. 20 13 .
20[125Q2° 26 37 33
2627830 33 34 41
28131 32l
= 37 41 53
254 36 34145 43
45
22

73 68 68
66 65 64 63 61 59 59 58 56 56 56 55 54 5p 47 47 45w 42 .
39 35 35 34

Q2. Please tell for each of the following areas if you see an added value of action being taken at EU level comparedto the n ati onal level alone?
Base: all respondents
% by country

2.2.3. Asylum policy - country analysis

In the area of asylum policy, twthirds (67%) of Belgian and Portuguese citizéhS percentage
points above the EU average) saw an added value in actions being taken atiekiel EOmpared to

the national level alone. Six out of 10 citizens from the Netherlands (65%), Luxembourg and Finland
(both 64%), Ireland (62%) and Denmark ¥80had a similar perception. The lowest numbers of
people who saw a real benefit in the EU taking action in the area of asylum policy were seen in
Bulgaria (18%; 34 percentage points below the EU avemg}lovenia (29%).

The bottom 10 positions inehdistribution were filled by eastern European Member States, with Malta
(47%) also having less than half of its citizens seeing the benefit deel action on asylum.
Looking at those Member State that actually opposedezél actions (i.e. saw no vat), the leading
nations wereSlovenia (55%), the Czech Republic and Bulgaria (both 45%), and Lithuania (44%).
Approximately onehird of Bulgarians, Romanians and Estonians, together with a quarter of Slovaks,
Latvians, ltalians and Czechs, did not anstherquestion.

Does the EU have an added value over national actions in the area o&sylum policy?

Yes, | see an added value for action being taken at EU level
B No, | do not see an added value for action being taken at EU level
DK/NA

7

13 14 9 13 9 10 8 11 g 12 16 16 ,3 13 . 5, 18 21 25 26 ., 23 16

. oo 37 31 36
19 23 3203183634 40N 53
25 2933 37 3141
26
44 55
41s0l - W45
45
67 67
65 64 64 62 Ep 59 5 56 56 56 55 55 52 51 5o 47 45

41 39 35 34 34 33 31 5

18

Q2. Please tell for each of the following areas if you see an added value of action being taken at EU level compared to the n ati onal level alone?
Base: all respondents
% by country

2.2.4. Exchange of police and judicial information between Member States - country
analysis

Threequarters or more of citizens from France (79%; 15 percentage points above the EU average),
Luxembourg (78%), @eden and Finland (both 76%) and the Netherlands (75%) thought there was an
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added value in actions being taken at thel&kl in regard to the exchange of police and judicial
information between Member States. Bulgarian support was low, 27 percentagelstow the EU
average, with 37% of its citizens seeing the benefit of actions being taken Etkgel. Similar
views were seen in the Czech Republic (40%) and Lithuania (43%).

The bottom six positions in ighdistribution were filled by eastern Eypean Member States, with

Malta (52%) and ltaly (53%) only having slightly more than half of their citizens seeing the benefit of
EU-level action on asylumThose countries primarily seeing no value for-E\el actionswere
Lithuania and the Czech Repub(both 38%), and Bulgaria and Slovenia (both 34%). Approximately

a quarter of Bulgarians, Romanians, Estonians, Latvians, Italians, Maltese and Czechs, did not answer
the question.

Does the EU have an added value over national actions in the area of thexchange of police
and judicial information between Member States?

Yes, | see an added value for action being taken at EU level
mNo, | do not see an added value for action being taken at EU level
DK/NA

8 8 10 110 8 11 10 g
E 0 12 16 12 15 gm 14016 0 16 5 18 o4 o5 14 5 56 19 23 g
19 2129
31 29 £y
34

79 78 76 76
75 74 72 72 71 70 69 65 65 64 64 g1 55 53 53 53 53 52 52

48 46 43 40 37

Q2. Please tell for each of the following areas if you see an added value of action being taken at EU level compared to the n ati onal level alone?
Base: all respondents
% by country

2.2.5. Fight against organised crime and terrorism - country analysis

In all countriesat least four out of 10 EU citizens considered that in the fight against organised crime
and terrorism there was an added valuglihlevel actions. Swedish citizens were the most likely to
believe in this prmise (85%; 13 percentage points above the EU average). A high level of support for
EU-level policies was also seen in Luxembourg (84%), France (83%) and Germany (82%). The
Bulgarians (43%; 29 percentage points below the EU average), the Czechs (46%) latiditmians
(49%) gave the lowest levels of supportthis policy sector.

The bottom of the distributioh with a lower number of respondents seeing a benefit idekél
actions in the fight against crime and terrorismwas mostly populated by easteeuropean Member
States, together with Malta (62%) and ltaly (49%). Bulgaria, Lithuania and Slovenia (39%, 37% and
36%, respectively)vere the Member States most actively saying thatlésdl actions were not
appropriate Approximately a fifth of Romanias) Estonians, Latvians, Czechs and Slovaks did not
answer the question.
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Does the EU have an added value over national actions in the area of thdight against
organised crime and terrorism?

Yes, | see an added value for action being taken at EU level
mNo, | do not see an added value for action being taken at EU level
DK/NA
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Q2. Please tell for each of the following areas if you see an added value of action being taken at EU level compared to the n ati onal level alone?

Base: all respondents
% by country

2.2.6. Fight against drugs abuse - country analysis

As mentioned, when it came to the fight against drugs abuse, the differences between countries stil
existed, but they were smaller. The citizens who believed the most that the fight against drugs abuse
would benefit from actions taken at tE&J-level compared to those at a nation level were found in
Luxembourg and Portugal (both 76%; 11 percentagetpabove the EU average). They were
followed by the citizens from Spain (74%), Sweden and Belgium (73%).

The Bulgarians gave the least support tolElel actions in the area of fighting against drugs abuse
(41%; 26 percentage points below the EU averdgeur out of 10 citizens from the Czech Republic
(42%), Latvia (44%) and Slovenia (47%) did the same. In fact, the bottom of the distribution was
again mostly populated by eastern European Member States, together with Malta (58%) and Italy
(56%). Theeasern European countriesBulgaria, Lithuania and Slovenia (40%, 40% and 45%,
respectively)y were the countries the least likely to supportlEikl actions Approximately a fifth of
Romanians, Estonians, Latvians, Czechs, Slovaks and Italians did wet ams question.

Does the EU have an added value over national actions in the area of thdight against drugs
abuse?

Yes, | see an added value for action being taken at EU level
mNo, | do not see an added value for action being taken at EU level
DK/NA

8 g 6 7 6 7 7
aiélg 101220102121520191519 16 20 119
16| 19 212302325 29
I 2424 25ll5 - .
19 18 2425 31 27045040
37f40

76 7
6 74 73 73 72 71 71 70 69 69 69 68 g5 63 61 61 60 60 58 56 56 54 53
A7 44 22 41

Q2. Please tell for each of the following areas if you see an added value of action being taken at EU level compared to the n ati onal level alone?
Base: all respondents
% by country

2.2.7.Controlof t h e &térdad borders - country analysis

In the case of the control bfh e déxtdréasborders, 13 percentage ppabovehe EU average, we
found France and Portugal with the heghratio of citizens who saw advantagekiklevel measures
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(both 74%). Seven out of 10 respondents from Luxembourg (73%), Sweden (72%) and Finland (71%)
had a similar view.

Bulgarian support was the lowest, 26 percentage points below the EU aveithgesi85% of its
citizens seeing the benefit of actions being taken aEthéevel. Low levels of support were seen as
well in the Czech Republic (42%), Romania and Lithuania (both 45B&) bottom of the distribution
was again mostly populated by eastEuropean Member States, together with Malta (57%) and Italy
(54%).

This time, however, the UK (56%) was in the midst of the countries giving a low level of support.
fact, it was one of twoountriesmost likely to see no role for the EU in thidipg area, along witlthe
Czech Republic (both 37%J hey were followed by.ithuania (36%) and Bulgaria (35%). A quarter
or more Romanians, Estonians and Bulgarians did not answer the question.

Does the EU have an added value over national actions in the area ofth&e ont r o | of t
external borders?

Yes, | see an added value for action being taken at EU level
mNo, | do not see an added value for action being taken at EU level
DK/NA

9 7 10 10
IZEI 13 15 12 14 13 13 o s 22 20 20 17 16 18 Lg 1
2228 I 25 3134
2 22 27
3637

Q2. Please tell for each of the following areas if you see an added value of action being taken at EU level compared to the n ati onal level alone?
Base: all respondents
% by country

2.2.8. Promoting and protecting f undament al rights, Fncludi
country analysis

The promotion and protection of fundament al rig
EU-level actions compared to those taken at the national level alone accordinge toidgtv of
approximately threguarters of the citizens from Ireland (79%; 14 percentage points above the EU
average), Portugal (76%), France and Spain (both 75%)

The least likely to have a similar perception were the respondents from the Czech Repétli2q3
percentage points below the EU average), Bulgaria (39%) and Lithuania (41%).

The bottom 10 positions in the distribution weagainfilled by eastern European Member States,
together with Austria (52%) these countries hddwernumbers of citizas seeing the benefit of EU

l evel action on fundament al rights, including c
Slovenia (37%)had the highest numbers of citizens seeing no role for the EU iardaof the

protection of fundamental right A quarter of Estonians, together with one in five Bulgarians,
Romanians, Slovaks, Latvians, Czechs and Italians did not answer the question.
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Does the EU have an added value over national actions in thepromotion and protection
of fundament al rights, including childrenods

Yes, | see an added value for action being taken at EU level
mNo, | do not see an added value for action being taken at EU level
DK/NA
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Q2. Please tell for each of the following areas if you see an added value of action being taken at EU level compared to the n ati onal level alone?

Base: all respondents
% by country

2.2.9. Improving access to justice - country analysis

The highest ratio of citens believing in the benefit of action taken atEhelevel compared to the
national level alone when @ameto improving access to justice was recorded in Ireland (75%; 21
percentage points above the EU average), followed by Portugal (72%).

The botton of the distributionwas again mainlypopulated by eastern European Member States,
together with Austria (37%), Finland (44%) and Germany (483egr half of Slovenes (54%) saw no
role for the EU in this area, followday almost half (47%) of th&ulgarians (47%). Three out of 10
Estonians, together with a quarter of Latvians and Romanians did not answer the question.

Does the EU have an added value over national actions in the area ofmproving access to
justice?

Yes, | see an added value for action being taken at EU level
B No, | do not see an added value for action being taken at EU level
DK/NA
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Q2. Please tell for each of the following areas if you see an added value of action being taken at EU level compared to the n ati onal level alone?
Base: all respondents
% by country

2.3. Socio -demographic analysis

Looking at the sockalemographic segments, the results showed that resptsnaiged 464, the well
educated, those living in metropolitan areas and employees were the ones who were the most
supportive of Eevel action in all of the policy areas.

The most significant pattefinthat occurred in some groupsvas the repeatity higher proportion of
people who could not or did not want to answer the questions. For each of the tested areas, the least
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likely to give an answer were respondents with the lowest levels of education, women, the eldest
generation (over 54 yeaof-age, and the people not working.

Gender

A first glance at the tables showed that men were more liable to supptevé&ctions for all policy
areas (e.g. 58% vs. 53% of women formigration policy) However, this was partly because
approximately onén six women did not answer tlygiestion posed. Mesaw less added value EU-
level actiorsin all areas (except in tHgght against organised crime and terrorissnd theexchange
of police and judicial informationwhere thdeeling of both women and mequal).

Age

Respondents aged 4@ tended to give the most support for-leMel actions, while the younger the
respondents the more they were likely to oppose such action in all areas. Respondents aged 55 and
over, on the other hand, were the oneasstrfrequently not answering this question. For example,
while 68% of 4054 yearolds supported Edkvel actions in the area of tlexchange of police and

judicial informationand 20% did not see any added value, the corresponding percentages fer the 15
24 yearolds were 60% vs. 29%. There was one exception: in the cése pfomotion and protection

of fundamental rightsbenefits for actions taken at Helvel were more frequently indicated by the
youngest generation (aged-28).

Education

People wih the highest levels of education were more likely than those with lower levels of
educational attainment to consider that there was a benefit fée\lEUactions compared to those at

the national level alone in most of the areas (the only exceptionthaasof the protection of
fundamental right§ where 70% of those still in education supported the move vs. 68% of the most
educated). Those with the lowest level of education were the ones who were most often not answering
the question (e.g. a quarter thfose respondents in regard asylum policyand theexchange of
judicial and police information between Member States

Residential area

Metropolitan citizens were somewhat more likely than people living in urban and rural zones to think
that EUlevel actions would be beneficial (e.g. 64% vs. 60% for action in the areantrfol of the
EUBs e xt ey theaekceptiam beihindamental rightsvhere urban and metropolitan citizens

were equally supportive (66% vs. 63% of rural residents). Howéwanpuld, furthermore, be noted

that respondents living in rural and urban areas were the ones most frequently not answering the
question.

Employment

Employees, together with the selinployed, were the most supportive of -EEWel actions in all
policy areasFor example, 66% of the employees and 63% of theeseffloyed gave their support to
EU-level actions in the area of the control of th&J 6 s e x t e r Tinerhanubl evorleers, rors the
other handsaw less added value kiJ-level actiors in all areas, noaworking respondents tended to
more often give a Adondét knowo response.

For more details, see annex tables 9b through 16b.
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3. The need for more effective EU communication of polic ies

3.1. EU citizens views on the need for more efficient EU commu nication

Overall, twothirds or more of EU citizens felt that the EU should communicate more efficiently in all
of the eight policy areas under review: the support ranged frorthivets (66%) forthe asylum policy

to threequarters (78%) in regard tbe fight against organised crime and terrorishine second and

third most frequently mentioned topics in which the EU should better disseminate its policy/actions
were thefight against drugs abus@’6%) and thepromotion and protection of fundamental righ
including c@®.drenbs rights

Almost seven out of 10 EU citizens (69%) wanted more efficient communication in three policy areas:
immigration policy, the exchange of police and judicial information between Member States and
improving access tauptice The least support for more efficient EU communication was seen in the
case of theontrol of external borders of the H87%) and the aforementionadylum policy(66%).

Policy areas where the EU should communicate more efficiently

Mentioned m Did not mention DK/NA
Fight against organised crime and terrorism 78 10
Fight against drugs abuse 76 Z3N 10
Promoting_ and protectin_g fundamenta}l rights, | 75 10
including childr ej
Immigration policy 69 12
Exchange of police and judicial information | 69 9 12

between Member States

Improving access to justice 69 12
Control of external borders of the EU 67 12
Asylum policy 66 13

N [®)
= = = =
(=} © = -
5 = 5

Q3. Please, tell me on which of the following topics the EU should, in your view, could
communicate in a more efficientway regarding its policy/actions .
Base: all respondents
%EU27

3.2. Country analysis

3.2.1.0verall results

Responses on this question showed less variation between Memberc&tgpesedo the other two
questions: they rangdtbm 30percentage poinis regard to thdight against crime and terroristo

43 percentage pointg the areas ofsylum policyand the control oft h e  &xtéiha borders.
France, Ireland, PortugaGreeceand the UKwere the countries that tended to be at the top of the
distribution (top three) in several policy areas. In all of the areas under review, Slovenia had the lowest
propotion of citizens that said that EU should communicate these key policy areas more efficiently.
Although eastern European countries tended to be at the bottom of the distribution for all policy areas,
it was also the case that the Netherlands and Austvargtatively little support to the idea of the EU
having to communicate its policies more efficiently.

page24



Analytical report Flash EB N° 2527 Awareness of JLS policies

3.2.2. Immigration policy 1 country analysis

Of all 27 Member States, only Slovenia (41%) had significantly less than half of its citizens saying
that he EU should improve its communication on immigration polidglf of the Sloveneslid not
mention the need for more efficient EU communication in the area of immigration policy.

The citizens of France, Ireland Portugal and the UK (80%; 11 percentags pbiove the EU
average) were the ones most likely to think that communication could be improved. The eight
countries at the low end of the distribution were all from eastern Euwipe ffom 41% to 54%
support). However, in addition to Slovenia, it wasnigary that had the most citizens who saw no
need for improved communication (41%). A quarter of Bulgarians, Estonians and Stiafatat
answer the question.

Should the EU communicate more efficiently in the area of immigration policy — ?

Mentioned m Did not mention DK/NA
7 6
9 10 12 9 9 9 16 12 13 |16 9 14 18 18 23 16 oo 19 13 20
1616 19|20 ils
19851 26

22
20
2520282628 Sl R 50
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Q3. Please, tell me on which of the following topics the EU should, in your view, could communicate in a more efficient way
regarding its policy/actions.
Base: all respondents
% by country
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3.2.3. Asylum policy T country analysis

Along with control of h e  E U 6 s, asllunT pdlieyrwss the one that showed the most variation in
the opinions of Member States: ranging from 35% in Slovenia to 78% in the UK. The UK was
followed by France (77%), Luxembourg and Greece (both 76%), with that percentage esfscitiz
supporting more efficient communication in the area of asylum policy.

The ones who seemdeast likely to think that th&U should communicate more efficientiy the

field of asylum policy were the Slovenes (35%; 31 percentage points below theesEddev Next to

them were the Estonians, Bulgarians and Slovaks (all 45%), and the Latvians (46%). Eastern European
countries filled the bottom 10 positions in the distributiOmer half of the Slovenes (55%), and one in

four Hungarans and Lithuanias sav no need for improved communicati(b5%, 40% and 37%,
respectively, did not mention this requirement). Again, approximately a quarter of the Bulgarians,
Estonians and Slovaks could not answer the question.
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Should the EU communicate more efficiently in the area of asylum policy?
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Q3. Please, tell me on which of the following topics the EU should, in your view, could communicate in a more efficient way
regarding its policy/actions.
Base: all respondents
% by country

3.2.4. Exchange of police and judicial information between Member States i
country analysis

Of all 27 Member States, only Slovenia and the Czech Republic (43% ande$f#ctively) had less
than half of its citizens saying that the EU should improve its communicatidheoexchange of
police and judicial information between Member States immigration policy.

As with immigration policy, the citizens of France, Ireland, Portugal and the UK (78%b) were
the ones most likely to think that communicatgiould be impreed. The SlovenedHungarans and
Lithuanians were once more the least likely to mentionribed for improvedeU communication
(48%, 34% and 32%, respectively). Omoere,approximately a quarter of the Bulgarians, Estonians
and Slovakgslid not answer th question.

Should the EU communicate more efficiently in the area of the exchange of police and
judicial information between Member States?

Mentioned m Did not mention DK/NA
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Q3. Please, tell me on which of the following topics the EU should, in your view, could communicate in a more efficient way
regarding its policy/actions.
Base: all respondents
% by country

3.2.5. Fight against organised crime and terrorism T country analysis

This policy action showed the smallest variation in the opinion of Member States. The views ranged
from 57% in Slovenia to 87% in Portugah Bll countries, more than half of the EU citizens
considered that policy and actions related to the fight against organised crime and tehauigrhe
moreefficienly communicagd
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Hi gher

proportions of

ci t i z e mmunicatoh in the arga lofelee | v s

fight against organised crime and terrorism were seeRdriugal (87%),the UK (86%), and
Luxembourg, Ireland and Greece (all 85%). On the other hand, less thairigoof citizens from
Slovenia (57%)Malta (60%), the Ninerlands (61%), Slovakia (61%) and the Czech Republic (64%)
gave their support. Slovenia, Hungary and Lithuagain hadhe most citizens who saw no need for
improved communication (37%, 23% and 25%, respectively). One in five Slovaks and Bulgatians di

not answer the question.

Should the EU communicate more efficiently in the area of the fight against

crime and terrorism?

Mentioned m Did not mention DK/NA
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Q3. Please, tell me on which of the following topics the EU should, in your view, could communicate in a more efficient way
regarding its policy/actions.

Base: all respondents
% by country

3.2.6. Fight against drugs abuse i country analysis

SK

NL

MT

Sl

In all countries, more than half of the EU citizens considered that policy and actions related to the
fight against drug abusdgould be moreefficiently communicagd

The highest proporti

and Slovaks could did not ansvibe question.

ons

of

Cci

ti

zens

not compl et
the fight against drug abuse were seen in Greece, Ireland and Portugal, with 88%, 86% and 85%,
respectively, of respondents seethg need. On the other hand, less thanthims of citizens from

Slovenia, the Netherlands, the Czech Republic, Slovakia, Malta and Lithuania @824 had the

lowest proportions of respondents who supported this requireA®mith several other pigly areas,

it was Slovenia, Hungary and Lithuania that had the most citizens who saw no need for improved
communication (48%, 34% and 32%, respectiveApproximately a quarter of BulgariansstBnians
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Should the EU communicate more efficiently in the fight against drugs abuse?
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Q3. Please, tell me on which of the following topics the EU should, in your view, could communicate in a more efficient way
regarding its policy/actions.
Base: all respondents
% by country

3.2.7.Controlof t h e &térdad borders T country analysis

In addition to asylum policy, this policy was the one that showed the most variation in the opinions of
Member States: ranging from 37% in Slovenia to 80% in Gresmess the EU, only two countries,
Slovenia (37%; 30 percentage points below the EU average) and the Czech Republic (48%), had less
than half of their citizens who said that the EU should make known its policy and actions on the
control of external borderof the EU in a more efficient manner.

As well as the Greeks, those most likely to expect an improvement in communication from the part of
the EU on this topic were the Portuguese (79%), the French (79%) and the Irish $l@%iia,
Hungary and Lithuaia once more could see the least némdimproved communication (55%, 38%

and 32%, respectivelyhpproximately a quarter of Bulgarians, Estonians and Slostiksot answer

the question.

Should the EU communicate more efficientlyinthe cont r ol of the EU®&s e
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Q3. Please, tell me on which of the following topics the EU should, in your view, could communicate in a more efficient way
regarding its policy/actions.
Base: all respondents
% by country

3.2.8. Promoting and protectingf und ame nt al rights, I nicl uding
country analysis

In all countries, more than half of the EU citizens considered that policy and actions related to the
promotion and protection of f u n dveouhde meeédaamorer i ght s,

efficient communication.
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The

requirem

This policy area stood out from many others in

hi ghest

ent.

proportions
were seen in Greece, France and Ireland, with 88%, 86% and 86%, respectively, of respondents not
seeing the need. On the athend, less than six in 10 citizens from Slovenia, the Netherlands, the
Czech Republic and Malta (51969%) had the lowest proportions of respondents who supported this

of

Ci

ti

zens

not

compl et

tmataddition to Shvenia (42%), it was the
Netherlands, Lithuania and Malta that had the most citizens who saw no need for improved
communication (30%, 29% and 28%, respectively). One in five Bulgarians and Slddaket
answer the question.

Should the EU communicate more efficiently in the promotion and protection of

fundament al rights, including childrenbés rig
Mentioned m Did not mention DK/NA
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Q3. Please, tell me on which of the following topics the EU should, in your view, could communicate in a more efficient way
regarding its policy/actions.
Base: all respondents

% by country

3.2.9. Improving access to justice T country analysis

The nost dissatisfied with the way the EU communicates its policy and actions taken in this field were
the Greek, Portuguese, Irish, French and British citizens; between 80% and 82% of them thdicate
that the EU could raise the public awareness of its policy and actions regarding the improvement of

access to justice by more efficient communication.

In most of the Member States, a majority of citizens stated that the EU should make known its policy
and actions about improving access to justice in a more efficient way. The exceptions where less than
half of the respondents required a better communication in this area were Slovenia (40%; 29
percentage points below the EU average), Austria (47%), thieeNmtds (48%) and the Czech

Republic

(49%).

Over half of the Slovenes did not mention the need for the EU to improve communi¢a2éts
followed by the citizens ofthe Czech Republic, Netherlands, Malta, Austria, Germany and Finland

(29% -

question.

33%). One n five or more Bulgarians, Slovaks, Latvians and Austrididsnot answer the
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Should the EU communicate more efficiently in improving access to justice?

Mentioned m Did not mention DK/NA
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Q3. Please, tell me on which of the following topics the EU should, in your view, could communicate in a more efficient way
regarding its policy/actions.
Base: all respondents
% by country

3.3. Socio -demographic analysis

Gender

As mentioned, for each key policy area, between 12% and 16% of women did not answ&Uf the
should communicate more efficiently. Taking into account the different levels efesponse, men
appeared to be more supportivethe EU being more efficient in their communication campaigns in
the areas ofhe exchange of police and judicial infortien, thec ont r o | of the EUGbGs
andasylum policy For example, seven out of 10 men, compared to 65% of waraghthat the EU
should make known its policy and actions on the control of external bordeng &U in a more
efficient mannerHowever, they appeared to show slightly less support in the other policy areas

Age

Analysing the age segments, citizens ageeb4l(/earsof-age appeared to be thmost likely to
supporta nore efficient dissemination ahformation ineachof the resarched policy areasvhile
those aged 134 were the least likely to do .seor example, 71% of the 4 yearolds stated that
the EU should make known its policy and actions abuoptoving access to justiée a more efficient
way, compared to 65% of ¢h1524 yearolds For each key policy area, between 13% and 18% of the
over 54 yeaolds did not answer if the EU should communicate more efficiently.

Education

For each key policy area, between 15% and 21% of respondents in the lowest edwzdggosay did

not answer if the EU should communicate more efficienthe more educated a person was, the more
likely he/she was ttake a stand on these issues in one or the other direction (higher percentages not
only fimentionedo ntohte mesnstueo nbou)t. al so Adi d

Taking into account the different levels of a@sponse, the high@ducated respondents appeared to
be more likely to think that there was no need forEhkkto bemore efficient inits communication
campaigns irthe areas ofhe fight against drug abuseémproving access to justi@nd thecontrol of

t he EUO s e X.tltavasn leolevebttese dstl rinsthe educational systaimt showed the
lowest level ofsupport(e.g. only 72% supported more efficient communication about thedigainst
drugs abuse compared to 77% in all other groups)
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Residential area

Slightly fewer citizens from the rural zones than frittametropolitanonesconsidered that there was
room for a better communicatiann t h e E théaeassoimingrationnpolicy(68% vs. 72%)
and asylum policy(64% vs. 69%).The opposite was, however, observed for communication in the
area of thdight against drugs abuse78% of rural residents said thesas need for a more efficient
communicationcompared to 75% fometropolitan residents. For all policy areas, the views of the
urban respondents were positioned between the rural and metropolitan citizens.

Occupation

The | owest | evel of support for more effigcient
seen in the nosworking citizensi however, it should be noted that this group of respondents was also
most | ikely to provide a fidondt knowo response.

Depending on the topic, the most support came from either the emplpyes®iing and protecting
fundamental righty or both the selémployed and the employedamfigration policyand asylum
policy). On the topics of thdight against drugs abuse, control of external borders of theaBt
improving access to justiclie manual workersvere the ones, copared to allother occupational
segmentsto saythat there waa need for more efficient communication. In the other areas, no leading
group emerged.

For more details, see annex tables 17b through 24b.
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4. Levels of concern linked to support for EU -level action

Previous sections of this survey examined the levels of concern that EU citizens felt about the major
policies of DGJLS, such agmmigraionandt he cont r ol of t handtkeleRtent e xt er
to which those citizensupported Etlevel actionin those policy areas.

This next section brings together those opinions in order to see to what extent EU citizebstlvere
concernedabout the major policies and saw the need for Edlevel actionsin those aread\ote:
Throughout the charts ihis section, the views of citizens have been combined so that the proportions
of thosecitizensboth being concerned about individual policies and supportive ezl actions,

for example, can be seen.

4. 1. Views on individual policies

The categoss in all of the charts are as follows:

citizens concerned about policies and supportive ofdsdl actions

citizens concerned about policies and not supportive efelzél actions

citizens not concerned about policies and supportive elfelzél actions

citizens not concerned about policies and not supportive déiatl actions

citizens concerned about policies but giving no opinion aboulelZél actions

citizens eithenot sayingfithey were concernedr were not concerned ahdving no opinion
aboutEU-level actions.

Immigration Policy

Portugal and Spain were the countries with the most citizens being concerned about the issue and also
supporting EUJevel actions(59% and 56%, respectivelyDnly one in six Bulgarians, Poles and
Slovaks took thaposition.While dmostthree out of 1@itizens from théwo latter countries were not
personallyconcerned aboutmigration policy they did feel howeverthat the EU could bring added
value(28% and 30%, respectively)

Immigration T combined views of citizens (concern & support of EU -level action )
mConcerned / EU has added value m Concerned / EU has no added value

Not concerned / EU has added value m Not concerned / EU has no added value
Concerned / don't know if EU has added value Other
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Q1. Please tell me for each of the following areas if you feel concerned about it or not.
Q2. Please tell for each of the following areas if you see an added value of action being taken at EU level compared to the n ati onal level alone?
Base all respondents
% by country
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Asylum Policy

Half of Belgian citizens were concerned about asylum policy and also supportieddtldctionsn

the areaOnly one in 10 Bulgarians and Pobgreed with thaposition. Almost one in three Slovaks
(28%), however,were not concerned abiothe issue but felt that the EU could bring added value. A
remarkable 37%38% of Estonians and Bulgarians took no position,tiheir citizenseitherdid not
sayif they were concerned or were not concerned and didayit they supported Elevel actons.

Asylum policy T combined views of citizens (concern & support of EU -level action)
mConcerned / EU has added value m Concerned / EU has no added value
Not concerned / EU has added value ® Not concerned / EU has no added value
Concerned / don't know if EU has added value Other

10 9 10 8 10 14 11

i i 18 20
[
1

Q1. Please tell me for each of the following areas if you feel concerned about it or not.
Q2. Please tell for each of the following areas if you see an added value of action being taken at EU level compared to the n ati onal level alone?
Base all respondents
% by country

The fight against organised crime and terrorignThe fight against drugs abuseSupport for
fundamental rights

The results in these three policy areas were extremely consistent. The proportions of EU citizens
showing concern and willing to back EMvel actionsn all three areas ranged from 536061%. In

all threeareas of policySpain and Portugal topped the rankifgih seven out of 10 citizens or more

being both concerned and supportive of-EE\kl actions)while the Czech Republic always had the

lowest numbers of concerned citizens who backed EU actions (between a quarter and Ehthird).

di fferences in Member StatesodO views-48%hi ghest and

Fight against organised crime 71 concern & supportof EU -level action

mConcerned / EU has added value m Concerned / EU has no added value
Not concerned / EU has added value ® Not concerned / EU has no added value
Concerned / don't know if EU has added value Other
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Q1. Please tell me for each of the following areas if you feel concerned about it or not.
Q2. Please tell for each of the following areas if you see an added value of action being taken at EU level compared to the n ati onal level alone?
Base all respondents
% by country
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Fight against drugs  abuse i concern & support of EU -level action

mConcerned / EU has added value m Concerned / EU has no added value
Not concerned / EU has added value m Not concerned / EU has no added value
Concerned / don't know if EU has added value Other
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Q1. Please tell me for each of the following areas if you feel concerned about it or not.
Q2. Please tell for each of the following areas if you see an added value of action being taken at EU level compared to the n ati onal level alone?
Base all respondents
% by country

Fundamental rights 7 concern & supportof EU-level action

mConcerned / EU has added value m Concerned / EU has no added value
Not concerned / EU has added value ® Not concerned / EU has no added value
Concerned / don't know if EU has added value Other
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Q1. Please tell me for each of the following areas if you feel concerned about it or not.
Q2. Please tell for each of the following areas if you see an added value of action being taken at EU level compared to the n ati onal level alone?
Base all respondents
% by country

Control cexternaloederdt Ekéhange of judicial and police information between Member
States

Over half of French citizens wer esandbeaegchangeefd abou
judicial and police information between Member Statesasd supported Elkvel actions in thee
area (52% and 60%, respectivejyjlust one in fiveor lessCzechcitizenswere seen in that position.

In both of these policy areagine in five EU citizens (20% and 22%, resepectivelyere not
concerned about the policy area lugre supportive of Elevel actionsFor example, fouout of 10
Swedes were not concerned about <control Elbbf the
level actions; almost half of Swedes (48%) and four out of 10 Luxembourgers and Finns were
unconcerned about theahange of judicial and police information between Member Statesvere
supportive of EWevel actions. These findings could be interpdetis many Elditizens giving the

green lightfor continued actioim these areas
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Control of the EUOSsiT mncere &supdortd BU dlevel saction

m Concerned / EU has no added value
® Not concerned / EU has no added value

mConcerned / EU has added value
Not concerned / EU has added value
Concerned / don't know if EU has added value Other
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Q1. Please tell me for each of the following areas if you feel concerned about it or not.
ati onal level alone?

Q2. Please tell for each of the following areas if you see an added value of action being taken at EU level compared to the n
Base all respondents
% by country

Exchange of police and judicial information T concern & supportof EU -level action

m Concerned / EU has no added value

mConcerned / EU has added value
® Not concerned / EU has no added value

Not concerned / EU has added value
Concerned / don't know if EU has added value Other
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Q1. Please tell me for each of the following areas if you feel concerned about it or not.
ati onal level alone?

Q2. Please tell for each of the following areas if you see an added value of action being taken at EU level compared to the n
Base all respondents
% by country

Improving access to justice

Portugal stood out from the pack (70%)that its citizens were both conoed about policies that
improved access to justice and also supportive ofidsidl action in the sector; it was followed by
Ireland (63%) and Spain (61%) where citizens held similar vibwawustiia, however,only one in
five respondentsvere of the samepinions Over a third of Bulgarians and Lithuaniaf8% and
33%, respectivelywere concerned but could not see the benefit oflddl action.A quarter of

French citizens (26%) and Slovenes (25%) also shared these views.
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Improving access to justice

mConcerned / EU has added value
Not concerned / EU has added value
Concerned / don't know if EU has added value
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Q1. Please tell me for each of the following areas if you feel concerned about it or not.

T concern & support of EU

Other
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-level action

m Concerned / EU has no added value

Q2. Please tell for each of the following areas if you see an added value of action being taken at EU level compared to the n

4.2. Overall views across all of the major

policies

m Not concerned / EU has no added value

ati onal level alone?
Base all respondents

% by country

Looking at those citizens who were both concerned about the key policies and saw a role for the EU

level actions, the same two policies garnered the most support from concerned citipeganiajel

crime and terrorismand b)drugs abus€77% and 73% respectiveilysee charts aboyeHowever, the

latter was joined by thpromotion and protectiondf und a me nt al

rights,

also with 73% of citizens who were concerned angbstjve of EU actiori see above chart

Across the eight policy areaSpain and Portugal showed the highest levels of cortzacked by
support for EUJlevel actions: these countries figured in the top three positions (i.e. most concern

backed by Ellevel actions) for six of the eight policy areas. The UK, however, despite showing
generally high levels of concern (see chapter 1) demonstrated less supportléweE&ttions: it
figured in a top three position (citizens being concerned and supportiigvélactions) in just one
policy area, i.e. the fight against organised crime and terrorism .

The eastern European countriesspecially Bulgaria, the Czech Republic and Polatehded to fill
the bottom three positions in the distribusom the abog charts- showing a low level of concern

backed by support for El¢vel actions; the only exception wakown byAustriai which showed

concern but little support for Elével action in the fields ofmproving access to justicend the

support for fundameal rights

Thecontr ol of

and the most supportive Portugal).
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