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Introduction  
 

The survey (Flash Eurobarometer 252: Awareness of key-policies in the area of Freedom, Security and 

Justice) was conducted in order to examine the level of concern that EU citizens felt about key 

policies in the area of Freedom, Security and Justice, the amount of support for EU-level actions in 

those areas and citizensô opinions as to whether the EU should be communicating those policies more 

efficiently.  

 

The policies surveyed were: 

 

 immigration policy,  

 asylum policy,  

 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 EUôs external borders,  

 the promotion and protection of fundamental rights, including childrenôs rights,  

 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 by certain socio-demographic characteristics of respondents: 

 

 sex  

 age (15 or older) 

 subjective urbanisation 

 level of education 

 occupation 

 

The fieldwork was carried out between 5 and 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 fixed telephone, with WebCATI (web-based 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 coverage in 

the Czech Republic, Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, Hungary, Poland and Slovakia, 300 individuals were 

sampled and interviewed face-to-face as well.  

 

To correct for sampling disparities, a post-stratification weighting of the results was implemented, 

based on important socio-demographic variables. More details on survey methodology are included in 

the Annex of this report.  
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Main findings  
 

The present survey looked at eight of the Directorate General for Justice, Freedom and Securityôs 

(JLSô) key policy areas: immigration, asylum, 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 EUôs external borders, the promotion and protection of fundamental rights, including 

childrenôs rights, and the improvement of access to justice.  

 

For each of these policy areas, the survey examined the level of concern felt by EU citizens, the 

amount of support for EU-level actions and the citizensô opinions as to whether the EU should be 

communicating those policies more efficiently.  

 

Levels of concern about DG JLSô key policy areas 

 

 The survey results showed that a majority of respondents felt concerned about each of the 

policy areas. Primarily, the interviewees felt concern about the fights against ï a) organised 

crime and terrorism and b) drugs abuse (both 80%). The promotion and protection of 

fundamental rights, including childrenôs rights was a matter of concern for approximately 

three-quarters of EU citizens (78%). 

 

 Immigration was the policy area showing the most variation in Member Statesô responses: 61 

percentage points between Malta (87%) and Romania and Poland (both 26%); the control of 

the EUôs external borders had the least variation: from 35% in Sweden to 69% in Portugal. 

 

 Looking at the eight policy areas, Spain and Portugal showed the highest 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 UK demonstrated the next highest level of concern, with a 

top three position in four policy areas.  

 

 The eastern European countries were generally at the bottom of the distribution ï showing a 

below EU average level of concern ï but not for all policy areas, e.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 EU-level actions 

 

 For each of the policy areas under review, the majority of citizens felt that EU-level actions 

would have an added value compared to those taken solely at a national level. 

 

 EU citizens felt that EU-level actions would have the most added value in the fight against 

organised crime and terrorism (72%); just 18% considered that EU-level actions would have 

had no extra benefit. The next highest level of support for EU-level actions was seen in the 

fight against drugs abuse and the promotion and protection of fundamental rights, including 

childrenôs rights (both 65%).  

 

 Looking at the country data, the greatest variation was seen in the field of immigration policy 

(a 51 percentage point difference between the most supportive of EU actions ï Portugal ï and 

the least supportive ï Bulgaria) and the smallest variation in the area of fight against drugs 

abuse (a 35 percentage point difference between Luxembourg and Bulgaria).  

 

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

countries being the most supportive of EU-level actions, but no countries really stood out from 

the pack. It could be said, however, that for most policy actions, eastern European countries 
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gave the least support to EU-level actions; this was especially true for Bulgaria and the Czech 

Republic.  

 

 Italy and Malta were often seen wanting in their backing for EU-level actions (i.e. in the 

exchange of police and judicial information, the fights against drugs and crime, and in the 

control of the EUôs external borders), Austria gave little support to EU action on immigration 

policy and the promotion and protection of fundamental rights, while the UK was 

significantly low in supporting EU-level action to control the Unionôs borders. 

 

 

Citizensô levels of concern backed by support for EU-level actions  

 

 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 terrorism and b) drugs abuse (77% and 73% respectively). However, the 

latter was joined by the promotion and protection of fundamental rights, including childrenôs 

rights ï also with 73% of citizens being concerned and supportive of EU action. 

 

 Across the eight policy areas, Spain and Portugal showed the highest levels of concern backed 

by support for EU-level actions: these countries figured in the top three positions (i.e. most 

concern backed by EU-level actions) for six of the eight policy areas. The UK, however, 

despite showing generally high levels of concern demonstrated less support for EU-level 

actions: it figured in a top three position (citizens being concerned and supporting EU-level 

actions) in just one policy area, i.e. the fight against organised crime and terrorism. 

 

 Eastern European countries and especially Bulgaria, the Czech Republic and Poland often (for 

half or more of the policies under review) filled the bottom three positions in this distribution 

(citizens being concerned and supportive of EU actions in key policy areas). One exception 

was Austria ï which showed concern but little support for EU-level action in the fields of 

improving access to justice and the support for fundamental rights. 

 

 There were two areas where EU citizens did not show a particularly high level of concern but 

were nevertheless supportive of EU-level actions ï the exchange of judicial and police 

information between Member States and the control of the EUôs borders. In these two policy 

area, one in five citizens took this position. This could be interpreted as citizens giving the 

green light for continued action in these areas.  

 

 

Citizensô opinions as to whether the EU should be communicating policies more efficiently 

 

 Overall, two-thirds or more of EU citizens felt that the EU should communicate more 

efficiently in all of the eight policy areas: the support ranged from two-thirds (66%) for 

asylum policy to three-quarters (78%) in regard to the fight against organised crime and 

terrorism. 

 

 The fight against crime and terrorism was the policy area showing the least variation in 

Member Statesô responses: 30 percentage points between Portugal (87%) and Slovenia (57%); 

two policies ï the control of the EUôs external borders and asylum policy ï had the most 

variation at 43% (from 37% in Slovenia to 80% in Greece for the former, and from 35% in 

Slovenia to 80% in the UK for the latter). 

 

 France, Ireland, Portugal, Greece and the UK were the countries that tended to be at the top of 

the distribution (top three countries saying EU communication should be more efficient) 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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 Although eastern European countries tended to be at the bottom of the distribution for all of 

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 c oncern about the Directorate -General for Justice, 
Freedom and Security ôs key policies  

1.1. Feeling s about policy areas  

 

The present survey explored the EU citizensô feelings of concern about eight of the DG Directorate-

General for Justice, Freedom and Securityôs (DG-JLSô) key policy areas, namely:  

 

 immigration;  

 asylum;  

 the exchange of police and judicial information between Member States;  

 the fight against organised crime and terrorism;  

 the fight against drugs abuse;  

 control of the EUôs external borders;  

 the promotion and protection of fundamental rights, including childrenôs rights;  

 the improvement of access to justice.  

 

The survey results showed that a majority of respondents felt a concerned about each of the policy 

areas. Primarily, the interviewees showed concern in regard to the fights against ï a) organised crime 

and terrorism and b) drugs abuse (both 80%).  

 

The promotion and protection of fundamental rights, including childrenôs rights was a matter of 

concern for approximately three-quarters of EU citizens (78%), while the improvement of access to 

justice was a concern for two-thirds (68%) of respondents. 

 

Less than two-thirds of EU citizens were troubled by immigration policy (61%), the control of external 

borders of the EU (55%), asylum policy (54%) and the exchange of police and judicial information 

between Member States (52%).  

80

80

78

68

61

55

54

52

17

18

18

26

34

38

38

39

3

2

4

6

5

7

8

9

Fight against organised crime and terrorism

Fight against drugs abuse

Promoting and protecting fundamental rights, 
including childrenôs rights

Improving access to justice

Immigration policy

Control of external borders of the EU 

Asylum policy

Exchange of police and judicial information between 
Member States

Levels of concern about key policy areas

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

%EU27

Yes No DK/NA

 

http://ec.europa.eu/dgs/justice_home/organigramme_en.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/dgs/justice_home/organigramme_en.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/dgs/justice_home/organigramme_en.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/dgs/justice_home/organigramme_en.pdf
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1.2. Country analysis  

1.2.1. Overall results  

Looking at the eight policy areas, Spain and Portugal showed the highest levels of concern: these 

countries figured in the top three positions (i.e. most concern showed) for six and five policy areas, 

respectively. The Member State demonstrating the next highest level of concern was the UK, with a 

top three position in four policy areas.  

 

The eastern European countries were generally at the bottom of the distribution - showing a below EU 

average level of concern - but this was not the case for all policy areas, e.g. Germany and Austria were 

the least concerned about policies linked to an improvement in access to justice and the Swedes were 

the least apprehensive about the exchange of police and judicial information between Member States. 

 

1.2.2. Immigration policy ï country analysis  

Immigration was the policy area that showed the widest variation in the levels of concern between EU 

Member States: from 26% in Romania and Poland to 87% in Malta (a difference of 61 percentage 

points). Following the Maltese were the Spanish (84%), the Danes (76%), the Italians (76%), 

Portuguese (75%) and the British (75%).  

 

Eastern European countries took the final 10 positions in the distribution, all with levels of concern 

below 50%. One in 10 of the Czechs and Estonians (both 11%), and one in six Bulgarians (15%), 

however, did not answer the question.    

87 84
76 76 75 75 72 70 69 68 66 66 65 63 61 55 53 50 48 44 44 43 42 38 35 29 26 26

8 11 22 17 20 23 24 26 25 30
26 32 33 31 34 40 39 44 47
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5 5 3 7 5 2 4 4 6 2 8 3 2 6 5 5 8 6 5 11 8 3
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Q1. Please tell me for each of the following areas if you feel concerned about it or not.
Base:  all respondents

% by country

Are you concerned about immigration policy ?

Yes No DK/NA

 

1.2.3. Asylum policy ï country analysis  

Seven out of 10 Danish and British citizens (both 72%; 18 percentage points above the EU average) 

were troubled by asylum policy, as were 68% of Cypriots and two-thirds (65%) of citizens from Italy, 

Ireland, Austria and Belgium. The levels of unease were the lowest in Poland and Romania with only 

one in five citizens expressing concern (both 22%; 32 percentage points below the EU average), and in 

Hungary (24%). Again the eastern European 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 Estonians, did not answer the question.  
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Q1. Please tell me for each of the following areas if you feel concerned about it or not.
Base:  all respondents

% by country

Are you concerned about asylum policy ?
Yes No DK/NA

 

1.2.4. Exchange of police and judicial information ï country analysis  

On the whole, between approximately one- and two-thirds of EU citizens had a concern about the 

exchange of police and judicial information between Member States. Swedish citizens proved to be 

the least concerned about this policy area (31%), while low levels of concern were also observed in 

Estonia (33%) and Slovakia (34%). Mostly eastern European countries were below the EU average.  

 

On the other hand, the Irish and the French showed the highest levels of unease (both 69%; 17 

percentage points above the EU average). High levels of apprehension were also seen in the UK, Spain 

and Portugal (all 64%) and Denmark (61%). 

 

More than one in six Estonians, Bulgarians, Italians and Maltese respondents did not respond.  
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Q1. Please tell me for each of the following areas if you feel concerned about it or not.
Base:  all respondents

% by country

Are you concerned about the exchange of police and judicial information between 
Member States ?

Yes No DK/NA

 

1.2.5. The fight against organised crime and terrorism ï country analysis  

This was one of the two issues, along with the fight against drug abuse where EU citizens had a more 

definite opinion, with only one in 40 respondents saying they ñdid not knowò how to respond. In each 

EU country, the majority of citizens (ranging from 57% in Poland to 96% in Portugal) showed a high 

level of concern about the fight against organised crime and terrorism. Following the Portuguese in 

terms of the level of concern were the Spanish (94%) and the British (91%).  

 



Flash EB No 252 ï Awareness of JLS policies  Analytical report  

 

 page 12 

Along with the Polish citizens, it was the Czechs (58%), Slovaks and Hungarians (both 64%) who had 

the lowest proportions of people who felt uneasy about the fight against organised crime and terrorism. 

In fact, eastern European countries filled the last five places in the distribution. 

96 94 91 88 88 87 87 86 84 84 83 80 80 80 79 78 78 77 77 76 71 69
67 66 64 64 58 57
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Q1. Please tell me for each of the following areas if you feel concerned about it or not.
Base:  all respondents

% by country

Are you concerned about the fight against organised crime and terrorism ?
Yes No DK/NA

 

1.2.6. Fight against drugs abuse ï country analysis  

Concern about the fight against drug abuse was highest in the southern European countries ï Cyprus, 

Portugal, Malta, Greece and Spain (from 91% to 95%). In the majority of EU countries, at least eight 

out of 10 citizens said they were concerned about this policy area (17 of the 27 Member States).  

 

As with the fight against organised crime and terrorism, more than half of the citizens in each country 

said this policy area was a matter of unease: ranging from 58% in the Czech Republic to 95% in 

Cyprus. As well as the Czech Republic, the lowest levels of concern were seen in Slovakia (60%) and 

Poland (61%). 
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Q1. Please tell me for each of the following areas if you feel concerned about it or not.
Base:  all respondents

% by country

Are you concerned about the fight against drugs abuse ?

Yes No DK/NA

 

1.2.7. Control of external borders of the EU ï country analysis  

Southern countries again showed the most concern: two-thirds of the Portuguese citizens (69%; 14 

percentage points above the EU average), Greece (67%) and Spain (66%) were apprehensive about the 

control of the EUôs external borders. Eastern European countries were below the EU average; Sweden 

showed the higest level of concern about the control of the EUôs external borders (35%; 20 percentage 

points below the EU average); Sweden was followed 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 19%, respectively. 

 

With 35% of Swedish citizens and 69% of Portuguese respondents showing concern, this policy area 

showed the least variation in the Member Statesô opinions.   
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Q1. Please tell me for each of the following areas if you feel concerned about it or not.
Base:  all respondents

% by country

Are you concerned about the control of the EUôs external borders?
Yes No DK/NA

 

1.2.8. Promoting and protecting fundamental ri ghts, including childrenôs rights ï 

country analysis  

There was no significant geographical dispersion in the results concerning the promotion and 

protection of fundamental rights, including childrenôs rights. The Spanish (95%), French (94%) and 

the Portuguese (93%) citizens were the ones showing the most trepidation about the issue. The 

respondents with the least concern on this issue were those from the Czech Republic (54%; 24 

percentage points below the EU average). Similar views were seen in Austria (58%) and Poland 

(59%).  
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Q1. Please tell me for each of the following areas if you feel concerned about it or not.
Base:  all respondents

% by country

Are you concerned about the promotion and protection of fundamental rights, 
including childrenôs rights?

Yes No DK/NA

 

1.2.9. Improving access to justice ï country analysis  

After immigration, improving access to justice was the policy area with the greatest variation of 

opinions in the EU Member States: from 38% in Austria to 94% in Portugal. The Portuguese were 

followed by the Spanish (88%), and the citizens of Greece, France, the UK and Ireland - all with 82% 

saying that this area was a matter of concern. 
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As well as Austria, the lowest proportions of people who were worried about this issue were seen in 

Germany (40%) and Finland (41%). In Bulgaria, the Czech Republic, Germany, Austria and the 

Netherlands and Estonia, one in 10 or more did not answer the question. 
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Q1. Please tell me for each of the following areas if you feel concerned about it or not.
Base:  all respondents

% by country

Are you concerned about improving access to justice ?

Yes No DK/NA

 

1.3. Socio -demographic analysis  

 

The socio-demographic 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 did not show 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 about the exchange of police and judicial 

information between Member States (54% vs. 51% of women) and the control of the EUôs external 

borders (57% vs. 54%) ï 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 about immigration policy (62% vs. 60%), the fight against organised 

crime and terrorism (82% vs. 78%), the fight against drugs abuse (82% vs. 78%), and by the 

promotion and protection of fundamental rights including childrenôs rights (80% vs. 76%).  

 

Although the other areas ï asylum policy and improving access to justice ï showed 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 women for asylum policy), while women 

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

 

Age 

 

The analysis by respondentôs age showed a direct relationship between age and the level of concern 

about the various policy areas: the older the respondent, the more likely he or she was to be concerned 

about a specific issue. For example, 86% of the over 54 year-olds were concerned about the fight 

against drug abuse, whereas only 71% of the 15-24 year-olds felt that way. There was one exception: 

not much difference was observed in the level of concern about the promotion and the protection of 

fundamental rights, including childrenôs rights (77%-80% of all age groups).  

 

 

 



Analytical report  Flash EB No 252 ï Awareness of JLS policies 

  

  page 15 

Education 

 

In all of the researched areas, the least-educated respondents were the most concerned about the 

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 the EUôs external borders compared to 55% of the most highly-educated 

respondents. There was one exception, however, as it was the most highly-educated who showed 

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

(55% vs. 53% of those with the lowest 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 concern about the promotion and protection of fundamental rights, including childrenôs rights, 

the improvement of access to justice and the exchange of police and judicial information between 

Member States and asylum policy. For example, 51% of those in rural areas were concerned about 

asylum policy compared to 57% of metropolitan citizens and 55% 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, 47% were concerned about asylum policy compared to 55%-57% of 

all other occupational categories. There were three exceptions, however: for the promotion and 

protection of fundamental rights, including childrenôs rights, the improvement of access to justice and 

the exchange of police and judicial information between Member States, the least 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 self-employed). Nevertheless, this group of respondents was also the most 

prone not to answer any of the questions posed. 

 

For more details, see annex tables 1b through 8b. 
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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 included the fight against organised crime and 

terrorism, and the immigration and asylum policies), the majority of citizens felt that EU-level actions 

would have an added value compared to those taken at a national level. 

 

EU citizens saw the most added value for EU-level actions in the fight against organised crime and 

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

The next highest levels of support for EU-level actions were seen in two areas: the fight against drugs 

abuse and the promotion and protection of fundamental rights, including childrenôs rights (both 65%).  

 

Over six out of 10 EU citizens also supported actions at the EU-level in regard to the exchange of 

police and judicial information between Member States (64%), or the control of the EUôs external 

borders (61%). Fifty-five percent of respondents considered that immigration policy would benefit 

from actions taken at the EU-level, while a similar number (54%) thought the same about improving 

access to justice. Asylum policy was the area that received the lowest level of support for EU-level 

actions (52%). 

 

One-third of the EU citizens (32%-33%) did not see any benefit from EU actions in the areas of 

immigration, improving access to justice and 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 being taken at the EU-level compared to the 

national level alone.  

72

65
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64
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55
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52

18

25

24
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33
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11
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13
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16

Fight against organised crime and 
terrorism

Fight against drugs abuse

Promoting and protecting fundamental 
rights, including childrenôs rights

Exchange of police and judicial 
information between Member States

Control of external borders of the EU 

Immigration policy

Improving access to justice

Asylum policy

Yes, I see an added value for action being taken at EU level

No, I do not see an added value for action being taken at EU level

DK/NA

Opinions about the EUôs added value over national 
actions in key policy areas

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 actions ï 

Portugal ï and the least supportive ï Bulgaria) and the smallest variations in the area of fight against 

drugs abuse (a 35 percentage point difference between Luxembourg and Bulgaria).  

 

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

the most supportive of EU-level actions, but no countries really stood out from the pack. It could be 

said, however, that for all of the policies, with the exception of improving access to justice, the eastern 

European countries gave the least support to EU-level actions. Within the eastern European Member 

States, the lowest ratios of citizens supporting actions being taken at the EU-level were generally 

recorded in Bulgaria and the Czech Republic.  

 

However, Italy and Malta were sometimes seen wanting in their backing for EU-level actions (i.e. in 

the exchange of police and judicial information between Member States, the fights against drug abuse 

and organised crime / terrorism, and in the control of the EUôs external borders ï always less than 

two-thirds of citizens in support), Austria gave a low level of support in the fields of immigration and 

the support for fundamental rights, including childrenôs rights (47% and 52%, respectively), while the 

UK gave a low level of support for EU-levels actions in controlling its external borders. Over a third 

of British citizens saw no value in such EU-level actions. 

 

2.2.2. Immigration policy  ï country analysis  

As mentioned, there were considerable differences in the proportion of citizens who saw an added 

value in actions being taken at EU-level in the area of immigration policy.  

 

Portugal had the highest ratio of people perceiving more benefits of action being taken at the EU-level 

compared to the national level alone (73%; 18 percentage points above the EU average). 

Approximately two-thirds of citizens from Belgium and France (both 68%), Ireland (66%) and 

Luxembourg (65%) had a similar perception. At the other end of the distribution, only one in five 

Bulgarians (22%; 33 percentage points below EU average) saw an added value for EU-level actions in 

the area of immigration policy. Lower ratios of people with such a perception were recorded in the 

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 benefit of EU-level 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 one-third of Bulgarians and Estonians, together with a quarter of 

Romanians and Slovaks, did not answer the question. 
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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

Does the EU have an added value over national actions in the area of immigration policy?

 

2.2.3. Asylum policy - country analysis  

In the area of asylum policy, two-thirds (67%) of Belgian and Portuguese citizens (15 percentage 

points above the EU average) saw an added value in actions being taken at the EU-level compared to 

the national level alone. Six out of 10 citizens from the Netherlands (65%), Luxembourg and Finland 

(both 64%), Ireland (62%) and Denmark (60%) had 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 average) and Slovenia (29%).  

 

The bottom 10 positions in the distribution were filled by eastern European Member States, with Malta 

(47%) also having less than half of its citizens seeing the benefit of EU-level action on asylum. 

Looking at those Member State that actually opposed EU-level actions (i.e. saw no value), the leading 

nations were Slovenia (55%), the Czech Republic and Bulgaria (both 45%), and Lithuania (44%). 

Approximately one-third of Bulgarians, Romanians and Estonians, together with a quarter of Slovaks, 

Latvians, Italians and Czechs, did not answer the question. 
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Base:  all respondents

% by country

Does the EU have an added value over national actions in the area of asylum policy?

 

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

analysis  

Three-quarters or more of citizens from France (79%; 15 percentage points above the EU average), 

Luxembourg (78%), Sweden and Finland (both 76%) and the Netherlands (75%) thought there was an 
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added value in actions being taken at the EU-level in regard to the  exchange of police and judicial 

information between Member States. Bulgarian support was low, 27 percentage points below the EU 

average, with 37% of its citizens seeing the benefit of actions being taken at the EU-level. Similar 

views were seen in the Czech Republic (40%) and Lithuania (43%). 

 

The bottom six positions in this distribution were filled by eastern European Member States, with 

Malta (52%) and Italy (53%) only having slightly more than half of their citizens seeing the benefit of 

EU-level action on asylum. Those countries primarily seeing no value for EU-level actions were 

Lithuania and the Czech Republic (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. 
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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

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

 

2.2.5. Fight against organised crime and terrorism - country analysis  

In all countries, at least four out of 10 EU citizens considered that in the fight against organised crime 

and terrorism there was an added value in EU-level actions. Swedish citizens were the most likely to 

believe in this premise (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%) and the Lithuanians 

(49%) gave the lowest levels of support in this policy sector. 

 

The bottom of the distribution ï with a lower number of respondents seeing a benefit in EU-level 

actions in the fight against crime and terrorism ï was mostly populated by eastern European Member 

States, together with Malta (62%) and Italy (49%). Bulgaria, Lithuania and Slovenia (39%, 37% and 

36%, respectively) were the Member States most actively saying that EU-level actions were not 

appropriate. Approximately a fifth of Romanians, Estonians, Latvians, Czechs and Slovaks did not 

answer the question. 
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2.2.6. Fight against drugs abuse - country analysis  

As mentioned, when it came to the fight against drugs abuse, the differences between countries still 

existed, but they were smaller. The citizens who believed the most that the fight against drugs abuse 

would benefit from actions taken at the EU-level compared to those at a nation level were found in 

Luxembourg and Portugal (both 76%; 11 percentage points above the EU average). They were 

followed by the citizens from Spain (74%), Sweden and Belgium (73%).  

 

The Bulgarians gave the least support to EU-level actions in the area of fighting against drugs abuse 

(41%; 26 percentage points below the EU average). Four 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%). The eastern European countries - Bulgaria, Lithuania and Slovenia (40%, 40% and 45%, 

respectively) ï were the countries the least likely to support EU-level actions. Approximately a fifth of 

Romanians, Estonians, Latvians, Czechs, Slovaks and Italians did not answer the question. 
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2.2.7. Control of the EUôs external borders - country analysis  

In the case of the control of the EUôs external borders, 13 percentage points above the EU average, we 

found France and Portugal with the highest ratio of citizens who saw advantages in EU-level 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 average, with just 35% of its 

citizens seeing the benefit of actions being taken at the EU-level. Low levels of support were seen as 

well in the Czech Republic (42%), Romania and Lithuania (both 45%). The bottom of the distribution 

was again mostly populated by eastern European 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. In 

fact, it was one of two countries most likely to see no role for the EU in this policy area, along with the 

Czech Republic (both 37%). They were followed by Lithuania (36%) and Bulgaria (35%). A quarter 

or more Romanians, Estonians and Bulgarians did not answer the question. 
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Base:  all respondents

% by country

Does the EU have an added value over national actions in the area of the control of the EUôs 
external borders?

 

2.2.8. Promoting and protecti ng fundamental rights, including childrenôs rights - 

country analysis  

 

The promotion and protection of fundamental rights, including childrenôs rights, would benefit from  

EU-level actions compared to those taken at the national level alone according to the view of 

approximately three-quarters 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 Republic (38%; 27 

percentage points below the EU average), Bulgaria (39%) and Lithuania (41%).  

 

The bottom 10 positions in the distribution were again filled by eastern European Member States, 

together with Austria (52%) ï these countries had fewer numbers of citizens seeing the benefit of EU-

level action on fundamental rights, including childrenôs rights. Lithuania (42%), Bulgaria (39%) and 

Slovenia (37%) had the highest numbers of citizens seeing no role for the EU in the area of the 

protection of fundamental rights. 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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2.2.9. Improving access to justice - country analysis  

The highest ratio of citizens believing in the benefit of action taken at the EU-level compared to the 

national level alone when it came to improving access to justice was recorded in Ireland (75%; 21 

percentage points above the EU average), followed by Portugal (72%).  

 

The bottom of the distribution was again mainly populated by eastern European Member States, 

together with Austria (37%), Finland (44%) and Germany (45%). Over half of Slovenes (54%) saw no 

role for the EU in this area, followed by almost half (47%) of the Bulgarians (47%). Three out of 10 

Estonians, together with a quarter of Latvians and Romanians did not answer the question. 
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2.3. Socio -demographic analysis  

 

Looking at the socio-demographic segments, the results showed that respondents aged 40-54, the well-

educated, those living in metropolitan areas and employees were the ones who were the most 

supportive of EU-level action in all of the policy areas.    

 

The most significant pattern ï that occurred in some groups ï was the repeatedly 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 years-of-age), and the people not working.  

 

Gender  

 

A first glance at the tables showed that men were more liable to support EU-level actions for all policy 

areas (e.g. 58% vs. 53% of women for immigration policy). However, this was partly because 

approximately one in six women did not answer the question posed. Men saw less added value in EU-

level actions in all areas (except in the fight against organised crime and terrorism and the exchange 

of police and judicial information, where the feeling of both women and men equal).   

 

Age  

 

Respondents aged 40-54 tended to give the most support for EU-level 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 ones most frequently not answering this question. For example, 

while 68% of 40-54 year-olds supported EU-level actions in the area of the exchange of police and 

judicial information and 20% did not see any added value, the corresponding percentages for the 15-

24 year-olds were 60% vs. 29%. There was one exception: in the case of the promotion and protection 

of fundamental rights, benefits for actions taken at EU-level were more frequently indicated by the 

youngest generation (aged 15-24).  

 

 

 

Education 

 

People with the highest levels of education were more likely than those with lower levels of 

educational attainment to consider that there was a benefit for EU-level actions compared to those at 

the national level alone in most of the areas (the only exception was that of the protection of 

fundamental rights ï 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 of those respondents in regard to asylum policy and the exchange 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 EU-level actions would be beneficial (e.g. 64% vs. 60% for action in the area of control of the 

EUôs external borders); the exception being fundamental rights where urban and metropolitan citizens 

were equally supportive (66% vs. 63% of rural residents). However, it should, 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 self-employed, were the most supportive of EU-level actions in all 

policy areas. For example, 66% of the employees and 63% of the self-employed gave their support to 

EU-level actions in the area of the control of the EUôs external borders. The manual workers, on the 

other hand, saw less added value in EU-level actions in all areas, non-working respondents tended to 

more often give a ñdonôt knowò 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, two-thirds 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 from two-thirds (66%) for the asylum policy  

to three-quarters (78%) in regard to the fight against organised crime and terrorism. The second and 

third most frequently mentioned topics in which the EU should better disseminate its policy/actions 

were the fight against drugs abuse (76%) and the promotion and protection of fundamental rights, 

including childrenôs rights (75%).  

 

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 to justice. The least support for more efficient EU communication was seen in the 

case of the control of external borders of the EU (67%) and the aforementioned asylum policy (66%). 
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Base:  all respondents
%EU27

Mentioned Did not mention DK/NA

 

3.2.  Country analysis  

3.2.1. Overall results  

Responses on this question showed less variation between Member States compared to the other two 

questions: they ranged from 30 percentage points in regard to the fight against crime and terrorism to 

43 percentage points in the areas of asylum policy and the control of the EUôs external borders. 

France, Ireland, Portugal, Greece and the UK were 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 

proportion 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 Austria gave relatively little support to the idea of the EU 

having to communicate its policies more efficiently. 
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3.2.2. Immigration policy ï country analysis  

Of all 27 Member States, only Slovenia (41%) had significantly less than half of its citizens saying 

that the EU should improve its communication on immigration policy. Half of the Slovenes did 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 percentage points above 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 Europe (with from 41% to 54% 

support). However, in addition to Slovenia, it was Hungary that had the most citizens who saw no 

need for improved communication (41%). A quarter of Bulgarians, Estonians and Slovaks did not 

answer the question. 
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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

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

Mentioned Did not mention DK/NA

 

3.2.3. Asylum policy ï country analysis  

Along with control of the EUôs borders, asylum policy was 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 of citizens 

supporting more efficient communication in the area of asylum policy.  

 

The ones who seemed least likely to think that the EU should communicate more efficiently in the 

field of asylum policy were the Slovenes (35%; 31 percentage points below the EU average). 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 distribution. Over half of the Slovenes (55%), and one in 

four Hungarians and Lithuanians saw no need for improved communications (55%, 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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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

Should the EU communicate more efficiently in the area of asylum policy?

Mentioned Did not mention DK/NA

 

3.2.4. Exchange of police and judicial information between Member States ï 

country analysis  

Of all 27 Member States, only Slovenia and the Czech Republic (43% and 47%, respectively) had less 

than half of its citizens saying that the EU should improve its communication on the exchange of 

police and judicial information between Member States immigration policy.  

 

As with immigration policy, the citizens of France, Ireland, Portugal and the UK (78% - 80%) were 

the ones most likely to think that communication should be improved. The Slovenes, Hungarians and 

Lithuanians were once more the least likely to mention the need for improved EU communication 

(48%, 34% and 32%, respectively).  Once more, approximately a quarter of the Bulgarians, Estonians 

and Slovaks did not answer the question. 
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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

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

Mentioned Did not mention DK/NA

 

3.2.5. Fight against organised crime and terrorism ï 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 Portugal. In all countries, more than half of the EU citizens 

considered that policy and actions related to the fight against organised crime and terrorism should be 

more efficiently communicated.  
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Higher proportions of citizens not completely satisfied with EUôs communication in the area of the 

fight against organised crime and terrorism were seen in Portugal (87%), the UK (86%), and 

Luxembourg, Ireland and Greece (all 85%). On the other hand, less than two-thirds of citizens from 

Slovenia (57%), Malta (60%), the Netherlands (61%), Slovakia (61%) and the Czech Republic (64%) 

gave their support. Slovenia, Hungary and Lithuania again had the most citizens who saw no need for 

improved communication (37%, 23% and 25%, respectively).  One in five Slovaks and Bulgarians did 

not answer the question. 
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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

Should the EU communicate more efficiently in the area of the fight against organised
crime and terrorism?

Mentioned Did not mention DK/NA

 

3.2.6. Fight against drugs abuse ï country analysis  

In all countries, more than half of the EU citizens considered that policy and actions related to the 

fight against drug abuse should be more efficiently communicated.  

 

The highest proportions of citizens not completely satisfied with EUôs communication in the area of 

the fight against drug abuse were seen in Greece, Ireland and Portugal, with 88%, 86% and 85%, 

respectively, of respondents seeing the need. On the other hand, less than two-thirds of citizens from 

Slovenia, the Netherlands, the Czech Republic, Slovakia, Malta and Lithuania (56% - 65%) had the 

lowest proportions of respondents who supported this requirement. As with several other policy areas, 

it was Slovenia, Hungary and Lithuania that had the most citizens who saw no need for improved 

communication (48%, 34% and 32%, respectively).  Approximately a quarter of Bulgarians, Estonians 

and Slovaks could did not answer the question. 
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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

Should the EU communicate more efficiently in the fight against drugs abuse?
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3.2.7. Control of the EUôs external borders ï 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 Greece. Across 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 borders of 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 (76%). Slovenia, 

Hungary and Lithuania once more could see the least need for improved communication (55%, 38% 

and 32%, respectively). Approximately a quarter of Bulgarians, Estonians and Slovaks did not answer 

the question. 
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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

Should the EU communicate more efficiently in the control of the EUôs external borders?

Mentioned Did not mention DK/NA

 

3.2.8. Promoting and protecting f undamental rights, including childrenôs rights ï 

country analysis  

In all countries, more than half of the EU citizens considered that policy and actions related to the 

promotion and protection of fundamental rights, including childrenôs rights would need a more 

efficient communication.  
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The highest proportions of citizens not completely satisfied with EUôs communication in this area 

were seen in Greece, France and Ireland, with 88%, 86% and 86%, respectively, of respondents not 

seeing the need. On the other hand, less than six in 10 citizens from Slovenia, the Netherlands, the 

Czech Republic and Malta (51% - 59%) had the lowest proportions of respondents who supported this 

requirement.  

 

This policy area stood out from many others in  that in addition to Slovenia (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 Slovaks did not 

answer the question. 
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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

Should the EU communicate more efficiently in the promotion and protection of 
fundamental rights, including childrenôs rights?
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3.2.9. Improving access to justice ï country analysis  

The most dissatisfied with the way the EU communicates its policy and actions taken in this field were 

the Greeks, Portuguese, Irish, French and British citizens; between 80% and 82% of them indicated 

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%), the Netherlands (48%) and the Czech 

Republic (49%). 

 

Over half of the Slovenes did not mention the need for the EU to improve communications (52%), 

followed by the citizens of the Czech Republic, Netherlands, Malta, Austria, Germany and Finland 

(29% - 33%). One in five or more Bulgarians, Slovaks, Latvians and Austrians did not answer the 

question. 
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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

Should the EU communicate more efficiently in improving access to justice?

Mentioned Did not mention DK/NA

 

3.3. Socio -demographic analysis  

 

Gender 

 

As mentioned, for each key policy area, between 12% and 16% of women did not answer if the EU 

should communicate more efficiently. Taking into account the different levels of non-response, men 

appeared to be more supportive of the EU being more efficient in their communication campaigns in 

the areas of the exchange of police and judicial information, the control of the EUôs external borders 

and asylum policy. For example, seven out of 10 men, compared to 65% of women, said that the EU 

should make known its policy and actions on the control of external borders of the EU in a more 

efficient manner. However, they appeared to show slightly less support in the other policy areas.  

 

Age 

 

Analysing the age segments, citizens aged 40-54 years-of-age appeared to be the most likely to 

support a more efficient dissemination of information in each of the researched policy areas, while 

those aged 15-24 were the least likely to do so. For example, 71% of the 40-54 year-olds stated that 

the EU should make known its policy and actions about improving access to justice in a more efficient 

way, compared to 65% of the 15-24 year-olds. For each key policy area, between 13% and 18% of the 

over 54 year-olds 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 educational category did 

not answer if the EU should communicate more efficiently. The more educated a person was, the more 

likely he/she was to take a stand on these issues in one or the other direction (higher percentages not 

only ñmentionedò the issue but also ñdid not mentionò).  

 

Taking into account the different levels of non-response, the higher-educated respondents appeared to 

be more likely to think that there was no need for the EU to be more efficient in its communication 

campaigns in the areas of the fight against drug abuse, improving access to justice and the control of 

the EUôs external borders. It was, however, those still in the educational system that showed the 

lowest level of support (e.g. only 72% supported more efficient communication about the fight against 

drugs abuse compared to 77% in all other groups). 
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Residential area 

 

Slightly fewer citizens from the rural zones than from the metropolitan ones considered that there was 

room for a better communication on the EUôs side in the areas of immigration policy (68% vs. 72%) 

and asylum policy (64% vs. 69%). The opposite was, however, observed for communication in the 

area of the fight against drugs abuse ï 78% of rural residents said there was need for a more efficient 

communication compared to 75% of metropolitan residents. For all policy areas, the views of the 

urban respondents were positioned between the rural and metropolitan citizens. 

 

Occupation 

 

The lowest level of support for more efficient communication in the EUôs key policy areas was always 

seen in the non-working citizens ï however, it should be noted that this group of respondents was also 

most likely to provide a ñdonôt knowò response.  

 

Depending on the topic, the most support came from either the employees (promoting and protecting 

fundamental rights), or both the self-employed and the employees (immigration policy and asylum 

policy). On the topics of the fight against drugs abuse, control of external borders of the EU and 

improving access to justice the manual workers were the ones, compared to all other occupational 

segments, to say that there was a 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 DG-JLS, such as immigration and the control of the EUôs external borders, and the extent 

to which those citizens supported EU-level action in those policy areas.  

 

This next section brings together those opinions in order to see to what extent EU citizens were both 

concerned about the major policies and saw the need for EU-level actions in those areas. Note: 

Throughout the charts in this section, the views of citizens have been combined so that the proportions 

of those citizens both being concerned about individual policies and supportive of EU-level actions, 

for example, can be seen.  

4. 1. Views on individual policies  

 

The categories in all of the charts are as follows: 

 

 citizens concerned about policies and supportive of EU-level actions 

 citizens concerned about policies and not supportive of EU-level actions 

 citizens not concerned about policies and supportive of EU-level actions 

 citizens not concerned about policies and not supportive of EU-level actions 

 citizens concerned about policies but giving no opinion about EU-level actions 

 citizens either not saying if they were concerned, or were not concerned and having no opinion 

about EU-level actions. 

 

Immigration Policy  

 

Portugal and Spain were the countries with the most citizens being concerned about the issue and also 

supporting EU-level actions (59% and 56%, respectively). Only one in six Bulgarians, Poles and 

Slovaks took that position. While almost three out of 10 citizens from the two latter countries were not 

personally concerned about immigration policy, they did feel, however, that the EU could bring added 

value (28% and 30%, respectively). 
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Asylum Policy  

 

Half of Belgian citizens were concerned about asylum policy and also supported EU-level actions in 

the area. Only one in 10 Bulgarians and Poles agreed with that position. Almost one in three Slovaks 

(28%), however, were not concerned about the issue but felt that the EU could bring added value. A 

remarkable 37%-38% of Estonians and Bulgarians took no position, i.e. their citizens either did not 

say if they were concerned or were not concerned and did not say if they supported EU-level actions.  
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The results in these three policy areas were extremely consistent. The proportions of EU citizens 

showing concern and willing to back EU-level actions in all three areas ranged from 55% to 61%. In 

all three areas of policy, Spain and Portugal topped the rankings (with seven out of 10 citizens or more 

being both concerned and supportive of EU-level actions), while the Czech Republic always had the 

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

differences in Member Statesó views (highest and lowest) was always in the range 44%-48%. 
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Control of the EUôs external borders / Exchange of judicial and police information between Member 

States 

 

Over half of French citizens were concerned about the control of the EUôs borders and the exchange of 

judicial and police information between Member States and also supported EU-level actions in these 

areas (52% and 60%, respectively); just one in five or less Czech citizens were seen in that position.  

 

In both of these policy areas, one in five EU citizens (20% and 22%, resepectively) were not 

concerned about the policy area but were supportive of EU-level actions. For example, four out of 10 

Swedes were not concerned about control of the EUôs external borders but were supportive of EU-

level actions; almost half of Swedes (48%) and four out of 10 Luxembourgers and Finns were 

unconcerned about the exchange of judicial and police information between Member States but were 

supportive of EU-level actions. These findings could be interpreted as many EU citizens giving the 

green light for continued action in these areas.  
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Improving access to justice 

 

Portugal stood out from the pack (70%) in that its citizens were both concerned about policies that 

improved access to justice and also supportive of EU-level action in the sector; it was followed by 

Ireland (63%) and Spain (61%) where citizens held similar views. In Austria, however, only one in 

five respondents were of the same opinions. Over a third of Bulgarians and Lithuanians (36% and 

33%, respectively) were concerned but could not see the benefit of EU-level action. A quarter of 

French citizens (26%) and Slovenes (25%) also shared these views.  
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4. 2. Overall views across all of the major policies  

 

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 citizens: a) organised 

crime and terrorism and b) drugs abuse (77% and 73% respectively ï see charts above). However, the 

latter was joined by the promotion and protection of fundamental rights, including childrenôs rights ï 

also with 73% of citizens who were concerned and supportive of EU action ï see above chart. 

 

Across the eight policy areas, Spain and Portugal showed the highest levels of concern backed by 

support for EU-level actions: these countries figured in the top three positions (i.e. most concern 

backed by EU-level actions) for six of the eight policy areas. The UK, however, despite showing 

generally high levels of concern (see chapter 1)  demonstrated less support for EU-level actions: it 

figured in a top three position (citizens being concerned and supporting EU-level actions) in just one 

policy area, i.e. the fight against organised crime and terrorism . 

 

The eastern European countries ï especially Bulgaria, the Czech Republic and Poland ï tended to fill  

the bottom three positions in the distributions in the above charts - showing a low level of concern 

backed by support for EU-level actions; the only exception was shown by Austria ï which showed 

concern but little support for EU-level action in the fields of improving access to justice and the 

support for fundamental rights. 

 

The control of the EUôs borders was the policy that showed the least variation in terms of citizens who 

were both concerned and supportive of EU-level actions (a 35 percentage point difference between the 

Czech Republic and Portugal); the most variation in citizensô views about policy areas related to 

improving access to justice (a 50 percentage point difference between the least supportive ï Austria ï 

and the most supportive Portugal). 



 

  

   

 

 
 
 
 
 

Flash EB Series #252  
 
 
 

Awareness of  key-polici es  

in the area of Freedom,  

Security and Justice 
 
 
 
 

Annex  
tables and 

survey  
details  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

THE GALLUP ORGANIZATION  
 

 

 

 

 



Flash EB No 252 ï Awareness of JLS policies  Annex 

 

  

page 38 

I. Annex tables  
 

 

Table 1a. Are you concerned about immigration policy? ï by country ................................................ 40 

Table 1b. Are you concerned about immigration policy? ï by segment ............................................... 41 

Table 2a. Are you concerned about asylum policy? ï by country ......................................................... 42 

Table 2b. Are you concerned about asylum policy? ï by segment ........................................................ 43 

Table 3a. Are you concerned about the exchange of police and judicial information 

between Member States? ï by country ............................................................................................. 44 

Table 3b. Are you concerned about the exchange of police and judicial information 
between Member States? ï by segment ............................................................................................ 45 

Table 4a. Are you concerned about the fight against organised crime and terrorism? ï by 
country.............................................................................................................................................. 46 

Table 4b. Are you concerned about the fight against organised crime and terrorism? ï by 

segment ............................................................................................................................................. 47 

Table 5a. Are you concerned about the fight against drugs abuse? ï by country.................................. 48 

Table 5b. Are you concerned about the fight against drugs abuse? ï by segment ................................ 49 

Table 6a. Are you concerned about the control of the EUôs external borders? ï by country ................ 50 

Table 6b. Are you concerned about the control of the EUôs external borders? ï by 

segment ............................................................................................................................................. 51 

Table 7a. Are you concerned about the promotion and protection of fundamental rights, 
including childrenôs rights? ï by country ......................................................................................... 52 

Table 7b. Are you concerned about the promotion and protection of fundamental rights, 
including childrenôs rights? ï by segment ........................................................................................ 53 

Table 8a. Are you concerned about improving access to justice? ï by country .................................... 54 

Table 8b. Are you concerned about improving access to justice? ï by segment ................................... 55 

Table 9a. Does the EU have an added value over national actions in the area of 
immigration policy? ï by country .................................................................................................... 56 

Table 9b. Does the EU have an added value over national actions in the area of 

immigration policy? ï by segment ................................................................................................... 57 

Table 10a. Does the EU have an added value over national actions in the area of asylum 
policy? ï by country ......................................................................................................................... 58 

Table 10b. Does the EU have an added value over national actions in the area of asylum 
policy? ï by segment ........................................................................................................................ 59 

Table 11a. Does the EU have an added value over national actions in the area of the 

exchange of police and judicial information between Member States? ï by country ...................... 60 

Table 11b. Does the EU have an added value over national actions in the area of the 
exchange of police and judicial information between Member States? ï by segment ..................... 61 

Table 12a. Does the EU have an added value over national actions in the area of the fight 
against organised crime and terrorism? ï by country ....................................................................... 62 

Table 12b. Does the EU have an added value over national actions in the area of the fight 

against organised crime and terrorism? ï by segment ...................................................................... 63 

Table 13a. Does the EU have an added value over national actions in the area of the fight 

against drugs abuse? ï by country .................................................................................................... 64 

Table 13b. Does the EU have an added value over national actions in the area of the fight 
against drugs abuse? ï by segment ................................................................................................... 65 



Annex Flash EB No 252 ï Awareness of JLS policies 

  

  page 39 

Table 14a. Does the EU have an added value over national actions in the area of the 

control of the EUôs external borders? ï by country .......................................................................... 66 

Table 14b. Does the EU have an added value over national actions in the area of the 

control of the EUôs external borders? ï by segment ......................................................................... 67 

Table 15a. Does the EU have an added value over national actions in the promotion and 
protection of fundamental rights, including childrenôs rights? ï by country ................................... 68 

Table 15b. Does the EU have an added value over national actions in the promotion and 

protection of fundamental rights, including childrenôs rights? ï by segment ................................... 69 

Table 16a. Does the EU have an added value over national actions in the area of 

improving access to justice? ï by country ........................................................................................ 70 

Table 16b. Does the EU have an added value over national actions in the area of 
improving access to justice? ï by segment ....................................................................................... 71 

Table 17a. Should the EU communicate more efficiently in the area of immigration 
policy? ï by country ......................................................................................................................... 72 

Table 17b. Should the EU communicate more efficiently in the area of immigration 

policy? ï by segment ........................................................................................................................ 73 

Table 18a. Should the EU communicate more efficiently in the area of asylum policy? ï 
by country ......................................................................................................................................... 74 

Table 18b. Should the EU communicate more efficiently in the area of asylum policy? ï 
by segment ........................................................................................................................................ 75 

Table 19a. Should the EU communicate more efficiently in the area of the exchange of 

police and judicial information between Member States? ï by country .......................................... 76 

Table 19b. Should the EU communicate more efficiently in the area of the exchange of 
police and judicial information between Member States? ï by segment .......................................... 77 

Table 20a. Should the EU communicate more efficiently in the area of the fight against 
organised crime and terrorism? ï by country ................................................................................... 78 

Table 20b. Should the EU communicate more efficiently in the area of the fight against 

organised crime and terrorism? ï by segment .................................................................................. 79 

Table 21a. Should the EU communicate more efficiently in the fight against drugs abuse? 
ï by country ...................................................................................................................................... 80 

Table 21b. Should the EU communicate more efficiently in the fight against drugs abuse? 
ï by segment ..................................................................................................................................... 81 

Table 22a. Should the EU communicate more efficiently in the control of the EUôs 

external borders? ï by country ......................................................................................................... 82 

Table 22b. Should the EU communicate more efficiently in the control of the EUôs 
external borders? ï by segment ........................................................................................................ 83 

Table 23a. Should the EU communicate more efficiently in the promotion and protection 
of fundamental rights, including childrenôs rights? ï by country ..................................................... 84 

Table 23b. Should the EU communicate more efficiently in the promotion and protection 

of fundamental rights, including childrenôs rights? ï by segment .................................................... 85 

Table 24a. Should the EU communicate more efficiently in improving access to justice? ï 

by country ......................................................................................................................................... 86 

Table 24b. Should the EU communicate more efficiently in improving access to justice? ï 
by segment ........................................................................................................................................ 87 




