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Introduction

Even though Europe is one of the richest regiortenworld, economic and social disparities exist
between the EU’s Member States and regions. Théeoha to reduce these differences has grown
with the entry of 12 new Member States, since 20@vgse GDPs are well below the EU’s average.
The objective to enhance growth and to createijpEsirope’s poorer regions is pursued by means of
the EU’s structural and cohesion funds, whose nagrammes began in 2007 and will end in 2013.

This summary gives an overview of the most impdrtiewdings of the Flash Eurobarometer survey
No. 234 on EU citizens’ attitudes on the Union’gRaal Policy. Questions asked included:

* Are Europeans aware of the support received ifirileework of EU Regional Policy?

* Do they feel that their cities or regions benefiinfi the policy?

« Do Europeans agree with the notion that EU RegiBoéty should mainly serve to help
poorer regions to catch up with the more affluergs®

« Do they agree with the principle of subsidiarityldhe involvement of different stakeholders
in the decision-making processes?

* What should EU Regional Policy have as its priesitiboth today and in the future?

The fieldwork was carried out from January 30 tbrieary 4, 2008. Over 27,000 randomly selected
citizens, aged 15 and above, were intervieweder2thEU Member States. Approximately 1,000
interviews in each country were conducted, predamtiy via fixed-line telephone. Due to the
relatively low fixed-line telephone coverage in Battia, the Czech Republic, Estonia, Latvia,
Lithuania, Hungary, Poland, Romania and Slovakiegfto-face (F2F) interviews were also
conducted (70% telephone and 30% face-to-faceviet®s) in those countries.
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Main findings

« Half (49%) of the respondents were aware that the B supported their city or region.
More than two-thirds of those respondents knowing about the EU’s supglsot saidhe
support was actually beneficial (70%)Only one in five respondents saw no positive effect
from EU Regional Policy (22%).

0 We saw thathe greater the number of regions eligible for redeing support from
EU structural and cohesion fundsover the past years were, in a particular country,
thenthe higher were that country's respondents' awarerss levels of the EU's
regional support. For example, in nearly all of the countries whalier a majority
of regions have been eligible for receiving fungsrahe past years, more than 60%
of respondents were aware that the EU supporteddieof region. This was, for
example, the case in tlkastern European countries Slovenia, Lithuania, Pahd,
Estonia and Romaniaand inlreland, Malta and Spain.

0 Those countries where the awareness of the EU’s qugot was the highest were
also the ones with the most positive views aboutdlpolicy. Exceptions were
Slovenia, where awareness of the support was higbgnions about it were rather
negative, and Denmark and Sweden, where the oppwoai true.

« Television was by far the most important information source used by EU citizens to
learn about EU Regional Policy Thirty-eight percent of respondents cited TVlasmost
important information source and around a quag&64) of respondents said it was the
second most important source.

* Respondents werrgearly unanimousin approving European Regional Policy’s focus on
the poorest regiondn order to help them catch up faster with theé oéshe EU (85%).
However, a majority of respondents also thoughtdhpport in the framework of EU
Regional Policy should not exclusively focus onsthoegions, but thall regions should be
beneficiaries of EU Regional Policy (58%)

« Citizens wanted educational, health and social isesand theprotection of the
environment to be the top priorities of EU RegionalPolicy, followed bybusiness
developmentandinfrastructure improvement.

* Most respondents appreciated that the principle oubsidiarity was used when assigning
EU Regional Policy’s strategies and projectsEight out of 10 respondents said it was a good
thing that EU Regional Policy gives EU Member Stard regions the right to decide their
own strategies and projects.

« Similarly to the principle of subsidiaritabout eight out of 10 EU citizensvelcomed the fact
thatbodies such as local business associations, tradeéans and organisations promoting
equal opportunities and the environment, hada sayin the project selection process82%
of respondents considered this to be a good thitg,only 11% thinking the opposite.

* Respondents were in no doubt that globalisation, ichate change and demographic
change should be addressed in the future by EU Reygial Policy: 84% wanted to see these
issues tackled, while only one in 10 respondentsrgarole for EU Regional Policy in those
domains (11%). A majority chosimate change as the top priority for future action by
the EU as part of Regional Policy(61%).
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1. Attitudes on EU Regional Policy

1.1 Awareness of support received in the framework of EU Regional
Policy and perceived benefits

Approximately half of the respondents answered thewere aware that the EU supported their
city or region through EU Regional Policy(49%), while the other half was not aware (48%pre
than two-thirds of those respondents who said they knew about the &ipport also felt that was
actually beneficial for their city or region (70%). Only one in five respondents saw no positive
effect from EU Regional Policy (22%).

Awareness of support received in the framework of EU Regional Policy
and perceived benefits (EU27)

Yes, aware

49%

Q1A. Europe supports its regions and cities through EU Q1B. Do you feel that your city or region benefits from
Regional Policy. Are you aware that your city or region this support?
receives support from the EU Regional Policy? %, Base: who are aware that they city or region receives support

%, Base: all respondents

The main focus of EU Regional Policy is to supptsrtesser developed regions in their efforts to
match the living conditions of the more afflueneenThe bulk of the appropriations of the strudtura
and cohesion funds are therefore allocated to msgihere the GDP is below 75% of the Community
average.

Before the EU’s enlargement in 2004, the benefiesanf the allocations were mainly Spain, southern
Italy, Greece, Portugal, eastern Germany, Irelaomhe regions of the UK, the thinly populated
(northern) regions of Sweden and Finland and teadfr overseas departments. After 2004, Poland,
the Czech Republic, Hungary, Slovakia, Slovenia,Bhltic States, Malta and Cyprus joined the
countries receiving financial support from the stanal funds. For the new programming period (2007
to 2013), the newest Member States, Romania argbBal were also allocated funds.

While in the newer Member States (NMS12), almdstegjions were, and are, eligible to receive
support, in most of the older Member States th@srtpwvas limited to some (underdeveloped)
regions. For the programming periods of 2000-20@62007-2013, in EU15 many regions in
Portugal, Greece and Spain as well as in the Sguthly, the East of Germany, the UK and Ireland

! For the programming period 2000-2006, as the “Qbjed” of EU Cohesion Policy concerned the "proimotof
development and structural adjustment of regionssgldevelopment is lagging behind". More than thigds of the
structural and cohesion funds were allocated ®dbjective (http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policjgobvel/index_en.htm).
For the current programming period from 2007 to2ate “Convergence objective” aims to promote gheenhancing
conditions and factors leading to real convergdacéhe least-developed Member States and reg82%. of the structural
and cohesion funds will serve this objective (Mtge.europa.eulregional_policy/policy/object/ inder.htm).
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received significant support from the Objective dii@ergence allocations, some of which on a
transitional basis. However, for the current plagnperiod, all the regions not covered by the
Convergence objective are eligible for funding urttie Competitiveness and Employment objective.

When looking at the EU citizens’ awareness levéthe funds received we could observe that
greater the number of regions eligible for receivig support from EU structural and cohesion
funds over the past years were, in a particular coutienthe higher were that country's
respondents' awareness levels of the EU's regiorsupport®.

For example, in nearly all of the countries, whateor a majority of, regions have been eligilie f
receiving funds in previous years, more than 60¥espondents were aware that the EU supported
their city of region. This was, for example, thee#n thezastern European countries Slovenia,
Lithuania, Poland, Estonia and Romaniaand inlreland, Malta and Spain. In line with those
findings, the Netherlands and Denmark, Member Stét&t did not receive much funding under this
objective, had low levels of awareness (30% and,28%pectively). Appreciation of support was also
low in Sweden, were only the sparsely populatetbregreceived funding (23%).

There were, however, exceptions. In Austria, netavly-thirds of respondents said that their city or
region was supported by EU Regional Policy, evexigih only one region was eligible under
Obijective 1 and the Convergence objective. Otheejgtxons were Greece, Hungary and Portugal: in
those countries, all or most of their regions reegisupport but only less than half of their
respondents were aware of this. In regard to Itglaimce 2007, the regions no longer receive fundin
under the Convergence objective, but the positifects of the earlier funding efforts still seem to
resonate in the Irish awareness levels.

Concerning the perceived benefits of EU RegionditiPonve saw that it wamost often in those
countries where awareness of the EU support was tlieghest that also saw the most advantages.

In Lithuania (90%) and Ireland (89%), for examplere around two-thirds of respondents were
aware of the support, there was almost unanimoreeagent that the regions and cities would benefit
from the support. The perception of benefits wae absitive in Spain (84%), Poland (82%), Malta
(77%) and Austria (74%) — and that coincided irsthoases with high awareness levels. At the other
end of the scale, we found France, Bulgaria andN#teerlands: not only were the levels of awareness
of the EU’s support low, but also the perceptioit®benefits were inferior to most of the other EU
Member States.

Also here, we observed exceptions to that patthenmost extreme exception walevenia where,

on the one hand, awareness was the highest amafgls EU Member States but judgement was
the most negative: while two-thirds of Sloveniasp@ndents were aware of the EU support, half of
those respondents denied that their region oty seeing any benefit.

SwedenandDenmark also stood out, in a positive sense: while onbuad a quarter of respondents
were aware of the EU’s support, more than two-thofithose respondents said they felt that the
support was beneficial for their region or city.

2 Eligible under Objective 1 for the programmingipdr2000-2006, and for the Convergence objectiviaénprogramming
period of 2007-2013.
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Awareness and perception of EU support
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Socio-demographic analysis

Male, older and highly-educated respondents, citywlellers, the self-employed and employees
were most likely to say that theyere aware of the fact that the EU supported thijr or region

through its Regional Policy.

Patterns were less clear concerningpgérceptions of the benefits of the EU’s supportcities and
regions While gender had no influence here, it was esgigdhe 25 to 39 year-olds, those with the
lowest educational levels and manual workers whorsabenefit for their city or region. Those living
in metropolitan areas (72%) were slightly moreliik® see a benefit of EU Regional Policy than

respondents living in rural areas (69%).

1.2 Information sources
The most important sources of information
(EU27)

38
TV

Regiona
newspapers

Internet

National
newspapers

Radio

Other
M First choice

7 Second choice
DK/NA 14

Q2. What are the most im portant channels of information where you get
information on EU-support for your region and city?
%, Base: all respondents
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Television was by far the most important
source for information about EU Regional
Policy. Thirty-eight percent of respondents
named TV as the most important information
source and around a quarter (26%) of
respondents said it was the second most
important source. After television, the regional
newspapers were most often cited, both as a
first choice (22%) and as a second choice
(16%).

Thelnternet marginally overtook the more
classical information sources, such as national
newspapers and the radio, as a main
information source. While 13% of respondents
cited the Internet first, 11% did so for national
newspapers and only 7% for the radio.
However, those media channels were more
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often cited as the second most important informmagimurces (both 15%) than the internet (12%).

When comparing results across the EU Member Stagesaw that in nearly all of the countries, the
television was the medium that was most often usethtively speaking - as the main information
source about EU Regional Policy. We observed, hewdhatwhile in some countries, citizens
focused nearly exclusively on the TV as the mainfarmation source, other countries used a
much broader variety of information channels.

The most important sources of information — first choice

National newspapers Regional newspapers =~ W Radio = M Internet M Other DK/NA
100 1
10
90 a a E 13 14 24
80 u E I 16 15 16
70 66
60 - B= 15 22 14 12 11 5g 20 23 17 B
14 15 18 13 40 11 21
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Q2. What are the most important channels of information where you get information on EU-support for your region and city?
%, Base: all respondents, by counry

Particularly in the newest Member States, Bulgand Romania, television play#tke predominant
role in providing information on EU regional suppdwo-thirds or more of respondents cited the TV
as their most important source of information.

In the other EU Member States, television was ehakd by other media as the main information
source on EU Regional Policy, especiallyrbgional newspapershat were cited by approximately
43% of Finnish, 40% of German and around 30% of¢ieand Swedish respondents as the main
information source on EU Regional Policy.

When turning to the country results for the mett tvere cited as treecond most important
information sourcesabout EU support for cities and regions, we sanuah more varied usageof
themedia across the EU Member States

For example, respondents citing tekvisionas the second most important information sourdg on
ranged from 15% in Portugal to one-third of resporid (34%) in Germany. However, television
remained the most often cited medium in most ofcthentries. Only Italian, Cypriot, Romanian,
Bulgarian and Portuguese respondents mentionetiemnioformation channel more frequently than
the TV as their second most important informatioarse on EU Regional Policy. Of the other media,
regional newspapersvere mentioned in this respect by approximateky-fifth of Austrian and
Hungarian (both 22%), German (21%) and Finnish (1@%pondents.

Socio-demographic analysis (Primary source of information)
Bothnational and regional newspapengere primarily used as the main source of inforomabn EU
Regional Policy by older and highly-educated resigmts. National newspapers were more often

cited in cities, whereas regional newspapers wene ftrequently named in rural areas as the main
information sources on EU Regional Policy.
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Televisionwas more often mentioned by women, the less-eddgc#tose living in an urban or rural
area, manual workers and those not working thamday, the more educated, city dwellers, the self
employed and employees.

The usage of theadio as the main information source for EU Regionaid@dlidn’t differ much
between socio-demographic groups. The only fatiatrmhattered was age: the older respondents were
slightly more likely to use the radio as the maiformation source than the younger ones

Typically, thelnternetwas the medium mentioned by male, young, highlyeatkd, city-dwellers and
by the self-employed or employees as a primaryrinéion source about EU Regional Policy.

2. EU Regional Policy measures
2.1 Beneficiaries of EU Regional Policy measures

It was widely accepted among European
citizens that EU Regional Policy served as a
tool for establishing equal living conditions
in Europe: respondents warearly
unanimousin saying that it was rather a
Ratheragood  good thing that the European Regional
t;‘;‘(}/f Policy concentrated on the poorest regions

in order to help them to catch up faster with
the rest of the EU (85%).

Focus on poorest regions (EU27)

DK/NA
%

Rather abad

thing
89 .
0 Only 8% of respondents thought that this
focus was rather a bad thing.
Q4. Europ ean Regio nal Policy is con centrated on the poorest regions EVen |f I’esultS were quite Uniform aCross the
T e i S the st e hen 5 ool oo ather 3 bad thingh EU Member States, we observed a higher

%, Base: all respondents approval rate in most of the southern and
eastern European Member States than in northerwastgtrn European states: in Greece, Malta,
Romania, Cyprus, Spain, Poland and Slovakia fomgka, over 92% of respondents thought that the
focus on poor regions was a good thing. In Finldhe UK, Germany and Austria (and the Czech
Republic), on the other hand, at least one in $paedents said this focus was rather a bad thing.

However, a majority of respondents also thoug Preferred beneficiaries of European
that EU support should not exclusively focus o Regional Policy (EU27)

the poorer regions, but thalt regions should DK/NA
be beneficiaries of EU Regional Policy (58%) 4%
Only a minority of 38% of interviewed citizens Thr?lEU should

t
stated that the EU should only support the e ;‘;‘(’)fgrr
poorer regions. regions

38%
The Cypriots in particular (70%) wanted all of
the EU’s regions to be supported. In Luxembui
the UK, Latvia and France, around two-thirds
also held the same view. Portugal and Spain
were the only countries where a majority of
respondents thought that the EU should focus
exclusively on the poorer regions (54%, 55%
respectively).

he EU should
help al its
regions
58%

Q5. In all the other regions, Euro pean Regional Policy intervenes to
helpthem to foster innovation,to create jobsand to work together.
In your opinion, should the EU supp ort all regions or concentrate
exclusively on the poor er ones?

%, Base: all respondents
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The following chart shows the countries: a) whespondents were the most enthusiastic about the
EU’s policy focusing on poorer regions, and B) wehirey opted for the funds to be available to all
regions. The Y-Axis shows the percentages of thesgondents who said that it would be a good
thing that EU Regional Policy focused on the pooegions (Q4). The X-Axis shows the percentages
of respondents who felt that the EU should anlpport the poorer regions (Q5).

Preference for poor regions as beneficiaries
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The EU should only support the poorer regions

Being classical “major receiver countries” from thestructural and cohesion funds, Spain and
Portugal stood out with their desire for EU Regional Polioybe tailored to helping poor regions: not
only did nearly all respondents say that the cotmagon on poorer regions was a good thing but they
were also the only countries where a majority spomdents said that the EU shoatdy support

poor regions. As a “minor receiver country” of #8’s structural fundsAustria stood out asthe
country where the least number of respondents wdnteling to be focused on the poorer regions.
And even ifGermany was in reality a “major receiver country”, its resgents were not particularly
keen for funding to be mainly directed at the poauntries and thought less often that a focus on
the poorer regions was a good thing. This may leetduhe fact that only the East German regions
were “major receivers” from the structural fundsdahat Germany perceives itself as a classical
“donor country”.

Socio-demographic analysis

The younger and the more educated the respondents thien the more likely they were to state that
theconcentration of EU Regional Policy on poorer raggvas a good thing. This view was also
slightly more often advanced by city-dwellers thgrthe inhabitants of rural areas.

However, the younger the respondents were, the liketg they were to say that thgJ should help
all of its regions and not just the poorer on€sncerning education, those having an average tév
education were the ones most frequently havingapiision, followed by those with the highest level
of education, whereas the less educated weredbelikely to hold this opinion.
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2.2 Priorities of EU Regional Policy

Asked in which policy areas they would prefer te Heeir city or region being supported by the EU,
respondents gauep priority to educational, health and social isses and the protection of the
environment, followed bybusiness developmerandinfrastructure improvement.

In terms of the EU’s support for its regions antiesi education, health & social infrastructureand
environmental protection and risk prevention (90% and 88%, respectively) were almost
unanimously regarded as being the most importditypareas. After these two, around eight out of
10 respondents considerenhployment training andsupport for small businessess the most
important policy areas.

Information and communication technologieswere seen as the least pressing policy areatapis
was seen to be a priority by the lowest numbeegpondents (59%). In addition it was viewed as
being a less important topic by the highest nunalheespondents (37%).

Priorities of EU Regional Policy (EU27)

B Among the more important ones Less important DK/NA
Education, health and social infrastructure
Environmental protection and risk prevention
Employment training

Support for small businesses

Infrastructure in the field of energy supply
including sustainable energy supply

Better transport facilities (rail, road, airports)
Research and innovation

Information and communication technologies

Q6. EU Regional Policy can support different activities and areas in different regions. I
will read a list of activities/areas to you. Please tell me for each of them, if you consider
them among the more important or less important ones for your city or your region?

%, Base: all respondents

When looking at the differences in responses bettlee various Member States, two general
observations could be made: First, we observedBhaipeans were less divided in the importance
they attached to the two top-priority policy areas(socio-political issues and environmental
protection) than they were concerning the other paty areas.SecondSpain, Greece and Ireland
were frequently found among those countries whériglanumber of respondents thought tuay of
the policy areas was important, whereas responéiemstheCzech Republic, Denmark, Poland
andLatvia were often seen replying that a given policy avaa of less importance.

Socio-demographic analysis

Especiallygender, ageandlevel of educationplayed a role in the choices made concerning which
EU Regional Policy areas were more important titaers.

For exampleeducation, health & social infrastructure, enviraental protection & risk prevention

and employment trainingere given priority byvomen, whereas men were more likely to favour
support forresearch & innovatiorandinformation & communication technologies
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2.3 Multi-level governance

Most Europeans appreciated the principle of
subsidiarity in the selection process of the
EU’s regional policies’ strategies and projects.

Strategies and projects being selected by
the Member States and Regions (EU27)

Eight in 10 respondents answered that it was a
good thing that EU Regional Policy gives
Member States and regions the right to decide
when it comes to selecting strategies and
projects. Only approximately one in 10
respondents said that this was not a good thing
(12%).

DK/NA
8%

No, this is not a
good thing
12%

The decision-making on a regional or Member
State level was especially welcomed in Malta and
Slovenia, where approximately nine in 10
respondents said that it was a good thing that EU
Regional Policy gives Member States and Regionsigiie to decide on strategies and projects.

Q7. When it comes to selecting strategies and projects, EU Regional
Policy gives therightto decid e on them to the Member States and

regions. Do you think this is a good thing?
%, Base: all respondents

While still approved by a large majority of respents, the Hungarian and Czech were least often
saying that the principle of subsidiarity in tharfrework of EU Regional Policy was a good thing
(73%). In Denmark, most respondents could be fahatactively rejected this notion (17%).

Theparticipation of various bodies such as
local business associations, trade unions ant
organisations promoting equal opportunities
and the environmenin the project selection
process, was also welcomed by around eigh

Participation of organisations in the selection
process of projects (EU27)

in 10 EU citizens 82% of respondents
considered their participation to be a good
thing and only 11% took the opposite view.

The involvement of different types of
organisations in the selection of projects was
appreciated by a large majority of responden
in all EU Member States. The approval of thi:
principle ranged from 74% in Greece and 76
in Italy and Denmark, to 92% in Slovenia anc
Malta. Greece had the highest number of
respondents opposed to this idea (23%).

Socio-demographic analysis

DK/NA

0,
7% Yes, this isa

good thing
82%

No, this is not a
good thing
11%

Q8. EU Regional Policy obligesMember States and regions toinvolve
in thee selection of proj ects local business asso ciations, trade unions
and organizationstaking care of equal opportunitiesandthe
environment. In your opinio n, is the involvement of those
organizations a good thing?

%, Base: all respondents

Approval for both the principle of subsidiarity atite involvement of different kind of organisations
in the framework of EU Regional Polidecreased with agendincreased with the respondent’s
level of education.Concerning other socio-demographic characteristiesfound only minor

differences.
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3. The future of EU Regional Policy

Addressing globalistion, climate change

and demographic change (EU27) Respondents were in no doubt that globali-
sation, climate change and demographic
change should be addressed in the future by
EU Regional Policy.

Eighty-four percent wanted to see these issues
tackled in the future, while only one in 10
respondents saw no benefit in using EU Regional
Policy in those domains (11%).

It was the Swedish, Irish, Slovakian, Hungarian
and Finnish respondents that primarily wanted

' ) ) ) globalisation, climate change and demographic

e e e B e g Change to be addressed (90% and more), while
e eemaee  the Cypriots, Romanians and Czechs were the

least likely to express this view (66% and less).

Concerning socio-demographic characteristics, & mast notably the youngest, the highly-educated,
city-dwellers and employees who wanted EU Regi®udicy to address these issues in the future.

Among those issude be addressed by EU Regional Policy in the futurelimate change was
assigned the highest priority 85% of respondents thought that climate changeamamportant
issue to address, with 61% choosing this as the imp®rtant issue.

Globalisation and demographic change were equaitiigad, with each other, as important issues:
Slightly more than half of respondents thought thase topics should be addressed (54% and 52%
respectively) by EU Regional Policy, and just ldem one in five respondents saw either
globalisation (18%) or demographic change (17%g psority for EU Regional Policy in the future.

Priorities concerning issues to address (EU27)

_61} Total: 85%

Climate change
24

18
Globalization _ 3 6} Total: 54%
Demographic [N 17 .
change 35 Total: 52%

3 M First answer
DK/NA 5 Second answer

Q10. Which of these would be most important in your view?
%, Base: who think that in the future EU Regional Policy should address new issues
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Country comparison (first answer)

Swedish and Spanish respondents, in particulaketkslimate changas a priority for EU Regional
Policy, while in the Baltic States, Lithuania anatVia, and in Bulgaria, less than half (between 41%
and 44%) saw this as the most pressing issue.

Latvians and Bulgarians seemed to be rather preaetiy the challenges that their societies and
economies face due tlemographic changever a third of respondents mentioned this issia
priority for EU Regional Policy in the future. Cypts and Slovakians were the ones that were most
often regardingylobalizationas an issue that should also be tackled at arralgievel: approximately
a third of those respondents saw this as a pritit{EU Regional Policy in the future. The Finnsreve
the least often assigning priority to this issu#)8

Socio-demographic analysis (first answer)

Climate changevas considered to be the most important issue tadkled by EU Regional Policy in
the future by the youngest respondents, the lessageld and manual workers.

Globalisationwas least often cited by the oldest respondentm(b5 and over), by the less-educated
and by respondents living in a rural area as thst ingportant topic to address.

The higher the educational level of the respondéngsmore likely they were to choodemographic
changeas most important issue to address. This pattarid@lso be seen in the occupational
categories: 20% of employees and 19% of the sefl@yed said this would be the most important
issue for EU Regional Policy to address in theriitwhile 15% of manual workers and 16% of those
who are not in paid employment did so.

The 15-24 year-olds did not choose this optionreguently as the older survey participants as a
priority and gender did not play a role in the deoof priorities for EU Regional Policy in the fotu

page 15



