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Introduction

The mission of the European Anti-Fraud Office (OLAF) is to protect the financial interests of
the European Union, to fight fraud, corruption and any other irregular activity, including
misconduct within the European Institutions. The European Commission has been studying
fraud and corruption in EU Member States for several years. In 2003, a survey was conducted
about “ Attitudes related to defrauding the EU and its budget” in the EU15 and the candidate
countries (Special Eurobarometer N° 200 — Wave 60.1 and Candidate Countries
Eurobarometer N° 2003.04).

Although the current Flash Eurobarometer on “ Citizen's perceptions of fraud and the fight
againgt fraud in the EU27” (N° 236), requested by OLAF, builds on these earlier surveys,
there are differences. the questionnaire has been re-designed and telephone interviews have
replaced face-to-face discussions.

This Flash Eurobarometer’s objective was to study EU citizens attitudes and perceptions
about the issues of fraud and corruption in the EU, and includes items such as:

ways of fighting EU budget fraud

EU citizens familiarity with OLAF

the trust in various organisations to fight fraudulent use of the EU budget

actual reports of bribery in the EU

the preferred sources of information concerning the fight against EU budget fraud.

The survey’s fieldwork was carried out between 26 and 30 June 2008. Over 25,000 randomly
selected individuals were interviewed across the EU. The survey was carried out by
telephone, with WebCATI (web-based computer assisted telephone interviewing). To correct
for sampling disparities, a post-sratification weighting of the results was implemented, based
on socio-demographic variables.
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Main findings

Seven out of 10 respondents thought that state budget fraud happened rather frequently
in their own country and 63% of all EU respondents reasoned that corruption occurred
in their national government. The corresponding percentages concerning the perceptions
of EU budget fraud and corruption in the EU institutions were significantly lower, 54%
and 44% respectively.

Respondents in most of the new Member States (Czech Republic, Estonia, Malta,
Cyprus, Slovenia, Slovakia, Hungary, Poland, Romania, Bulgaria, Lithuania and
Latvia), more often than those in most of the ‘old” EU15 countries (Belgium, the
Netherlands, Denmark, Germany, Greece, Spain, France, Ireland, Italy, Luxembourg,
Austria, Portugal, Finland, Sweden and the UK), thought that fraud and corruption were
common in their own countries. These perceptions were reversed when interviewees
commented on similar problems at a European level. The exceptions are Malta and
Cyprus among the new member states, where the perceived level of corruption in their
own countries is not higher than in most EU15 countries and Greece among the ‘old’
EU 15 countries, with the highest level of perceived corruption.

Member States citizens gave their support to cooperation with other anti-fraud services
and to EU-level anti-fraud investigations. Faced with several statements regarding the
ways of combating EU budget fraud, the vast majority of respondentsin all Member
States agreed that:

o their country should co-operate with the anti-fraud services of the EU institutions,
0 cooperation is aso needed with such servicesin the other Member States,

0 the EU should coordinate national investigations into EU budget fraud, and

0 the EU needed its own EU-level anti-fraud organisation.

Awareness of the European Anti-Fraud Office (OLAF) was not high; the levels of
recognition ranged from 8% in Finland, Sweden and Ireland to 29% in Bulgaria.

When EU citizens were asked which national institutions they would trust in the fight
against fraudulent use of the EU budget, the national police forces and the national
customs services came top of the list (three out of 10 respondents said they completely
trusted these institutions).

Respondents felt less informed about the work of OLAF and other European bodies in
fighting EU budget fraud: 59% of respondents who had not heard of OLAF, and 20% of
those who had heard of it, were unable or unwilling to say to what extent they trusted
the organisation.

Focusing solely on respondents who formulated an opinion, it was noted that OLAF and
other European-level bodies were trusted as often as national organisations.

Only a small minority of EU citizens (4%) reported being asked to pay a bribe in return
for services in the past 12 months. The prevalence of bribery was higher in the new
Member States (NMS) than in the EU15 countries (12% vs. 2%).

Three out of 10 respondents said it had been an inspector (for example, in the domains
of health, construction or food quality) who asked them for a bribe. Half as many
respondents were asked to pay a bribe by someone involved in private business (18%)
or by apolice officer (14%).
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Two-thirds (67%) of respondents selected “radio and TV” as the preferred means of
receiving information about the fight against EU budget fraud. That was followed by
newspapers, selected by half (51%) of the respondents. Just over a third opted to inform
themselves by searching the Internet or by using other web-based tools (e.g. YouTube).

1. Citizens’ perceptions about fraud and corruption in the EU27

More EU citizens reasoned that there was fraud, corruption and other wrongdoing
at national level than at the EU level or within the European institutions.

New Member States (NMS) respondents, more often than those in the EU15,
thought that fraud and corruption were common in their own countries;, the
perceptions were reversed however when the extent of such problems was examined
at a European level.

More EU citizens reasoned that there was fraud, corruption and other wrongdoing at national
level than at the EU level or within the European institutions. Seven out of 10 respondents
(71%) thought that state budget fraud happened rather frequently in their country and 63%
reasoned that corruption and other wrongdoing occurred in their national government and
institutions. The corresponding percentages concerning the perceptions of EU budget fraud
and corruption in the EU institutions were, respectively, 54% and 44%. An equally large
proportion (43%) thought that corruption occurred rather frequently in international
organisations (see Chart 1).

Furthermore, EU citizens found it more difficult to assess the scale of fraud and corruption at
an international level than at a national level: while 14% of respondents could not estimate the
extent of state budget fraud and national institutional corruption, more than a quarter could
not answer the question relating to such problems at the EU and international levels.

Chart1: Perceived extent of fraud and corruption in various areas and

institutions
B Rather frequent Rather rare O DK/NA

Defrauding the [COUNTRY] state budget

Corruption/wrongdoing in [COUNTRY] national
government and institutions

Defrauding the EU budget

Corruption/wrongdoing in EU institutions

Corruption/wrongdoing in international organisations

Q1. Do you think the scale of the problem in the following areas/institutions: is rather frequentor rather rare?
Base: all respondents , % by EU27

1.1 Member States’ perceptions of the extent of fraud and
corruption at a national level

The country results showed a large variation in the perceptions about the extent of fraud and

corruption at the national level. The numbers estimating that fraudulent use of the state budget
was rather frequent in their country ranged from 37% in Estoniato 91% in Greece. Similarly,
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the proportion who thought that corruption occurred frequently in their national institutions
ranged from a quarter of respondents (23%) in Denmark to 84% in Lithuania.

Looking at the two charts (Chart 2 and Chart 3), smilarities can be seen with some countries
appearing at the higher or lower ends of the distribution for the statements about date budget
fraud and institutional corruption at a national level. For example, Greek respondents most
often thought that state budget fraud happened rather frequently in their country (91%), but
they were also among the most likely to say that institutional corruption was quite common
(82%). The Netherlands, Luxembourg and the Nordic countries, Denmark and Finland, were
each time at the lower end of the distribution — in these countries more than four out of 10
respondents thought that fraud was rather rare in their country and approximately six out of
10 had that view about institutional corruption.

The country rankings, however, also showed that a large majority of citizens in most of the
new Member States in Central and Eastern Europe tended to think that fraud and corruption
were common in their country, while those in most of the EU15 countries were much less
likely to take that view. Estonia was a notable exception in the former, with the lowest
number of respondents having a perception of state budget fraud (37%). Greece was the most
significant exception among the EU15 countries, where 91% of respondents had the
perception that state budget fraud was rather frequent.

Respondents in Estonia and Portugal were the ones most likely not to be able to estimate the
scale of fraud and corruption in their country — close to 30% of respondents gave a “don’'t
know” answer.

Chart 2: Perceived extent to which the state budget is being defrauded
(customs fraud, VAT fraud, fraud with subsidies etc.)

M Rather frequent Rather rare 0O DK/NA

100*@.. I IIII I 9] [9
1 414141 12 11
TIEEEE SRR H
6
12 18

=
~
=

80 1 15 16 17 16 17 21

44 43

17 18 26 59 46 43

32

60 4

g1 W .
40 +

TTHTTHTTH TR 73 717070706 Mo Mo sl s3lls2lcollso
NG ER

20 37

N4 =
(%2} o

IE
FI

-]
-

EE

X -
[a] z

Si

4 > E 0w
) O S W m

EL
HU
DE
cz
PL
IT
LV
LT
RO
FR
SE
AT
BG
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Chart 3: Perceived extent of corruption or other wrongdoing in the national government

and institutions
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QL. Do you think the scale of the problem in the following areas/institutions: is rather frequentor rather rare?
Base: all respondents, % by country

1.2 Member States’ perceptions of the extent of fraud and
corruption at European and international levels

When asked to comment on the extent of fraud and corruption at European level, the results
from individual Member States showed wide variations:

EU budget fraud: the proportion of rather frequently answers ranged from a quarter —
24% — in Estonia to three-quarters — 73% — in Germany

Corruption in the EU institutions: the rather frequently answers ranged from 23% in
Estoniato 61% in Austria

NMS' respondents, more often than those in the EU15, thought that fraud and corruption were
common in their own countries; the perceptions were reversed however when the extent of
such problems was examined at a European level.

Looking at the two charts (Chart 4 and Chart 5), similarities can again be seen with some
countries appearing at the higher or lower ends of the distribution for both statements.
Estonians were the least likely to think that EU budget fraud was rather frequent (24%) and
that corruption occurred in the EU institutions (23%). Other countries at the lower end of the
distributions were Malta and Poland: a quarter of Maltese agreed that there was frequent EU
budget fraud (27%) and that corruption occurred frequently in the EU institutions (26%); the
corresponding percentages for Poland were slightly higher (36% and 29%, respectively).
Similarly, only a quarter of Bulgarians and Latvians thought that corruption happened
frequently in the EU institutions (26% and 25%, respectively). However, the proportion of
respondents in these countries who said that EU budget fraud was rather common did not
differ much from the EU27 average (51% vs. 54%).

Germany, Austria and the UK, on the other hand, were consistently seen at the higher end of
the distributions — at least half or more of the respondents in these countries thought that
corruption and fraud happened rather frequently at European level. For example, three-
quarters (73%) of Germans answered that fraudulent use of the EU budget was rather frequent
and 52% said that corruption occurred rather frequently in the EU institutions. Belgian
citizens had the lowest scores of all of the EU15 citizens about the perceived extent of fraud
and corruption at the EU level.
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Chart 4: Perceived extent to which the EU budget is being defrauded
(customs fraud, misappropriation of aids and grants etc.)
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Base: all respondents, % by country

Chart5: Perceived extent of corruption and other wrongdoing in the EU institutions
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QL. Do you think the scale of the problem in the following areas/institutions: is rather frequentor rather rare?
Base: all respondents, % by country

Chart 6 shows that the proportion of respondents who answered that corruption happened
rather frequently in international organisations, such as the UN or the World Bank, ranged
from 16% in Estoniato 57% in Germany.

Less than one-fifth of Estonians (16%), Latvians and Bulgarians (both 19%) agreed that
corruption occurred frequently in such international institutions.

German and Austrian respondents, on the other hand, were again the most likely to think that

corruption occurred at an international level — 57% of Germans and 53% of Austrians said
that corruption occurred rather frequently in international organisations.
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Chart6: Perceived extent of corruption and other wrongdoing in international
organisations (such the United Nations or World Bank)
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Q1. Do you think the scale of the problem in the following areas/institutions: is rather frequentor rather rare?
Base: all respondents, % by country

Similar to the results obtained for the EU27 overall, respondents in almost all of the Member
States found it more difficult to assess the scale of fraud and corruption at European and
international levels than at anational level. Estonian, Bulgarian and Latvian respondents were
the ones most often providing a “don’'t know” answer. For example, 56% of Bulgarians and
54% of Latvians and Estonians could not say how frequently corruption occurred in the
international institutions (see Chart 6).

1.3 General perception of the extent of fraud and corruption in the
various areas and institutions

Approximately a quarter of Europeans (23%) suspected that fraud and corruption existed in
both national and international institutions. the percentage of respondents who expected these
offences to happen rather frequently in the various areas and institutions ranged from 29% in
Germany, the Czech Republic and the UK to one in 10 respondents or less in Finland, the
Netherlands and Malta (all 10%), Denmark (9%) and Estonia (6%).

Chart 7: Perceived extent of fraud and corruption in various are as and institutions
% of respondents who thought that fraud and corruption is rather frequent in all areas and institutions
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Base: all respondents, % by country
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1.4 Socio-demographic considerations

The youngest (under 25) and oldest respondents (over 54) were the ones being the least liable
to say that fraud and corruption occurred rather frequently in their country or in the EU.
However, while a substantial number of the 15-24 year-olds thought that fraud and corruption
occurred rather rarely, the oldest respondents were more liable to say they had no opinion on
the matter. For example, 43% of 15-24 year-olds said that EU budget fraud happened rather
frequently, 36% said it was rather rare and 21% did not know how frequently it occurred. As
for the oldest respondents, almost a third (31%) did not know how to judge the frequency of
this type of fraud (31%), a small majority said it occurred rather frequently (54%) and just
15% thought it was rather rare.

The highly-educated respondents tended to feel that fraudulent abuse of both state and EU
budgets was frequent, while those with lower levels of education were more liable to say that
corruption in the national government was rather common in their country. For example,
while 58% of the highly-educated respondents said that fraudulent use of the EU budget was
frequent, only half (52%) of those with the lowest level of educational attainment agreed. The
level of education had no impact on the numbers thinking that corruption happened rather
frequently in the different international institutions. Finally, while respondents with higher
levels of education thought that fraud and corruption were rather rare, those with lower levels
of education found it harder to form an opinion.

The respondents’ occupation had an impact on their opinions concerning fraud: employees,
followed by the self-employed, reasoned that corruption and fraud were more frequently seen
at national or international levels. On the other hand, manual workers and respondents
without paid work were less likely to have an opinion on the subject. For example,
approximately half (47%) of employees said that corruption occurred frequently in
international organisations, and 22% did not give — or did not have — an opinion. In
comparison, 41% of manual workers thought this type of corruption occurred frequently
compared to 32% who gave a “don’t know” answer. This pattern of differences, however, did
not appear when looking at opinions about the extent of corruption inthe national government
and institutions: manual workers were of the opinion that corruption happened rather
frequently (69% vs. 63% of the self-employed and employees.

The respondent’s gender and place of residence had a limited impact on the opinions about
the extent of fraud and corruption in different institutions. Nevertheless, some small
differences were observed in the number of “don’t know” answers, for example, women were
slightly more likely not to answer these questions about the extent of corruption and fraud.

For more details, see Annex tables 1b through 5b.
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2. Ways of fighting EU budget fraud

A majority of EU citizens supported each of the following ways of combating EU
budget fraud:

cooper ation with the anti-fraud services of the EU institutions,

cooperation with such services in the other Member Sates,

EU-level coordination of national investigations into EU budget fraud, and
an EU-level anti-fraud organisation.

Faced with several statements regarding the ways of combating EU budget fraud (see Chart
8), the vast majority of respondents agreed with each one:

almost nine out of 10 respondents (87%) agreed that their country should co-operate
with the anti-fraud services of the EU institutions and 83% said the same about
cooperating with such services in the other Member States,

four out of five (81%) tended to agree that the EU should coordinate national
investigations into EU budget fraud, and

slightly less than eight out of 10 (78%) agreed that the EU needed its own EU-level
anti-fraud organisation.

For each statement, approximately one-tenth of respondents tended to disagree and a similar
proportion gave a “don’t know” answer.

Chart 8: A strong demand for more cooperation to combat EU budget
fraud
M Tend to agree Tend to disagree O DK/NA

i
il

10

[COUNTRY] should co-operate more with anti-fraud
services of the EU institutions

[COUNTRY] should co-operate more with anti-fraud
services of the other EU Member States

The EU should coordinate national investigations of
defrauding the European Union budget

The EU needs its own European Union level anti-fraud

organisation/institution to fight fraud 1

Q2. For each of the following statements about defrauding the European Union budget,
could you please tell me if you tend to agree or tend to disagree?
Base: all respondents, % by EU27

2.1 Member States give support for cooperation with other anti-
fraud services

A large majority of citizens in every Member State agreed that there should be more
cooperation with the anti-fraud services of the EU institutions. More than nine out of 10
respondents in Slovenia (93%), Hungary and Greece (91% each) agreed with this proposition.
The Netherlands was found at the opposite side of the distribution; nonetheless, three quarters
of Dutch (74%) agreed, and only 18% disagreed, that there should be more collaboration (see
Chart 9).
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Chart9: Level of agreement on the need for Member States to have more
cooperation with the EU’s anti -fraud services

W Tend to agree Tend to disagree 0O DK/NA
100 7
@ @ (e (=) (5] (@ (1) [ (8 (7] (8] o (1) [u hd B (&) (8) (6] 5 (8] fs] o] (8] [t [8) (2] (7]
4 ‘o 7 989101110771081215
8 18
0,
60 4
93191
40 o1 jfoofifooloopoolisofisofisolaoll sl s Macllacllccllscllss s ls: MMl M-l =2l ol
20 4
0,
Gd%dgaic%“dﬂtzgaézﬁéazamgaseg
L

Q2. For each of the following statements about defrauding the European Union budget, could you please tell me if
you tend to agree or tend to disagree?
Base: all respondents, % by country

In amost all Member States, 80% or more respondents tended to agree that there should be
more cooperation between anti-fraud services in the different Member States. The
Netherlands was the only country where less than six out of 10 respondents (59%) agreed that
there should be more collaboration between Member States. Other countries at the lower end
of the distribution were the Czech Republic (69%), Belgium (76%) and Sweden (77%) (see
Chart 10).

Chart10: Level of agreement on the need for Member States to have more
cooperation with each other’s anti -fraud services
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Q2. For each of the following statements about defrauding the European Union budget, could you please tell me if
you tend to agree or tend to disagree?
Base: all respondents, % by country

2.2 Member States call for greater levels of coordination to fight
EU budget fraud

A large majority of respondents in all Member States also agreed that the EU should
coordinate national investigations of fraud linked to the EU budget: the level of
agreement ranged from two-thirds (65%) in Estoniato 88% in Cyprus (see Chart 11).

Estonia was the only country where less than seven out of 10 respondents agreed that the EU
should coordinate national anti-fraud investigations. Furthermore, in almost all Member
States, less than one-sixth of respondents disagreed with this proposition, and in a majority of
them even less than one-tenth of respondents disagreed.
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The opposition to coordination of national investigations by the EU was highest in the Czech
Republic (19%), followed by Estonia (17%). Although Latvia was also characterised by one
of the lowest levels of agreement (71%), only 7% of respondents disagreed. Latvian

respondents, however, most frequently said they did not know how to answer this question
(22%)).

Chart1l: Level of agreement on the need for the EU to coordinate national
investigations of fraud linked to the EU budget
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Q2. For each of the following statements about defrauding the European Union budget, could you please tell me if
you tend to agree or tend to disagree?
Base: all respondents, % by country

The level of agreement for the statement about the need for an EU-level anti-fraud
organisation ranged from 63% in the Czech Republic to 88% in Greece (see Chart 12).

In only two countries— the Czech Republic (63%) and Finland (64%) — less than two-thirds of
respondents agreed with that the EU needed its own EU-level anti-fraud agency. Similar to
the previous statement, in a majority of Member States, less than one in 10 respondents
tended to disagree that such an organisation was needed. However, in Finland (27%), the
Czech Republic (24%) and Germany (22%), more than one-fifth of respondents disagreed.
Latvian respondents were again the most likely not to give — or have — an opinion (22%).

Chart12: Level of agreement on the need for the EU to have its own anti-fraud
organisation to fight fraud
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Q2. For each of the following statements about defrauding the European Union budget, could you please tell me if
you tend to agree or tend to disagree?
Base: all respondents ,% by country
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2.3 Member States give support for EU-level anti-fraud
investigations

The following chart (Chart 13) shows the proportion of respondents in each country that
supported each of the four ways of combating EU budget fraud:

cooperation with the anti-fraud services of the EU institutions,

cooperation with such services in the other Member States,

EU-level coordination of national investigationsinto EU budget fraud, and
an EU-level anti-fraud organisation.

o o0o0oo

Respondents in Bulgaria (74%) were the most likely to agree with each of the proposed ways
to combat fraudulent use of the EU budget, followed by the Italians (71%) and Maltese
(70%). In only three countries, less than half of the respondents supported each of the
proposed measures: 39% in the Netherlands, 43% in the Czech Republic and 49% inFinland.

Chart 13: Support for cooperation with other anti-fraud services and for EU-level
anti-fraud investigations
% of respondents who agreed with each of the four statements
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Q2. For each of the following statements about defrauding the European Union budget, could you please tell me if
you tend to agree or tend to disagree?
Base: all respondents , % by country

2.4 Socio-demographic considerations

The socio-demographic analysis of citizen's opinions about how EU budget fraud should be
tackled only revealed small differences by gender and place of residence. For example,
slightly more women did not — or would not — give an opinion. It also appeared that the level
of agreement with each of the statements was slightly higher among city dwellers than for
respondentsin rural aress.

Age and type of occupation also had little impact on the views about each of the statements
concerning cooperation and collaboration between the various anti-fraud services. Older
respondents, however, found it more difficult to form an opinion on such matters. For
example, while 7% of the 15-24 year-olds said they did not know if the EU would need its
own anti-fraud institution, double that number (15%) aged 55 and over were equally unable to
answer.

Although the more highly-educated respondents appeared to agree more often with each of
the proposed statements, the most important difference by educational attainment was again
found in the number of “don't know” answers. For example, while 7% of highly-educated
respondents did not know if the EU should coordinate national investigations into EU budget
fraud, 17% of the least-educated respondents felt that way.

page 15



Flash EB Ne 236 —Fraud in the EU27 Analytical report

For more details, see Annex tables 6b through 9b.

3. Familiarity with the European Anti-Fraud Office (OLAF)

Awareness of the European Anti-Fraud Office (OLAF) was not high; only dlightly
mor e than one-tenth of respondents had heard of this organisation.

Awareness of OLAF — whose mission is to fight fraud, corruption and other irregular
activities, including misconduct within the European Institutions— was not high: only slightly
more than one-tenth of respondents (13%) had heard of this organisation, while a large
majority of respondents said they had no knowledge about the anti-fraud body (86%).

Chart 14: Have respondents heard of OLAF?
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Q3. Have you ever heard of OLAF — European Anti -Fraud Office that fights fraud, corruptionand any other
irregular activity affecting financial interests of the European Union?
Base: all respondents, % by country
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Chart 14 shows that awareness levels of OLAF ranged from 8% in Finland, Sweden and
Ireland to 29% in Bulgaria. Recognition was highest among Bulgarian and Romanian
respondents with almost three out of 10 having heard of the anti-fraud unit (29% and 28%,
respectively). Austria and Slovenia followed with awareness levels of 26% and 23%,
respectively. In the Nordic countries and Ireland, on the other hand, citizens had very little
knowledge of OLAF — less than one in 10 respondents said they had heard about this
institution.

Socio-demographic considerations

Men, older and the more highly-educated respondents were more likely to have heard of
OLAF: while 15% of men and the same proportion of respondents aged 55 and over knew
about the organisation, only 11% of women and 8% of the 15-24 year-olds did so. Similarly,
while 18% of the more highly-educated respondent had heard of OLAF, only 10% of
respondents with the lowest levels of education recognised the institution. The aspect of
education was also apparent in the finding that the self-employed (15%) and employees
(14%) were more aware about OLAF than manual workers (11%) or those without paid work
(12%).

For more details, see Annex tables 10b.
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4. Trust in organisations to fight EU budget fraud

When EU citizens were asked which national institutions and EU bodies they would
most trust in the fight against EU budget fraud, European citizens trusted their
various national public institutions most, followed by the different European public
bodies. The “ press and media” was the institution that was most often actively
distrusted.

The national police forces and customs services wer e the most trustworthy institutions in
the eyes of the participating European citizens. Approximately eight out of 10 respondents
said they trusted these institutions (84% and 78%, respectively), and three out of 10
interviewees trusted them completely (30% and 28%, respectively). Only slightly more than
one in 10 said they did not trust their national police force and customs service to fight EU
budget fraud (13% and 12%, respectively) (see Chart 15).

In terms of trustworthiness, those two institutions were followed by the national tax
authorities and the countries courts and legal system: supported by three-quarters of
respondents (76% and 74%, respectively). One-fifth of respondents, however, said they did
not trust these institutions in fighting EU budget fraud (18 and 21%, respectively).

State auditors and national anti-corruption bodies were trusted by two-thirds of
respondents (68% and 64%, respectively); one in five respondents showed complete trust in
those bodies. Nevertheless, results also indicated that respondents felt less infarmed about the
work of national state auditors and national anti-corruption bodies in fighting EU budget
fraud: 19% and 23%, respectively, did not answer the question.

EU citizens expressed less trust in private auditing firms: only half of interviewees (51%)
said they trusted these firms and only slightly more than one in 10 respondents (13%) trusted
them completely. One in five (19%) said they had no trust in private auditing firms. A similar
proportion did not know how much they trusted such firms (21%).

page 17



Flash EB Ne 236 —Fraud in the EU27 Analytical report

Chart 15: Trust in organisations fighting fraudulent use of the EU budget
(with and without “don’t know” answers)
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Q4. How much do you trust the following organisations fighting fraud against the European Union budget?
Base: all respondents, % by EU27

Among the listed institutions, the press and media were the most actively distrusted in their
fight against EU budget fraud: 37% of respondents had no trust at al in the press and media
Nevertheless, a majority still showed alevel of trust in these organisations (60%).

EU citizens found it difficult to judge the work of OLAF, and other European bodies such
as Eurojust, Europol, the Court of Auditors and the Court of Justice, in fighting EU budget
fraud.

As described earlier, the awareness of OLAF was low: in Europe as a whole, only 13% of
respondents had heard of the organisation. Among this group, 80% were willing to express an
opinion. The majority of respondents who had not heard of OL AF were unable or unwilling to
say to what extent they trusted OLAF: just 42% were willing to offer an opinion about
OLAF s ahility to fight EU budget fraud.

Focusing solely on respondents who formulated an opinion about trust in organisations to
fight fraud (see the right-hand side of chart 15), it was noted that they had as much faith in
European-level bodies as they had in national organisations. A large majority of respondents
who answered this question— nearly nine in 10 respondents - said they trusted these European
institutions, and three out of 10 interviewees trusted them completely. Only slightly more than
one in 10 said they did not trust OLAF or other European bodies to fight EU budget fraud.

Furthermore, a substantial difference was seen between the level of trust of those who were
“guessing” or giving an uninformed opinion and those who claimed that they were aware of
OLAF s existence. The amount of trust in OLAF was almost three times greater among those
familiar with the organisation. Focusing solely on respondents who formulated an opinion (as
can be seen later in this chapter, chart 24), the difference in the level of trust was smaller:
37% of those familiar with OLAF completely trugt it, and 53% still partially trust the
European anti-fraud office. A quarter (26%) of those not familiar with OLAF, but still willing
to give an opinion, expressed complete trust.

It can be safely concluded, therefore, that there is a favourable disposition towards OLAF.
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As for other European bodies such as Eurojust, Europol, the Court of Auditors and the
Court of Justice, two-thirds (65%) of respondents expressed a level of trust and a quarter
even said they had complete trust in those organisations. Focussing solely on respondents who
expressed their opinion, the European bodies reached as high levels of confidence (88%).as
the national police force (86%) and the national custom services (87%).

Country-level results: trust in national institutions

When looking at the individual country results in terms of the level of trust in the national
institutions fighting fraudulent use of the EU budget, the following patterns were observed:

respondents from the Nordic countries — Finland, Denmark and Sweden — were
generally the most likely to trust national institutions, such as the police force or the
legal system and courts

the level of trust in national institutions shown by Luxembourgish and Dutch
respondents was also frequently above the EU27 average

respondents from the EU’s newest Member States, Bulgaria and Romania, however,
were generally the least likely to say that they trusted national institutions

distrust was also more often expressed in the Baltic countries— Latvia and Lithuania—
and in Greece.

Trust in the national police forceto fight EU budget fraud was the highest in Finland (97%),
followed by Denmark (94%), Germany (93%), Austria and Italy (both 91%). In Finland,
Denmark and Italy, more than half of the respondents said they completely trusted the police
force. In Malta, a higher than average number of respondents expressed complete trust in their
police force (44%); 84% trusted the Maltese police force overall (see Chart 16).

In Romania and Bulgaria, a majority of respondents still said they trusted the police (56% and
59%, respectively), but almost four in 10 citizens expressed distrust in those countries (39%
and 37%, respectively). The level of trust in the police was also low in Latvia, Lithuania and
Poland, where a quarter of respondents said they had no trust at all.

Chart 16: Trust in the national police force
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Q4. How much do you trust the following organisations fighting fraud against the European Union budget?
Base: all respondents, % by country
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Respondents from the Nordic countries — Finland, Denmark and Sweden — were also the ones
most liable to trust their national customs service: they were the most likely to trust this
institution (95%, 93% and 92%, respectively), but also to stress that they trusted it completely
(62%, 60% and 46%, respectively) (see Chart 17).

The EU’s newest Member States — Romania and Bulgaria — again showed the least levels of
trust. The latter stood out, however, as half of its respondents did not trust their national
customs service (49%) and only one-third expressed any trust in this institution. In Romania,
47% trusted and 36% did not trust the national customs service.

In several countries, a significant number of respondents did not know how to judge the work
of their national customs service to fight EU budget fraud or gave no answer for other
reasons. This was particularly true in Portugal, Bulgaria, Latvia, Poland and Italy, where
approximately one-fifth of respondents gave no answer.

Chart 17: Trust in the national customs services

B Trust completely Trust partly M Do not trust at all 0O DK/NA
100

@WW@WEWWE
80*3333
46

51 50 o, 46 46

(5]
[ & |
[ S ]
[ 8 |

50

60 -

40 +

50
50 41

20 27

A
(O]
o

Q4. How much do you trust the following organisations fighting fraud against the European Union budget?
Base: all respondents, % by country

In most Member States, the level of distrust in the national tax authorities was higher than
that associated with the national police and customs services: in the majority of countries,
approximately one-fifth of respondents (or more) said they did not trust the tax authorities
(see Chart 18).

The level of trust in the national tax authorities was again the highest in the three Nordic
countries, where more than nine out of 10 respondents said they trusted such authorities and
more than half expressed complete trust. Luxembourgish, Dutch, Austrian, Estonian and Irish
respondents were also seen to have a high level of trust, with more than four out of 10
respondents completely trusting their national tax authority.

Bulgaria and Romania were found again at the lower end of the distribution, with only 49%
and 57% of respondents trusting their national tax authority and only 11% having complete
trust. Additionally, one-third of respondents in these countries did not trugt this institution at
al (35% and 31%, respectively). The level of distrust in Greece (34%), however, was at a
similar level.
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Chart 18: Trust in the national tax authorities
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Q4. How much do you trust the following organisations fighting fraud against the European Union budget?
Base: all respondent s, % by country
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Danish respondents expressed the highest level of trust in their national courts and the legal
system: not only did amost all Danes say they trusted these institutions, a large majority had
complete trust (69%). The overall level of trust was almost as high in Finland, Luxemburg,
Sweden, the Netherlands and Austria. However, the proportions of respondents who had
complete trugt in the national courts and legal system were smaller than in Denmark (ranging
from 42% in Finland and L uxembourg to 48% in the Netherlands — see Chart 19).

Bulgarians and Romanians showed the lowest level of confidence in their courts and legal
systems. more than four out of 10 Bulgarians (45%) and Romanians (44%) had no trust.
Lithuania, Latvia and Slovenia joined these newest Member States at the lower end of the
distribution: a quarter of Latvians (26%) and more than one in three Lithuanians and
Slovenes (36% and 37%, respectively) did not trust their national courts and the legal system.

Chart 19: Trust in the national courts and the legal system
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Q4. How much do you trust the following organisations fighting fraud against the European Union budget?
Base: all respondents, % by country

A significant number of respondents in most Member States could not judge how much they
trusted their countries state auditors. This was especially the case in Bulgaria, Poland and
Latvia, where more than one-third of respondents gave a“don’t know” answer (see Chart 20).

Among the countries with the highest level of trust were the Nordic countries (Denmark:
90%, Finland: 89% and Sweden: 82%), and two of the Benelux countries, Luxembourg and
the Netherlands (both 88%). In the Netherlands and Finland, more than half of the
respondents said they completely trusted the state auditors (54% and 53%, respectively). In
Malta (38%), Austria (36%) and Estonia (33%), one-third or more had complete trust.

On the contrary, only half of Latvian and Polish respondents said they could trust national

state auditors and in Bulgaria no more than 35% felt that way. However, it was the Greek
respondents who most frequently exhibited distrust of state auditors (38%).
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Chart 20: Trust in national state auditors
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Q4. How much do you trust the following organisations fighting fraud against the European Union budget?
Base: all respondents, % by country

The level of trust in national private auditing firms followed the same pattern as for
national state auditors: it was the highest in the Nordic countries and thelowest in Bulgaria,
Latviaand Romania (see Chart 21).

In Denmark and Finland, nearly nine out of 10 respondents said they trusted private auditing
firms (88% and 87%, respectively). Together with the Maltese (30%), the Danish (33%) and
Finnish (30%) respondents were also the most liable to say that they completely trusted such
companies.

Bulgarian respondents were again found at the bottom of the distribution with just a quarter of
them saying they trusted private auditing firms. The Bulgarians were also among those most
likely to admit not trusting these companies (28%), although Greek respondents were even
more likely to do this (31%). The level of distrust was also high in Romania (26%), Slovakia,
Slovenia and the Czech Republic (all 24%).

Finally, the proportion of “don't know” answers ranged from 7% in Finland to 47% in
Bulgaria

Chart 21: Trust in national private auditing firms
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In comparison with the other institutions, the level of trust in the press and media was
relatively equal across the Member States, ranging from 43% in Bulgaria to 76% in
Luxembourg. The level of distrust ranged from 20% in Latvia to 55% in Bulgaria. Cypriots
(18%), Maltese and Lithuanians (both 17%) were the ones that most often put complete trust
in the press and media in their country (see Chart 22).

Chart 22: Trust in the press and media
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Q4. How much do you trust the following organisations fighting fraud against the European Union budget?
Base: all respondents, % by country

Respondents were also asked how much they trusted the national anti-corruption body.
Here, the answering patterns differed significantly from the ones found for other national
institutions.

While the Nordic countries showed an average level of trust, it was the Irish and British
respondents who most often said that they trusted the national anti-corruption body (both
87%). Nearly half of the Irish (45%) said they completely trusted this institution (see Chart
23).

The level of trust was again very low in Bulgaria, where only a quarter of respondents said
they trusted the national organisation responsible for fighting corruption in the country.
Bulgarians were also the ones most frequently expressing distrust (28%). In this respect,
Bulgaria was only overshadowed by Romania, where one in three respondents (33%) said
they did not trust the national anti-corruption body.

The proportion of “don’t know” answers ranged from 6% in Ireland to 46% in Bulgaria.

Chart 23: Trust in the national anti-corruption body
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Country-level results: trust in OLAF and other European bodies

The following chart summarises the findings concerning the level of trust in OLAF, as
described earlier in this chapter.

Firstly, we can see that a significant number of respondents found it hard to express an
opinion about the European anti-fraud office: six out of 10 respondents who had not heard of
OLAF were unable or unwilling to offer an opinion about its ability to fight EU budget fraud.
Out of the 13% of respondents who had heard of the organisation, one-fifth (20%) were
unable or unwilling to express an opinion.

Furthermore, the chart shows the aforementioned difference between the level of trust of
those who were “guessing” or giving an uninformed opinion and those who claimed that they
were aware of OLAF s existence: the amount of trust in OLAF was almost three times greater
among those familiar with the organisation (29% vs. 11%). The lower half of chart 24 shows
that the difference in the level of trust was smaller between respondents who formulated an
opinion: 37% of those familiar with OLAF completely trust it, and 53% partially trust the
European anti-fraud office. A quarter (26%) of those not familiar with OLAF, but still willing
to give an opinion, expressed complete trust — findings that reveal a favourable disposition
towards OLAF.

Chart 24: Trust in the European Anti-Fraud Office
(with and without “don’t know” answers)
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Q4. How muchdo you trust the following organisations fighting fraud against the European Union
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Base: all respondents, % by EU27
Theindividual country results showed that, a mgjority of respondents in most of the Member
States could not say how much they trused OLAF. In Latvia and Italy, three-quarters of
respondents could not answer this question (77% and 74%, respectively); in comparison, only
a third of British and Irish respondents gave a “don’'t know” answer (32% and 35%,

respectively).

The Maltese were the ones most frequently placing complete trust in OLAF (34%), followed
by the Dutch (25%), and the Cypriot and Irish respondents (both 22%). Furthermore, although
only a minority of Bulgarian and Estonian respondents could say how much they trusted
OLAF, they were more likely to express greater or similar levels of complete trust than partial
trust in the organisation.

Only a small minority of respondents in each of the Member States distrusted OLAF. The
most scepticism concerning OLAF was found in the UK (12%), followed by the Czech
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Republic (10%); only a handful of Dutch and Italians (both 3%) shared these opinions about
OLAF.

A similar pattern of differences in the level of trust was observed when focusing solely on
respondents who formulated an opinion (as can be seen in the lower half of chart 25):

the Maltese were the ones most frequently placing complete trust in OLAF (57%),
followed by Estonian and Bulgarian respondents (46% each)

Portuguese (19%), British and Czech (both 18%) respondents most often distrusted
OLAF, while only a minority of Dutch (5%) and Belgian respondents (7%) shared
these opinions about OLAF.

Chart 25: Trust in the European Anti-Fraud Office
(with and without “don’t know” answers)
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Q4. How muchdo you trust the following organisations fighting fraud against the European Union budget?
Base: all respondent s, % by country

A significant number of respondents in most Member States also found it hard to evaluate the
level of trust they had in other European bodies, e.g. Eurojust and Europol, in the fight
against EU budget fraud. The proportion of respondents who did not know how to answer this
question ranged from 7% in Luxembourg to amajority in Bulgaria (53%) and Latvia (60%).
(see Chart 26).

Luxembourgish and Dutch respondents were also the ones who most often said they trusted
other European bodies (89% and 82%, respectively), and were also the most likely to show
complete trust (39% and 38%, respectively). Maltese, Cypriot (both 35%) and Greek
respondents (33%) followed these two Member States. Finally, although only half of
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Bulgarians, Hungarians and Estonians answered the question about trust in other European
bodies, those that did were among the countries showing the greatest amount of complete
trust in other European bodies (54%, 48% and 44%, respectively — see the lower half of chart
26).

Once more, it was also noted that only a minority of respondents distrusted organisationssuch
as Europol or Eurojust. The highest level of scepticism against such European institutions
fighting fraudulent use of the EU budget was, however, again found in the UK (15%),
followed by the Czech Republic (13%). By comparison, only a handful of Luxembourgish
and Dutch respondents (4%) said that they distrusted such institutions.
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Similar observations could be made again when focusing solely on respondents who
formulated an opinion (as can be seen in the lower half of Chart 26):

the level of complete trust in European institutions fighting fraudulent use of the EU
budget shown by Maltese, Bulgarian, Hungarian, Greek, Cypriot, Estonian, Dutch,
Lithuanian and Luxembourgish respondents was significantly above the EU27
average.

The highest level of scepticism against such European institutions was again found in
the UK (20%) and the Czech Republic (19%), while the lowest levels were observed
in Luxembourg and the Netherlands (4% each).

Chart 26: Trust in other European bodies (Eurojust, Europol, Court of Auditors, etc.)
(with and without “don’t know” answers)

B Trust completely W Trust partly M Do not trust at all 0O DK/NA
100*
( 22 27| ko [27] 5| 3
80 35| 34 36| B5| 32 35| |, [37 38
48| 48 53
60 -
f< 40,
20 [ | el 35 35
30M>s lisol2sM 7 los 33
24 25 24 26125 25 24
22 24 - 23 21 1816 14 23 2
Lo
= - N
aéaémaez&sudmg:tagszsgmgmgz
w
M Trust completely W Trust partly B Do not trust at all
100 +
80,
60 -
40 A
54 M52
A 47l 46 M4l 44
20 - 4304213033
383736353534 343433832 30M30M29 26lo4M3
17
0,

[ — w 4 w ¥ - w o4 = ¢ 9 = Wi~ = > wWw N F X x
Egngmz—lagmo——D—muw<m'-'-_loon.m:)
[m]

Q4. How muchdo you trust the following organisations fighting fraud against the European Union budget?
Base: all respondents, % by country

page 28



Flash EB Ne 236 —Fraud in the EU27 Analytical report

Socio-demographic considerations
Gender

When it came to the various institutions' ability to fight EU budget fraud, men most often
showed complete trust, whereas women expressed a lower level of confidence, i.e. they
tended to partly trust an institution. For example, 32% of men said they completely trusted the
national customs services (vs. 25% of women); whereas 52% of women said they partly
trusted them (vs. 47% of men).

Age

For some of the national institutions (the police, customs services and tax authorities),
younger respondents were more likely to express their distrust, whereas older respondents
were more likely to say they had complete trust. For example, 16% of the 15-24 year-olds said
they did not trust the police at all, while only 11% of respondents aged 55 and over held that
view. More than a third of the latter group (36%), on the other hand, completely trusted the
police, compared to only a quarter (23%) of the 15-24 year-olds.

This picture was reversed for the European bodies fighting EU budget fraud: younger
respondents had higher levels of trust. For example, aimost half (46%) of the youngest
respondents trusted OLAF (partly or completely), compared to only a third (35%) of the
oldest respondents.

Generally speaking, respondents in the oldest age category were significantly less likely to
say they partly trusted an institution. This was however not true for the level of trust in the
press and media, where the 15-24 year-olds were the least likely to say that they partly trusted
these bodies (48% vs. 52% of respondents aged 40 and over).

Educational level

The more highly-educated respondents expressed higher levels of trust than the less-educated
ones. For example, two-thirds of the most-educated interviewees (66%) trusted their national
anti-corruption body, while only 55% of respondents with the lowest level of educational
attainment did so. Furthermore, 17% of the latter did not trust this institution at all, whereas
only 12% of the former expressed such distrust.

The exceptions to this pattern related to trust in private auditing firms and trust in the press
and media While no difference was observed in the level of distrust in private auditing firms,
the more highly-educated respondents were the ones that tended not to trust the press and the
media (37% vs. 32% of respondents with the lowest levels of education).

Place of residence

The level of trust appeared to increase with a higher degree of urbanization of the
respondents’ place of residence. For example, 42% of respondents living in metropolitan
areas and 41% of urban dwellers said they trusted OLAF; only 38% of respondents from rural
areas did so.
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Occupational status

Manual workers were more likely to express distrust in most of the investigated institutions,
whereas the self-employed and the employees were generally more liable to answer that they
completely trusted the respective ingtitution. For example, 27% of manual workers did not
trust the national courts and the legal system at all, whereas only 21% of the self-employed
and 19% of employees held that view. The latter two groups were, in turn, more likely to trust
these institutions completely (26% and 29%, respectively), compared to 20% of manual
workers.

Here as well, the pattern was not valid for the press and the media: the self-employed (42%)
and the employees (40%) were more likely than manual workers (38%) and those not working
(33%) to say that they did not trust such organisations.

“Don’'t know” answers

Women, the older and the less-educated respondents, manual workers and those without a
paid job were the most likely not to give — or have — an opinion.

For more details, see Annex tables 11b through 20b.
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5. Actual reports of corruption in the EU27

Only a small minority of EU citizens (4%) reported being asked to pay a bribe in
return for services in the past 12 months. The prevalence of bribery was higher in
the NMSthan in the EU15 countries.

Three out of 10 respondents said it had been an inspector (for example, in the
domains of health, construction or food quality) who asked them for a bribe. Only
half as many respondents were asked to pay a bribe by someone involved in private
business or by a police officer.

Only a small minority of EU citizens (4%) said that they had been asked to pay a bribe in
return for services in the past 12 months. The prevalence of bribery was higher in the NMS
than in the EU15 countries (12% vs. 2%, see Chart 27). Nevertheless, in almost all of the EU
Member States the proportion of interviewees who said they had been asked to pay a bribe
was less than 10%. Attempts of bribery were, however, more common in Romania (23%),
Lithuania (16%), Hungary (13%) and Greece (13%; see Annex table 21a for more details).

Chart 27: Have respondents been asked to pay a bribe? (in the last 12 months)

EU27 EU15 NMS12

DK/NA, 1 DK/NA, 1 DK/NA, 2

% . / )~

Yes, 12
No, 87
No, 95 No, 97

Q5. During the last 12 months did anyone ask you or expect you to pay a bribe for his services?
Base: all respondents, % by EU27

Respondents who said they were asked — or expected — to pay a bribe in the past 12 months
were also asked, the last time this happened, who asked or expected them to pay this bribe.
Three out of 10 respondents said it had been an inspector (eg. in the domain of health,
construction or food quality) who asked themto pay a bribe (31%).

Half as many respondents were asked for a bribe by someone involved in private business
(18%) or by a police officer (14%). Only a minority said the bribery involved a tax officer
(4%), a customs officer (3%), ajudge, magistrate or prosecutor (2%) or a politician (2%).

Virtually none of the respondents said an official from the European institutions asked them
to pay abribe.

One-fifth of respondents answered that the attempt at bribery was initiated by another type of
official or institution than the ones listed in the survey (see Chart 28).
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Chart 28: Who asked/expected you to pay a bribe for his /her services?

Any kind of inspector (e.g. health, construction,
employment, food quality, sanitary control, licensing) |

31
Someone involved in private business 18
A police officer 14
A tax officer 4
A customs officer 3
A judge, magistrate, prosecutor 2
A politician 2
An official from the European institutions | [0}

Other 20

DK/NA 6

Q5a. (The last time this happened) Who was involved? Was it a.....?
Base: who were asked or expected to pay a bribe , % by EU27

As this question was only asked to those respondents who had reported an attempt at bribery,
the sample size for most Member States was too small to serve as a meaningful analysis at the
individual country level; caution is therefore needed when interpreting the results at this level.
It was noted, nevertheless, that the type of official / institution most often initiating an attempt
at bribery varied between Member States. For example, in Poland, Romania and Latvia,
respondents most often said it was an inspector who had asked them for a bribe, while
Bulgarians and Czechs most frequently came in contact with a police officer who attempted
bribery. In Belgium and Estonia, on the other hand, the largest group of respondents had been
asked for a bribe by someone in a private business. (See Annex table 22a for more details.)

Socio-demographic considerations

Across socio-demographic groups, only a minority of respondents had been asked to pay a
bribe in the past 12 months. The largest, athough still relatively small, differences were
observed when looking at the respondents’ occupational status: only 3% of those without paid
work and 4% of employees were asked to pay a bribe compared to 6% of manual workers and
8% of the self-employed.

The analysis of socio-demographic variables in terms of the type of person initiating the
attempt at bribery, on the other hand, did show some large differences. It was noted, for
example, that:

men were more likely to say that a police officer asked for — or expected — a payment
(19% vs. 9% of women), while women more frequently referred to “inspectors’ (44%
vs. 21% of men)

younger respondents more often said that a police officer asked them to pay a bribe
(e.g. 17% of 15-24 year-olds vs. 4% of those aged 55 and over) and they were less
liable to answer that an inspector was involved (25% of 15-24 year-olds compared to
35% of 25-39 year-olds)

similarly, the less-educated respondents more often came in contact with a corrupt
inspector, while the more highly-educated ones tended to mention police officers (e.g.
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17% of respondents who finished full-time education between the ages of 16 and 20

mentioned a police officer compared to 6% of respondents with the lowest level of
education)

manual workers more frequently came in contact with a corrupt police officer (27%
compared to 9% of non-working respondents), but they were the least likely to have
been asked for a bribe by someone in a private business (6% compared to 23% of the
self-employed).

For more details, see Annex tables 21b and 22b.
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6. The fight against EU budget fraud: sources of information

“Radio and TV’ was selected as the most popular means of receiving information
about the fight against EU budget fraud. This was by far the preferred option,
chosen by two-thirds of EU citizens.

EU citizens were presented with a list of the potential sources of information by which they
could learn about the fight against EU budget fraud and asked to select the channels that they
would prefer to use (see Chart 29).

“Radio and TV” received the most support as a means of learning more about fighting EU
budget fraud: two-thirds (67%) of respondents selected this option from the list. Furthermore,
a quarter of respondents would like to watch a TV mini-series or short TV movie about the
topic — watching television was by far the most preferred way for receiving information about
the fight against fraud.

Newspapers followed, with 51% of respondents opting for this as a preferred channel.
Slightly more than a third of respondents said they would prefer to inform themselves by
searching the Internet or by using other web-based tools (e.g. YouTube), and a quarter of
respondents would like to read a brochure or leaflet on this subject in order to learn more
about the topic. For 10% of respondents a CD-ROM, DVD or video would be a preferred
channel.

Finally, 5% of interviewees said they did not want to receive any information about this topic
and 1% preferred to be informed through other channels.

Chart 29: Preferred channels for receiving information about the
fight against fraud in the EU budget

Radio, TV 67
Newspapers 51
The Internet or other web-based tools such as i
37
YouTube
TV mini-series, TV drama/short movie for television 25
A brochure or leaflet 25
CD-ROM / DVD/ Video tape 10

Information not wanted 5

None of these ways | 1

DK/NA | 2

Q6. How would you prefer to receive information about the fight against fraud
detrimental to the EU budget? You can indicate several answers.
Base: all respondents, % by EU27

Chart 30 shows the three most popular information channels by country, that citizens said
they would use to find out more about the fight against EU budget fraud. A first glance shows
that respondents in almost all of the Member States frequently selected the same information
channels, i.e. “radio and TV” in first position, followed by newspapers (in second position)
and the Internet (in third position).
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Some differences could, nevertheless, be observed in the importance of each of these channels
between Member States. In Bulgaria, for example, “radio and TV” clearly stood out as being
by far the most popular channel, selected by 77% of respondents. The second and third most-
mentioned channels, newspapers and the Internet, were selected by just 41% and 24%,
respectively, of Bulgarian respondents. In other countries, the difference between the most
frequently-selected information channel and the second one was smaller: for example, in
Luxembourg, 77% of respondents opted for “TV and radio” (in first position) compared to
74% who preferred reading newspapers (in second position).

In Ireland, the UK and Malta, “radio and TV” was also the most popular choice, followed by
newspapers (Ireland and the UK) or the Internet (Malta). However, in these countries, a TV
mini-series or short TV film was placed in third position — a majority of Irish (59%) and
British (57%) citizens and a quarter of Maltese (27%) chose a TV mini-series as a way of
receiving information about the fight against EU budget fraud.

In Sweden and Romania, on the other hand, brochures and leaflets were the third most
popular choice. Almost seven out of 10 of Swedish citizens (68%) selected “radio and TV” as
apreferred channel to learn about this topic, half of them (52%) preferred reading newspapers
and one-third (32%) would like to recelve a brochure or leaflet. The corresponding
percentages for Romania were 69% for “radio and TV”, 36% for newspapers and 27% for a
brochure or leaflet.

Chart 30: Preferred channels for receiving information about the fight against fraud in
the EU budget (three most popular channels)

Newspapers - 43 Newspapers - 41 Newspapers - 49 Newspapers - 42
Internet - 35 Internet - 24 Internet - 41 Internet - 32
Radio, TV 74 Radio, TV 59 Radio, TV 62 Radio, TV 63
Newspapers 66 Newspapers a7 Newspapers 45 Newspapers 40
Internet 39 Internet 35 Internet 42 Internet 26
Radio, TV Ia- 54 Radio, TV II- 79 Radio, TV Ii_ 68 Radio, TV _ 67
TV mini-
Internet - 35 . _ 59 Internet - 33 Internet - 35
series
Radio, TV 53 Radio, TV 55 Radio, TV 77 Radio, TV 72
Newspapers 37 Newspapers 49 Newspapers 74 Newspapers 44
Internet 26 Internet 36 Internet 50 Internet 36
Radio, TV 49 Radio, TV 60 Radio, TV 64 Radio, TV 63
Internet - 31 Newspapers _ 55 Newspapers - 51 Newspapers - 35
TV mini-
. - 27 Internet - 40 Internet - 29 Internet - 35
series
Radio, TV 7 Radio, TV 69 Radio, TV 64 Radio, TV 68
Newspapers 57 Newspapers 36 Newspapers 45 Newspapers 54
Brochure/
Internet 44 27 Internet 41 Internet 35
leaflet
Q6. How would you prefer to receive
Newspapers _ 53 Newspapers _ 52 Newspapers _ 67 informationabout the fight against
Brochure/ TV mini frauddetrimental to the EU budget?
Internet - 34 rochure - 32 m_m" _ 57 You can indicate several answers.
leaflet series

Base: all respondents
% by country
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Socio-demographic considerations

In regard to being informed about the fight against EU budget fraud, the analysis by socio-
demographic groups showed that:

Men were more likely to prefer the Internet or other web-based tools (40% vs. 33% of
women) as a way of gaining information about the fight against EU budget fraud;
women had a greater tendency to mention “radio and TV” (69% vs. 65%)

Younger respondents were especially prone to selecting the Internet as a preferred
information channel: while 57% of 15-24 year-olds selected the Web, this percentage
decreased to 19% of respondents aged 55 and over

Older respondents tended, in turn, to mention “TV and radio” (69% of those aged 55
and over vs. 62% of 15-24 year-olds), newspapers (53% vs. 48%), or to say they did
not want such information (8% vs. 4%)

Respondents with the highest levels of education were also significantly more likely to
select the Internet or other web-based tools as a preferred channel: 46% of respondents
who finished full-time education between the ages of 16 and 20 selected this channel
compared to 14% of the less-educated respondents

Respondents with the lowest levels of education, on the other hand, preferred
receiving information by watching TV or by listening to the radio (71% selected this
channel compared to two-thirds of the most-educated interviewees)

Regarding place of residence, there were almost no differences regarding the numbers
opting to receive information via different channels, however, respondents living in
metropolitan areas were slightly more apt to select the Internet or newspapers. For
example, 39% of city dwellers (metropolitan or urban) mentioned the Internet or other
web-based tools compared to 49% of rural ones.

The largest difference by occupational status also related to the use of the Internet and
other web-based tools to find out about such information: 44% of the self-employed
and 46% of employees selected this channel compared to 31% of manual workers and
30% of those without paid work.

For more details, see Annex table 23b.
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Annex

Table 1a. Perceived extent to which the state budget is being defrauded — by country

QUESTION: Q1 _A. Do you think the scale of the problem in the following aread/institutions: israther frequent or
rather rare? - Defrauding the [COUNTRY] State Budget (customsfraud, VAT fraud, fraud with subsidies etc.)

=g=R=R R M TR

EunTEF=RELUHO=IINEN
A | | - _: [ |

Total N % Rather % Rather rare % DK/NA
frequent

EU27 25769 71.1 14.7 14.2
COUNTRY

Belgium 1000 55.5 257 18.8
Bulgaria 1031 69.2 9.7 211
Czech Rep. 1000 79.4 12.8 7.8
Denmark 1004 47.4 43.3 9.4
Germany 1005 81.7 11.1 7.2
Estonia 1051 36.6 32 314
Greece 1001 90.8 4.1 51
Spain 1003 59.6 17.7 22.8
France 1001 69.9 16.1 14
Ireland 1000 51.7 29.2 19.1
Italy 1003 77 6.1 17
Cyprus 506 61.8 18 20.2
Latvia 1019 76.7 7.4 15.9
Lithuania 1014 76.5 9.9 13.6
Luxembourg 509 43.2 455 11.3
Hungary 1024 83.9 7.4 8.7
Malta 509 60 17.2 22.8
Netherlands 1003 43 425 14.5
Austria 1003 69.5 16.4 14.1
Poland 1019 77.1 10.1 12.8
Portugal 1001 62.5 11.5 26
Romania 1012 72.4 8.2 19.3
Slovenia 1002 67.7 20.7 11.6
Slovakia 1046 68 16.8 15.2
Finland 1002 48 435 8.5
Sweden 1000 69.7 16.9 135
United Kingdom 1001 66.3 18.8 14.9
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Table 1b. Perceived extent to which the state budget is being defrauded — by segment

QUESTION: Q1 _A. Do you think the scale of the problem in the following areadinstitutions: israther frequent or
rather rare? - Defrauding the[COUNTRY] State Budget (customs fraud, VAT fraud, fraud with subsidies etc.)

Total N % Rather % Rather rare % DK/NA
frequent

EU27 25769 71.1 14.7 14.2

U0\ SEX

145y Male 12432 715 16.1 12.4
Female 13338 70.7 13.4 15.9
AGE
15-24 4189 64 22.6 13.4
25-39 6100 74.4 14.6 11
40 - 54 7098 73.9 13 13.1
55+ 8161 70.1 12.2 17.7
EDUCATION (end of)
Until 15 years of age 4156 68.1 10.4 215
16 - 20 11000 74.3 13.5 12.2
20 + 6762 72.2 16.7 11.2
Still in education 3102 64.9 20 15.1

'+ URBANISATION
/' Metropolitan 4895 713 155 132

Urban 10246 70.5 14.7 14.9
Rural 10570 71.8 14.3 13.9
OCCUPATION
Self-employed 2101 71.4 16.5 12.1
Employee 8810 74.1 15.3 10.7
Manual worker 2127 71.4 12.8 15.8
Not working 12632 69 14.3 16.7
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Table 2a. Perceived extent to which the EU budget is being defrauded — by country

QUESTION: Q1 _B. Do you think the scale of the problem in the following areagingitutions: is rather frequent or
rather rare? - Defrauding the Eur opean Union budget (customs fraud, misappr opriation of aids and grants, etc.)

Total N % Rather % Rather rare % DK/NA
frequent

EU27 25769 53.9 214 24.7

COUNTRY
BE  Begium 1000 46 217 26.3
E=  Bulgaria 1031 513 16.2 326
D= Czech Rep. 1000 56 26.9 17
== Denmark 1004 53.3 32.1 14.6
== Germany 1005 73.1 155 11.4
&= Estonia 1051 24.3 34.8 40.9
= Greece 1001 65.7 17.3 16.9
= spain 1003 453 23.2 315
IR France 1001 52.1 19.7 28.2
BE  reland 1000 42.9 355 21.6
Ly 1003 47.9 18.7 335

Cyprus 506 43.2 274 294
== |atvia 1019 51.1 18.5 30.3
= Lithuania 1014 52.7 222 25.1
== Luxembourg 509 57.7 28.2 14.2
=—  Hungary 1024 58.7 222 19.1
B Malta 509 27 37.8 35.1
== Netherlands 1003 49.6 33.8 16.5
= Austria 1003 67 17.4 156
== Poland 1019 35.7 30.3 34
Bl portugal 1001 43.9 19 37.1
Bl Romania 1012 44.3 19 36.7
B Sjovenia 1002 36.1 34.2 296
EE  Slovakia 1046 43.1 26.6 30.3
4= Finland 1002 53.2 327 14.1
=  Sweden 1000 51 20.3 28.7
& United Kingdom 1001 59 20.9 20.1
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Table 2b. Perceived extent to which the EU budget is being defrauded — by segment

QUESTION: Q1 _B. Do you think the scale of the problem in the following areagingitutions: is rather frequent or
rather rare? - Defrauding the European Union budget (customs fraud, misappropriation of aids and grants, etc.)

Total N % Rather % Rather % DK/NA
frequent rare

EU27 25769 53.9 21.4 24.7

A SEX

| Ly Male 12432 55.8 22.8 21.4
Female 13338 52.2 20 27.7
AGE
15-24 4189 42.9 36.3 20.8
25-39 6100 57.5 22.3 20.2
40 - 54 7098 57.8 18.7 235
55 + 8161 53.6 15.4 31
EDUCATION (end of)
Until 15 years of age 4156 51.5 15.3 33.1
16 - 20 11000 55.8 20.1 24.1
20 + 6762 58.4 20.8 20.8
Still in education 3102 43.6 35.6 20.8
URBANISATION
Metropolitan 4895 56 22.2 21.8
Urban 10246 52.7 21.3 26
Rural 10570 54.2 211 24.6
OCCUPATION
Self-employed 2101 57.5 17.8 247
Employee 8810 58.7 22 19.4
Manual worker 2127 55.1 19.6 25.2
Not working 12632 49.9 21.8 28.3
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Table 3a. Perceived extent of corruption or other wrongdoing in the national
government and institutions — by country

QUESTION: Q1 _C. Do you think the scale of the problem in the following areadingtitutions: israther frequent or
rather rare? - Corruption/Wrongdoing in [COUNTRY] national gover nment and institutions

Total N % Rather frequent % Rather rare % DK/NA
EU27 25769 62.9 23.1 13.9
COUNTRY
BE  Beigium 1000 47.4 34.2 18.4
BE  Bulgaria 1031 70.8 8.8 20.4
B Czech Rep. 1000 78.7 14.4 6.9
==  Denmark 1004 233 66.8 9.9
— Germany 1005 59.9 30.9 9.2
= Estonia 1051 48.1 312 20.7
= Greece 1001 82.3 10.8 6.9
= spain 1003 60.8 22.1 17.2
IR France 1001 56.6 22.3 211
BE  reland 1000 57.1 30.9 12
LI T 1003 75.6 10.1 14.3
Cyprus 506 54.8 25 20.1
== Latvia 1019 775 7.8 14.7
B Ljthuania 1014 83.9 5.9 10.2
=  Luxembourg 509 30.1 60.1 0.8
=—  Hungary 1024 71.9 13 15.1
B malta 509 46.2 26.1 27.7
== Netherlands 1003 28.4 58.3 13.3
= Austria 1003 56.3 29 14.6
= poland 1019 81.9 8.9 9.2
B portugal 1001 57.1 13.8 29.1
Bl Romania 1012 71 9.9 19.1
B Sjovenia 1002 74.2 16.1 9.8
EE  Sjovakia 1046 72.5 14.8 12.7
4= Finland 1002 30.5 58.3 1.2
=  Sweden 1000 36.3 48.9 14.8
2 United Kingdom 1001 60.5 28.4 11.1
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Table 3b. Perceived extent of corruption or other wrongdoing in the national
government and institutions — by segment

QUESTION: Q1 _C. Do you think the scale of the problem in the following areag/institutions: is rather frequent or
rather rare? - Corruption/Wrongdoing in [COUNTRY] national gover nment and institutions

Total N % Rather % Rather rare % DK/NA
frequent

EU27 25769 62.9 23.1 13.9

A SEX

| Ly Male 12432 61.6 26.5 11.9
Female 13338 64.1 20 15.9
AGE
15-24 4189 61.1 27.3 11.6
25-39 6100 65.2 23.7 11.1
40 - 54 7098 65 23.1 12
55 + 8161 60.5 20.6 18.8
EDUCATION (end of)
Until 15 years of age 4156 65.1 13.2 21.6
16 - 20 11000 66.4 20.3 13.2
20 + 6762 57.8 313 10.9
Still in education 3102 60.4 28.7 10.9
URBANISATION
Metropolitan 4895 62.3 26.5 11.2
Urban 10246 62.6 23 14.3
Rural 10570 63.6 21.7 14.7
OCCUPATION
Self-employed 2101 63.1 25.1 11.8
Employee 8810 62.6 26.5 10.9
Manual worker 2127 69.4 154 15.2
Not working 12632 62 21.8 16.2
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Table 4a. Perceived extent of corruption and other wrongdoing in the EU institutions
— by country

QUESTION: Q1 D. Do you think the scale of the problem in the following areagd/institutions: is rather frequent or
rather rare? - Corruption/Wrongdoing in European Union institutions

Total N % Rather frequent % Rather rare % DK/NA
EU27 25769 435 28.2 28.3
COUNTRY
BE  Beigium 1000 365 36.4 27.1
B Bulgaria 1031 25.8 24.9 49.3
B Czech Rep. 1000 47.8 28.7 235
==  Denmark 1004 47.4 38.4 14.3
== Germany 1005 52 276 20.4
&= Estonia 1051 22.6 30.9 46.5
= Greece 1001 48.1 28 23.9
= spain 1003 411 29.4 295
DR France 1001 43.2 26.4 30.4
BE  reland 1000 42.9 36.4 20.8
LI BT 1003 41.7 25 33.4
Cyprus 506 30 30.9 39
== Latvia 1019 25.1 25.4 495
E=  Lithuania 1014 35.7 28.2 36
=  Luxembourg 509 44.1 42.6 13.3
=—  Hungary 1024 30.1 32 37.8
B malta 509 26.1 336 40.3
== Netherlands 1003 32.6 47.1 20.3
= Austria 1003 60.9 20.6 18.6
= Poland 1019 28.9 34.7 36.4
B portugal 1001 36.8 211 42.2
Bl Romania 1012 27.8 27 45.2
B Siovenia 1002 32.3 35.7 31.9
EE  Sjovakia 1046 39.3 29 317
+=  Finland 1002 46 34.2 19.9
=  Sweden 1000 54.8 25.4 19.8
2I¥  United Kingdom 1001 57.1 22.9 20
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Table 4b. Perceived extent of corruption and other wrongdoing in the EU institutions
— by segment

QUESTION: Q1 D. Do you think the scale of the problem in the following areadinstitutions: israther frequent or
rather rare? - Corruption/Wrongdoing in European Union institutions

Total N % Rather % Rather rare % DK/NA
frequent

EU27 25769 43.5 28.2 28.3

U\ SEX

| g ) Male 12432 44.9 30.5 24.6
Female 13338 42.2 26 318
AGE
15-24 4189 35 42.3 22.6
25-39 6100 45.1 31.7 23.3
40 - 54 7098 45.7 27.3 27
55 + 8161 44.6 19.6 35.9
EDUCATION (end of)
Until 15 years of age 4156 45 17.1 37.9
16 - 20 11000 45.6 26.3 28.1
20 + 6762 44 318 24.2
Still in education 3102 33.6 435 23
URBANISATION
Metropolitan 4895 44.4 29.2 26.4
Urban 10246 41.3 29.2 295
Rural 10570 45.3 26.8 27.9
OCCUPATION
Self-employed 2101 46.5 27.1 26.4
Employee 8810 475 30.4 22.1
Manual worker 2127 45.1 23.3 31.6
Not working 12632 40 27.6 324
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Table 5a. Perceived extent of corruption and other wrongdoing in international
organizations — by country

QUESTION: Q1_E. Do you think the scale of the problem in the following areagingitutions: is rather frequent or
rather rare? - Corruption/Wrongdoing in international organisations (like United Nations, World Bank etc.)

Total N % Rather frequent % Rather rare % DK/NA
EU27 25769 43 28.4 28.6
COUNTRY
BE  Beigium 1000 36.8 34.7 28.5
Bl Bulgaria 1031 19.2 25 55.8
B Czech Rep. 1000 43 29.7 273
==  Denmark 1004 40 44.8 15.2
— Germany 1005 56.5 26.9 16.6
= Estonia 1051 16 30.4 53.6
= Greece 1001 46 28 26
==  spain 1003 4 28.8 30.2
IR France 1001 47.9 23.7 28.4
BE  reland 1000 457 35.8 18.6
LI T 1003 43.9 22 34.1
Cyprus 506 33.2 30.1 36.7
= Latvia 1019 185 27.4 54.1
= Lithuania 1014 27.3 30.7 42
=  Luxembourg 509 49.1 38.7 12.2
=—  Hungary 1024 26.4 30.9 427
B malta 509 257 33.1 41.2
== Netherlands 1003 40.1 43.7 16.3
= Austria 1003 52.9 24.9 22.1
== Poland 1019 25.9 30.5 43.6
Bl portugal 1001 34.9 21.9 43.3
Bl Romania 1012 21.6 28.9 49.4
B Sjovenia 1002 477 27.4 24.9
EE  Slovakia 1046 36.2 27.7 36
4= Finland 1002 35.8 435 20.7
=  Sweden 1000 44.7 353 20
2 United Kingdom 1001 49.3 31.4 19.4
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Table 5b. Perceived extent of corruption and other wrongdoing in international
organizations — by segment

QUESTION: Q1_E. Do you think the scale of the problem in the following areag/ingtitutions: is rather frequent or
rather rare? - Corruption/Wrongdoing in international organisations (like United Nations, World Bank etc.)

Total N % Rather % Rather rare % DK/NA
frequent

EU27 25769 43 28.4 28.6

A SEX

| Ly Male 12432 445 30.2 25.4
Female 13338 41.6 26.7 31.7
AGE
15-24 4189 37.6 415 20.8
25-39 6100 44 31.3 24.7
40 - 54 7098 43.9 28.5 27.6
55 + 8161 44 19.6 36.4
EDUCATION (end of)
Until 15 years of age 4156 445 16.4 39.1
16 - 20 11000 435 27.3 29.2
20 + 6762 44.1 32 23.9
Still in education 3102 37.9 41.7 20.3
URBANISATION
Metropolitan 4895 43.3 30.9 25.8
Urban 10246 41.7 29 29.3
Rural 10570 44.2 26.6 29.2
OCCUPATION
Self-employed 2101 445 26.7 28.8
Employee 8810 47 30.6 22.4
Manual worker 2127 40.6 27.6 31.8
Not working 12632 40.3 27.2 32.5
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Table 6a. Reaction to statements about fraud and the EU budget: [COUNTRY] should
co-operate more with the anti-fraud services of the EU institutions — by country
QUESTION: Q2_A. For each of the following statements about defrauding the European Union budget, could you

please tell meif you tend to agree or tend to disagree? - [OUR COUNTRY] should co-operate more with anti-fraud
services of the European Union institutions

Total N % Tend to agree % Tend to disagree % DK/NA
EU27 25768 86.6 6.6 6.8
COUNTRY
BE Beigium 1000 82.2 10.4 75
EE  Bulgaria 1031 90.2 2.1 7.7
B Czech Rep. 1000 80.3 12 7.7
mm  Denmark 1004 85.7 9.1 5.2
== Germany 1005 89.2 4.9 5.9
&= Estonia 1051 82.5 7.4 10.2
= Greece 1001 91.2 5 3.8
==  spain 1002 88.9 43 6.8
DR France 1001 85.3 8.8 5.9
B0 reland 1000 785 14.7 6.8
IR jray 1003 88.5 3.8 7.7
Cyprus 506 89.7 4.8 55
= Latvia 1019 82.6 6.9 10.5
B |jthuania 1014 89.5 3.2 7.3
—_ Luxembourg 509 83.3 11.4 5.3
=  Hungary 1024 90.5 3.9 5.6
B maita 509 87.2 2.9 9.9
=  Netherlands 1003 74.3 18.3 7.4
= Austria 1003 82.6 9.9 75
== Poland 1019 90.2 4.4 5.3
B portugal 1001 86.1 3.6 10.3
Bl Romania 1012 86.1 3.2 10.8
BE  Slovenia 1002 92.8 3.4 3.9
EE  Slovakia 1046 89.4 5.4 5.2
+=  Finland 1002 85.6 8.4 6
==  Sweden 1000 815 7.8 10.8
B2 United Kingdom 1001 83.3 10.4 6.3
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Table 6b. Reaction to statements about fraud and the EU budget: [COUNTRY] should
co-operate more with the anti-fraud services of the EU institutions — by segment
QUESTION: Q2_A. For each of the following statements about defrauding the European Union budget, could you

please tell meif you tend to agree or tend to disagree? - [OUR COUNTRY] should co-operate more with anti-fraud
services of the European Union institutions

Total N % Tend to % Tend to % DK/NA
agree disagree

EU27 25768 86.6 6.6 6.8

A SEX

| g ) Male 12432 87.4 7.1 5.6
Female 13336 85.9 6.3 7.8
AGE
15-24 4189 88 8.5 35
25-39 6100 87 7.7 5.3
40 - 54 7098 88 6 6
55 + 8160 84.6 5.5 9.9
EDUCATION (end of)
Until 15 years of age 4155 83.3 5.7 11
16 - 20 11000 87.3 6.9 5.8
20 + 6762 87.9 6.1 6
Still in education 3102 89.1 7.2 3.7
URBANISATION
Metropolitan 4895 88.7 5.6 5.7
Urban 10246 87.3 6.4 6.4
Rural 10569 85.1 7.3 7.6
OCCUPATION
Self-employed 2101 86.7 6.9 6.4
Employee 8810 87.6 6.8 5.6
Manual worker 2127 86.5 7.8 5.7
Not working 12631 86 6.2 7.8
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Table 7a. Reaction to statements about fraud and the EU budget: [COUNTRY] should
co-operate more with the anti-fraud services of other EU Member States — by
country

QUESTION: Q2 _B. For each of the following statements about defrauding the European Union budget, could you

please tell me if you tend to agree or tend to disagree? -[OUR COUNTRY] should co-operate more with anti-fraud
services of the other EU Member

Total N % Tend to agree % Tend to disagree % DK/NA
EU27 25768 83.3 95 7.2
COUNTRY
Bl Beigium 1000 75.8 16.1 8
EE Bulgaria 1031 87.4 2.8 9.8
B CzechRep. 1000 69 20.7 10.3
==  Denmark 1004 87.2 7.9 4.9
== Germany 1005 86.7 8.8 45
= Estonia 1051 83.5 6.2 10.3
= Greece 1001 814 11.9 6.6
Z—  spain 1002 81.2 9.1 9.7
IR France 1001 85.6 8.4 6
BE reland 1000 80.6 12.3 7
Il jay 1003 84.7 6.2 9.1
Cyprus 506 829 10.1 7
== Latvia 1019 80.7 6.2 13.1
B Lithuania 1014 87.7 3.3 8.9
=  Luxembourg 509 82.2 13.4 4.4
=  Hungary 1024 84.9 8.4 6.8
B malta 509 80.6 8.1 1.3
== Netherlands 1003 58.6 34.7 6.7
= Austria 1003 84 9 7
==  Ppoland 1019 84.2 9.3 6.5
Bl portugal 1001 81.3 7.1 1.7
Bl  Romania 1012 82.6 4.2 133
B Sjovenia 1002 87.4 7.6 5.1
BEE  Sjovakia 1046 83.3 9.6 7
4= Finland 1002 85.4 8.3 6.3
=  Sweden 1000 77.3 12.9 9.7
BIE  United Kingdom 1001 86.7 8.6 4.7
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Table 7b. Reaction to statements about fraud and the EU budget: [COUNTRY] should
co-operate more with the anti-fraud services of other EU Member States — by
segment

QUESTION: Q2 _B. For each of the following statements about defrauding the European Union budget, could you

please tell meif you tend to agree or tend to disagree? -[OUR COUNTRY] should co-operate more with anti-fraud
services of the other EU Member

Total N % Tend to % Tend to % DK/NA
agree disagree

EU27 25768 83.3 9.5 7.2

0\ SEX

15y Male 12432 85 9.6 5.4
Female 13336 81.8 9.4 8.8
AGE
15-24 4189 81 15.9 3.1
25-39 6100 83.9 10.7 54
40 - 54 7098 85.2 8 6.8
55 + 8160 82.9 6.6 10.6
EDUCATION (end of)
Until 15 years of age 4155 78.8 8 13.1
16 - 20 11000 84 9.7 6.3
20 + 6762 87 1.7 5.3
Still in education 3102 823 14.4 3.3
URBANISATION
Metropolitan 4895 85.9 8.7 54
Urban 10246 83.8 9.3 6.9
Rural 10569 81.8 10.1 8.1
OCCUPATION
Self-employed 2101 84.7 84 6.8
Employee 8810 85.8 9.2 5
Manual worker 2127 83.8 9.3 6.9
Not working 12631 814 9.9 8.7
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Table 8a. Reaction to statements about fraud and the EU budget: The EU should
coordinate national investigations of fraud linked to the EU budget — by country
QUESTION: Q2_C. For each of the following statements about defrauding the European Union budget, could you

please tell me if you tend to agree or tend to disagree? - The European Union should coordinate national
investigations of defrauding the European Union budget

Total N % Tend to agree % Tend to disagree % DK/NA
EU27 25768 8L4 8.7 9.9
COUNTRY
Bl Beigium 1000 83.5 8.3 8.2
B Bulgaria 1031 84.6 2.9 125
D= Czech Rep. 1000 70 187 1.2
am  Denmark 1004 80.3 12.4 7.3
== Germany 1005 82.5 9.7 7.8
&= Estonia 1051 64.5 17 185
= Greece 1001 86.3 7.3 6.4
Z spain 1002 83.8 5.4 10.8
IR France 1001 82.5 9.6 7.9
BE reland 1000 84.9 9.3 5.7
LI T 1003 81.2 5.8 12.9
Cyprus 506 88.1 5 6.9
== Latvia 1019 70.9 7.3 21.8
S |jthuania 1014 7.7 7 153
—_ Luxembourg 509 84.8 11.2 4
—  Hungary 1024 75.4 1.3 133
B malta 509 86.6 35 9.9
=—  Netherlands 1003 80 12.9 7.1
= Austria 1003 75.9 13.7 10.4
== Poland 1019 78.3 9.9 1.8
Bl portugal 1001 796 6.1 143
Bl  Romania 1012 72.9 8.4 18.7
B Sjovenia 1002 86 8 6.1
EE  Slovakia 1046 81.9 8.3 9.8
4= Finland 1002 82 10.5 75
== Sweden 1000 81.9 75 10.6
BIE  United Kingdom 1001 85.6 8.2 6.3
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Table 8b. Reaction to statements about fraud and the EU budget: The EU should
coordinate national investigations of fraud linked to the EU budget — by segment
QUESTION: Q2_C. For each of the following statements about defrauding the European Union budget, could you

please tell me if you tend to agree or tend to disagree? - The European Union should coordinate national
investigations of defrauding the European Union budget

Total N % Tend to % Tend to % DK/NA
agree disagree

EU27 25768 814 8.7 9.9

A SEX

| g ) Male 12432 82.4 9.8 7.8
Female 13336 80.5 7.6 11.9
AGE
15-24 4189 79.3 13.7 6.9
25-39 6100 81.6 10.6 7.8
40 - 54 7098 83.8 7.5 8.7
55 + 8160 80.3 5.8 13.9
EDUCATION (end of)
Until 15 years of age 4155 775 5.1 17.4
16 - 20 11000 83.6 7.8 8.7
20 + 6762 82.7 10.1 7.2
Still in education 3102 80.1 12.9 7
URBANISATION
Metropolitan 4895 82 9.7 8.4
Urban 10246 81.9 8.5 9.6
Rural 10569 80.7 8.5 10.8
OCCUPATION
Self-employed 2101 83 7.8 9.2
Employee 8810 83.8 9.2 7
Manual worker 2127 82.7 8.1 9.2
Not working 12631 79.4 8.5 12.1
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Table 9a. Reaction to statements about fraud and the EU budget: The EU needs its
own EU-level anti-fraud organisation/institution to fight fraud — by country
QUESTION: Q2 _D. For each of the following statements about defrauding the European Union budget, could you

please tell me if you tend to agree or tend to disagree? - The EU needs its own European Union level anti-fraud
organisation/institution to fight fraud

Total N % Tend to agree % Tend to disagree % DK/NA
EU27 25768 77.8 1.2 10.9
COUNTRY
Bl Beigium 1000 82.5 7.9 9.6
B Bulgaria 1031 811 2.7 16.1
D= Czech Rep. 1000 63 24.2 12.8
am  Denmark 1004 735 18.2 8.3
== Germany 1005 68.7 22.2 9.1
&= Estonia 1051 69.4 13.2 17.4
= Greece 1001 88.2 5.5 6.3
= Spain 1002 84 46 1.3
BN France 1001 82.1 8.3 9.6
BE reland 1000 82.4 10.8 6.7
LI T 1003 84.8 4.2 10.9
Cyprus 506 86.9 5.9 7.2
== Latvia 1019 69.2 8.7 22.1
S |jthuania 1014 745 8.4 17.1
—_ Luxembourg 509 81.2 14.9 4
—  Hungary 1024 78.1 75 145
B malta 509 83.1 5.2 11.8
=—  Netherlands 1003 80.7 131 6.2
== Austria 1003 70.7 19.2 10.2
== Poland 1019 73 9.6 175
B portugal 1001 82.7 46 12.6
Bl  Romania 1012 78 4.4 17.6
B Sovenia 1002 84.6 9.2 6.3
BEE  Sjovakia 1046 73.9 125 137
4= Finland 1002 63.9 265 9.6
== Sweden 1000 75.3 12 12.7
2 United Kingdom 1001 79.6 12.6 7.8
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Table 9b. Reaction to statements about fraud and the EU budget: The EU needs its
own EU-level anti-fraud organisation/institution to fight fraud — by segment
QUESTION: Q2_D. For each of the following statements about defrauding the European Union budget, could you

please tell me if you tend to agree or tend to disagree? - The EU needs its own European Union level anti-fraud
organisation/institution to fight fraud

Total N % Tend to % Tend to % DK/NA
agree disagree

EU27 25768 77.8 11.2 10.9

A SEX

| g ) Male 12432 79 12.8 8.2
Female 13336 76.7 9.8 13.5
AGE
15-24 4189 80.2 13.1 6.8
25-39 6100 79.3 12 8.7
40 - 54 7098 78.3 115 10.1
55 + 8160 75.2 9.5 15.3
EDUCATION (end of)
Until 15 years of age 4155 4.7 6.8 18.5
16 - 20 11000 79.2 11.2 9.6
20 + 6762 78.3 13 8.7
Still in education 3102 79.1 14 6.8
URBANISATION
Metropolitan 4895 77.8 12.9 9.4
Urban 10246 79.7 9.9 10.4
Rural 10569 76.2 11.8 12
OCCUPATION
Self-employed 2101 775 12.3 10.2
Employee 8810 79.7 12.2 8.2
Manual worker 2127 75.6 11.9 12.5
Not working 12631 77.1 10.3 12.6
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Table 10a. Have respondents heard of OLAF? — by country

QUESTION: Q3. Have you ever heard of OLAF - European Anti-Fraud Office that fights fraud, corruption and any
other irregular activity affecting financial interests of the European Union?

Total N % Yes % No 9% DK/NA

EU27 25768 12.9 86.2 0.9

COUNTRY
BE Beigium 1000 15.2 84 0.8
ES  Bulgaria 1031 28.8 64.6 6.5
B Czech Rep. 1000 12.9 85.6 15
mm  Denmark 1004 9.2 90.6 0.2
== Germany 1005 10 90 0
&= Estonia 1051 155 81.6 2.9
= Greece 1001 13.6 85.4 1
==  spain 1002 115 88.4 0.1
DR France 1001 11.1 88.6 0.4
B0 reland 1000 8.4 91.3 0.3
LI BT 1003 10.7 88.3 1

Cyprus 506 154 84.5 0.1
== Latvia 1019 12.6 81.4
B |jthuania 1014 10.2 85.5 4.2
=  Luxembourg 509 19 80.8 0.2
=—  Hungary 1024 13.3 86.3 0.4

B malta 509 17.9 81.3 0.8

=  Netherlands 1003 12.4 87.4 0.2
== Austria 1003 26.2 72.6 13
== Poland 1019 15.4 82.5 2.1
B portugal 1001 18.7 80.7 0.6
Bl Romania 1012 27.6 67.8 4.6
EBm  S|ovenia 1002 23.4 76 0.5
EE  Slovakia 1046 11.9 85.9 2.2
+=  Finland 1002 7.6 91.9 0.5
=  Sweden 1000 7.7 1.8 0.4
2= United Kingdom 1001 10.9 88.8 0.3
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Table 10b. Have respondents heard of OLAF? — by segment

QUESTION: Q3. Have you ever heard of OLAF - European Anti-Fraud Office that fights fraud, corruption and any
other irregular activity affecting financial interests of the European Union?

Total N % Yes % No % DK/NA

EU27 25768 12.9 86.2 0.9

0\ SEX

157 Male 12432 14.6 84.5 0.9
Female 13336 11.3 87.8 0.9
AGE
15-24 4189 7.5 91.5 1
25-39 6100 12.8 86.3 0.8
40 - 54 7098 14.3 84.8 0.9
55 + 8160 14.5 845 1
EDUCATION (end of)
Until 15 years of age 4155 10.1 88.6 1.3
16 - 20 11000 12.1 87 0.9
20+ 6762 17.8 81.6 0.6
Still in education 3102 9 89.9 1.1
URBANISATION
Metropolitan 4895 13.8 85.4 0.8
Urban 10246 13.6 85.5 0.8
Rural 10569 11.7 87.2 1.1
OCCUPATION
Self-employed 2101 15.4 84 0.6
Employee 8810 14.1 85.4 05
Manual worker 2127 10.8 87.9 1.3
Not working 12631 11.9 86.9 1.2
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Table 11a. Trust in the national police force — by country

QUESTION: Q4_A. How much do you trust the following organisations fighting fraud against the European Union
budget? - Thepoliceforcein [COUNTRY]

Total N % Do not % Trust % Trust % DK/NA
trust at all partly completely

EU27 25768 133 54 30.2 2.6

COUNTRY
BN Begium 1000 13 60.9 22.7 3.4
B Bulgaria 1031 36.7 451 135 47
B CzechRep. 1000 24.4 55.2 18.2 2.2
== Denmark 1004 4.3 37.9 56.2 1.6
- Germany 1005 5.7 59.3 33.7 1.3
&= Estonia 1051 12 48.3 35 48
= Greece 1001 24.3 57.7 153 2.7
2= Spain 1002 122 49.2 36 2.6
IR France 1001 13.8 57.3 27.3 1.6
BE  reland 1000 8 54.2 35.7 2
LI TYY 1003 6.4 40.4 50.5 27

Cyprus 506 15.7 51.6 30.4 2.3
= Latvia 1019 24.8 59 8.2 7.9
S |jthuania 1014 26.1 58.5 115 3.9
== Luxembourg 509 11.9 63.4 22.9 18
—  Hungary 1024 14.9 6L.7 20.5 2.8
‘B valta 509 7.9 40.3 435 8.3
=— Netherlands 1003 8 54.9 34.8 2.4
= Austria 1003 5.4 52.4 39.1 31
== Poland 1019 23.9 60.5 10.6 5
Bl portugal 1001 187 55 21 5.3
Bl Romania 1012 39.2 46.2 9.7 4.8
B Sjovenia 1002 19.7 64.6 137 2.1
BN Sjovakia 1046 22.8 61.1 13.4 2.7
4= Finland 1002 2.2 35.2 615 11
=  Sweden 1000 7 52.5 37.4 3.1
2 United Kingdom 1001 9.9 58.4 30 16
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Table 11b. Trust in the national police force — by segment

QUESTION: Q4_A. How much do you trust the following organisations fighting fraud against the European Union
budget? - Thepoliceforcein [COUNTRY]

Total N % Do not % Trust % Trust % DK/NA

trust at all partly completely

EU27 25768 13.3 54 30.2 2.6

A SEX

| Ly Male 12432 14.1 51.8 31.9 2.2
Female 13336 12.5 56 28.6 2.9
AGE
15-24 4189 16.4 59.3 23.1 1.2
25-39 6100 15.3 57.5 25.6 1.6
40 - 54 7098 12.2 54.1 311 2.7
55 + 8160 11.2 48.6 36.4 3.8
EDUCATION (end of)
uUntil 15 years of age 4155 14.6 47.4 33.6 4.4
16 - 20 11000 14 55 28.8 2.2
20 + 6762 11.1 55 32 2
Still in education 3102 13.2 59.3 26.3 1.3
URBANISATION
Metropolitan 4895 12.8 55.3 29.8 2
Urban 10246 13.3 54.9 29.4 2.4
Rural 10569 13.4 52.7 311 2.8
OCCUPATION
Self-employed 2101 14 54.9 28.9 2.2
Employee 8810 11.1 57.2 29.6 2.1
Manual worker 2127 21.3 52.1 24.1 2.5
Not working 12631 13.3 51.8 31.9 3
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Table 12a. Trust in the national customs services — by country

QUESTION: Q4 B. How much do you trugt the following organisations fighting fraud against the European Union
budget? - Customs servicesin [COUNTRY]

Total N % Do not % Trust % Trust % DK/NA
trust at all partly completely

EU27 25768 11.8 49.6 28.3 10.3

COUNTRY
BN Begium 1000 10.2 53.6 27 9.2
E=  Bulgaria 1031 48.9 27.4 35 20.2
B CzechRep. 1000 19.7 53.7 18.7 8
==  Denmark 1004 4.2 33 59.5 3.4
. Germany 1005 3.2 51.4 40.2 5.2
&= Estonia 1046 6.8 44 36.9 12.4
= Greece 1001 28.9 49.8 9.2 12.1
= spain 1002 15.8 47 21.8 153
IR France 1001 9.9 49.6 37 3.6
BE  reland 1000 8.2 45.9 42.1 3.8
Ly 1003 95 485 233 18.7

Cyprus 506 17.3 57.3 18.1 7.4
= Latvia 1019 25.4 49.8 5.6 19.2
= Lithuania 1014 223 51.8 9.9 16.1
— Luxembourg 509 6.1 52.3 36.4 5.3
=  Hungary 1024 8.5 50 315 10
‘B valta 509 13.4 40.3 325 13.8
== Netherlands 1003 4 49.5 413 5.2
= Austria 1003 3.8 457 411 9.4
== poland 1019 15.2 56.2 9.6 19.1
Bl portugal 1001 17.4 48 13.2 213
Bl Romania 1012 36.1 40.8 6.3 16.8
B Slovenia 1002 10.5 58.8 227 8
EE  Sjovakia 1046 16.5 58.3 12.1 13.1
4= Finland 1002 2.1 32.9 62 2.9
=  Sweden 1000 45 45.6 46.2 3.7
& United Kingdom 1001 9.7 53.7 32.4 4.2
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Table 12b. Trust in the national customs services — by segment

QUESTION: Q4 B. How much do you trugt the following organisations fighting fraud against the European Union
budget? - Customs servicesin [COUNTRY]

Total N % Do not % Trust % Trust % DK/NA

trust at all partly completely

EU27 25768 11.8 49.6 28.3 10.3

I\ SEX

| g ) Male 12431 12.7 47.3 31.9 8.1
Female 13336 11.1 51.7 25 12.3
AGE
15-24 4188 13.7 55 24.5 6.7
25-39 6100 13.1 53.6 26.7 6.6
40 -54 7098 11.3 50.7 29.3 8.7
55 + 8160 10.4 43.1 30.5 16
EDUCATION (end of)
Until 15 years of age 4155 13.1 42 24.1 20.8
16 - 20 11000 12.1 51.7 27.3 9
20+ 6762 10.4 49.5 33.5 6.5
Still in education 3101 12.1 54 26.4 75
URBANISATION
Metropolitan 4895 12.7 49.7 29.8 7.8
Urban 10246 12.6 50 28 9.4
Rural 10569 10.7 49.2 27.9 12.2
OCCUPATION
Self-employed 2101 12.1 53.2 27.7 7
Employee 8810 10.8 51.7 31.2 6.2
Manual worker 2127 17.1 51.8 22.2 8.9
Not working 12631 11.6 47.1 27.4 13.9
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Table 13a. Trust in the national tax authorities — by country

QUESTION: Q4_C. How much do you trust the following organisations fighting fraud against the European Union
budget? -Thetax authoritiesin [COUNTRY]

Total N % Do not % Trust % Trust % DK/NA
trust at all partly completely

EU27 25768 18.4 48.7 26.8 6.1

COUNTRY
BN Begium 1000 16.3 53.9 24 5.8
B Bulgaria 1031 34.8 37.6 11.3 16.2
B CzechRep. 1000 24.2 49.7 18.6 75
==  Denmark 1004 4.9 335 59 2.6
- Germany 1005 15.1 52 29.3 3.6
&= Estonia 1046 6.3 38.8 46.7 8.1
= Greece 1001 34 49.2 122 46
= Spain 1002 19.8 48.7 25.6 5.9
IR France 1001 17.6 45.6 33.7 3.1
BE  reland 1000 12.3 39.7 451 2.9
LI TYY 1003 16.1 51.1 22.6 10.3

Cyprus 506 20.2 50.1 24.1 5.6
== Latvia 1019 23.4 415 17.7 17.4
B Ljthuania 1014 17 48.3 21.3 135
=  Luxembourg 509 6.3 47.9 42.9 2.9
=—  Hungary 1024 16.5 46 29.6 7.9
‘B valta 509 16.6 40.6 31.2 11.6
== Netherlands 1003 8.5 44 44.7 2.7
= Austria 1003 6.8 43.6 44.4 5.1
== poland 1019 26.4 535 11.9 8.3
Bl portugal 1001 27 476 15 10.4
Bl Romania 1012 30.5 46 11.4 122
B Sjovenia 1002 27.2 49.2 19.9 3.7
EE  Sjovakia 1046 20.9 535 16.7 8.9
4= Finland 1002 45 37.8 56.2 16
=  Sweden 1000 5.4 37.7 54.3 2.6
2 United Kingdom 1001 17.3 50.4 28.9 35
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Table 13b. Trust in the national tax authorities — by segment

QUESTION: Q4_C. How much do you trust the following organisations fighting fraud against the European Union
budget? - Thetax authoritiesin [COUNTRY]

Total N % Do not % Trust % Trust % DK/NA

trust at all partly completely

EU27 25768 18.4 48.7 26.8 6.1

I\ SEX

| g ) Male 12431 18.8 47.3 294 4.5
Female 13336 18 50.1 244 7.5
AGE
15-24 4188 22.3 50.7 20.9 6.1
25-39 6100 19.2 50.2 27.8 2.8
40 -54 7098 17.1 51.1 27.1 4.7
55 + 8160 16.7 44.8 28.9 9.5
EDUCATION (end of)
Until 15 years of age 4155 216 45.4 215 11.5
16 - 20 11000 19.4 49.5 26.2 4.9
20+ 6762 14.2 49 33.5 3.3
Still in education 3101 19.1 51.8 22.4 6.8
URBANISATION
Metropolitan 4895 17.4 49.2 28.2 5.2
Urban 10246 18.3 49.4 26.8 55
Rural 10569 18.8 47.9 26.4 7
OCCUPATION
Self-employed 2101 19.3 50.5 27.1 3
Employee 8810 16 50.9 30.3 2.8
Manual worker 2127 24.8 47.7 22.1 5.4
Not working 12631 18.8 47.2 25.2 8.9
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Table 14a. Trust in the national courts and the legal system — by country

QUESTION: Q4 _D. How much do you trust the following organisations fighting fraud against the European Union
budget? - The courts, thelegal system in [COUNTRY]

Total N % Do not % Trust % Trust % DK/NA
trust at all partly completely

EU27 25768 21.1 49 25.1 4.8

COUNTRY
BN Begium 1000 17.2 50.5 26.6 5.7
B Bulgaria 1031 451 33.3 6.8 14.8
B CzechRep. 1000 29.5 517 14.4 4.4
==  Denmark 1004 23 26.8 69 2
e Germany 1005 13.6 53 311 2.3
&= Estonia 1046 18.6 451 25.6 10.7
= Greece 1001 20.5 52.1 21.8 5.7
= spain 1002 23.9 48.7 22.9 45
IR France 1001 20.7 49.6 25.8 3.9
BE  reland 1000 14.2 48.8 34.4 2.6
Ly 1003 28.8 44.7 20.8 5.7

Cyprus 506 13 44.1 39 3.9
== Latvia 1019 25.8 46.1 11.7 16.4
B Ljthuania 1014 36.1 425 95 12
=—  Luxembourg 509 7.8 47.8 42.1 2.4
=  Hungary 1024 19.5 50.3 23.9 6.3
‘B valta 509 225 35.7 29.6 12.2
== Netherlands 1003 7.7 40.3 47.7 4.3
= Austria 1003 9.1 39.4 46.5 5.1
== poland 1019 24 58.4 12.6 5
Bl portugal 1001 29.4 49 13.2 8.4
Bl Romania 1012 43.8 36.9 8.4 10.9
B Slovenia 1002 36.8 46 14.2 3.1
EE  Sjovakia 1046 29.9 49.8 12.6 7.6
4= Finland 1002 5.6 50.3 42.1 2
=  Sweden 1000 7.7 451 43.6 3.7
& United Kingdom 1001 16.2 53 27.7 31
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Table 14b. Trust in the national courts and the legal system — by segment

QUESTION: Q4_D. How much do you trust the following organisations fighting fraud against the European Union
budget? - The courts, thelegal system in [COUNTRY]

Total N % Do not % Trust % Trust % DK/NA

trust at all partly completely

EU27 25768 211 49 25.1 4.8

I\ SEX

| g ) Male 12431 22.4 46.4 27.5 3.7
Female 13336 19.9 514 229 5.8
AGE
15-24 4188 18.3 52.7 26.3 2.7
25-39 6100 20.2 49.7 27.3 2.8
40 -54 7098 21.4 50.7 24.3 3.6
55+ 8160 23.1 45.1 23.7 8.2
EDUCATION (end of)
Until 15 years of age 4155 28.3 43.4 18.2 10.1
16 - 20 11000 21.2 51.9 229 4
20 + 6762 18.1 47.2 31.9 2.7
Still in education 3101 17.9 51.8 27.7 2.7
URBANISATION
Metropolitan 4895 20.2 48.6 27.7 35
Urban 10246 21.3 49.4 24.9 4.4
Rural 10569 21.4 48.9 24.1 5.6
OCCUPATION
Self-employed 2101 214 50.2 26.3 2
Employee 8810 18.5 49.9 28.7 29
Manual worker 2127 26.6 48.8 19.7 5
Not working 12631 22.1 48.1 23.3 6.5
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Table 15a. Trust in the European Anti-Fraud Office (OLAF) — by country

QUESTION: Q4_E. How much do you trugt the following organisations fighting fraud against the European Union
budget? - The Eur opean anti-fraud office (OLAF)

Total N % Do not % Trust % Trust % DK/NA
trust at all partly completely

EU27 25768 6 27.1 13.1 53.8

COUNTRY
BN Begium 1000 3.7 28.7 18.3 49.3
B Bulgaria 1031 5.8 16.4 18.8 59.1
B CzechRep. 1000 10.4 34.6 14.4 40.6
==  Denmark 1004 4.1 25.6 13.9 56.3
- Germany 1005 5.3 30.5 9.8 54.4
&= Estonia 1046 35 16.6 17.3 62.6
= Greece 1001 5.3 20.9 13.2 60.6
= Spain 1002 7.8 26.4 14.9 50.9
IR France 1001 4.1 235 14.6 57.8
BE  reland 1000 6.3 36.8 217 35.2
Ly 1003 2.8 13.1 10.2 74

Cyprus 506 5.4 26.6 215 46.5
= Latvia 1019 3.9 12.2 7.3 765
B Ljthuania 1014 6.1 21.6 16.6 55.7
— Luxembourg 509 5.2 355 19.3 40
=—  Hungary 1024 35 16.6 12.9 67
‘B valta 509 6 19.9 34.3 39.9
== Netherlands 1003 2.9 29 245 43.6
= Austria 1003 7.3 29.7 13.9 49.1
== poland 1019 4.2 30.6 7.3 57.9
Bl portugal 1001 7 205 8.7 63.8
Bl Romania 1012 9.4 26.1 19.3 453
B Slovenia 1002 6.8 35.6 17 405
EE  Sjovakia 1046 8 32.3 12.8 46.9
4= Finland 1002 4.6 325 13.3 49.7
=  Sweden 1000 4 20.6 13.8 61.5
& United Kingdom 1001 12.2 41.7 14.3 318
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Table 15b. Trust in the European Anti-Fraud Office (OLAF) — by segment

QUESTION: Q4_E. How much do you trugt the following organisations fighting fraud against the European Union
budget? - The Eur opean anti-fraud office (OLAF)

Total N % Do not % Trust % Trust % DK/NA

trust at all partly completely

EU27 25768 6 27.1 13.1 53.8

A SEX

| Ly Male 12431 6.9 26.5 14.2 52.4
Female 13336 5.2 275 12.2 55.1
AGE
15-24 4188 5.1 30.7 15.3 48.8
25-39 6100 54 29 14.2 51.4
40 - 54 7098 5.5 27.6 12.3 54.6
55 + 8160 7.2 23.3 12 57.5
EDUCATION (end of)
uUntil 15 years of age 4155 8.5 235 9.5 58.4
16 - 20 11000 5.8 27.9 12.4 53.9
20 + 6762 5 27.8 14.6 52.6
Still in education 3101 4.3 28.6 16.8 50.2
URBANISATION
Metropolitan 4895 5.4 28.3 13.9 52.4
Urban 10246 5.7 27.7 13.5 53.1
Rural 10569 6.6 26 12.3 55.1
OCCUPATION
Self-employed 2101 7.1 28.1 14.6 50.3
Employee 8810 54 29.8 13.9 50.9
Manual worker 2127 7 275 11.3 54.3
Not working 12631 6.1 25 12.7 56.3
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Table 16a. Trust in other European bodies — by country

QUESTION: Q4 _F. How much do you trust the following or ganisations fightingfraud against the Eur opean Union
budget? - Other European bodies (Eur ojust, Europol, Court of Auditors, Court of Justice etc.)

Total N % Do not % Trust % Trust % DK/NA
trust at all partly completely

EU27 25768 8.5 41.2 23.7 26.6

COUNTRY
BN Begium 1000 6.4 42 29.5 22.1
B Bulgaria 1031 6 16.4 24.2 53.4
B CzechRep. 1000 13.2 37.4 17.8 316
==  Denmark 1004 5.6 44.7 30.2 19.5
e Germany 1005 5.6 52.7 24.2 175
&= Estonia 1046 4.9 24.2 23 47.8
= Greece 1001 5.3 321 33 295
= spain 1002 12 38 25.3 24.7
IR France 1001 10.3 432 275 19
BE  reland 1000 7.8 43.1 28.3 20.8
LI TYY 1003 6.4 34.8 243 34.4

Cyprus 506 7 34 34.8 24.2
= Latvia 1019 5.6 22.7 11.9 59.7
B Ljthuania 1014 5.7 28.3 255 40.4
— Luxembourg 509 4 49.9 39 7.1
=—  Hungary 1024 3 24.2 24.9 47.9
‘B valta 509 6.9 22.6 35.1 35.4
== Netherlands 1003 3.8 44.1 37.6 14.4
= Austria 1003 8.9 44.1 26.8 20.2
= Ppoland 1019 5.8 36.4 23.2 34.6
Bl portugal 1001 11.4 38.2 15.9 345
Bl Romania 1012 9.8 28.3 24.7 37.1
B Slovenia 1002 6.6 45.4 28.2 19.8
EE  Sjovakia 1046 9.9 37.7 14.4 38
4= Finland 1002 5.7 458 21.7 26.7
=  Sweden 1000 5.2 375 213 36
& United Kingdom 1001 15.1 49.1 13 22.8
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Table 16b. Trust in other European bodies — by segment

QUESTION: Q4_F. How much do you trust the following organisations fighting fraud against the European Union
budget? - Other European bodies (Eur ojust, Europol, Court of Auditors, Court of Justice etc.)

Total N % Do not % Trust % Trust % DK/NA

trust at all partly completely

EU27 25768 8.5 41.2 23.7 26.6

A SEX

| Ly Male 12431 9.2 40.5 26.5 23.8
Female 13336 7.8 41.8 211 29.2
AGE
15-24 4188 7.9 45.1 275 19.4
25-39 6100 7.9 45 25.6 215
40 - 54 7098 8.2 42.7 24.1 25
55 + 8160 9.2 35.3 20.2 35.2
EDUCATION (end of)
uUntil 15 years of age 4155 11.4 33.9 15.9 38.8
16 - 20 11000 9.1 41.8 22.5 26.6
20 + 6762 6.4 43.2 29.1 21.4
Still in education 3101 5.7 46.9 279 19.4
URBANISATION
Metropolitan 4895 8 40.9 25.7 254
Urban 10246 8.3 40.8 24.6 26.3
Rural 10569 8.8 41.8 219 27.4
OCCUPATION
Self-employed 2101 9.2 42.6 24.6 23.6
Employee 8810 7.7 45 26.4 20.9
Manual worker 2127 12.2 39 19.5 29.2
Not working 12631 8.3 38.6 225 30.6
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Table 17a. Trust in the press and media — by country

QUESTION: Q4_G. How much do you trust the following organisations fighting fraud against the European Union
budget? - Pressand media

Total N % Do not % Trust % Trust % DK/NA
trust at all partly completely

EU27 25768 36.6 50.8 8.8 3.8

COUNTRY
BN Begium 1000 27.4 58.1 10.5 4
B Bulgaria 1031 245 52 16.4 7
B CzechRep. 1000 33.4 53.7 10.6 23
==  Denmark 1004 30.7 55.4 10.5 3.4
e Germany 1005 335 57.9 7.3 12
&= Estonia 1046 31.9 51.3 11.7 5.1
= Greece 1001 451 456 6.8 2.6
= spain 1002 30.3 50.8 15.2 36
IR France 1001 485 42.8 5.7 2.9
BE  reland 1000 46 453 5.6 3
Ly 1003 296 49.8 1.3 9.3

Cyprus 506 26.8 51 18.2 4
== Latvia 1019 20.3 60.7 12.4 6.6
B Ljthuania 1014 23.6 55 17 4.4
== Luxembourg 509 235 67.2 8.7 0.7
=—  Hungary 1024 46.7 44.8 6 2.4
‘B Malta 509 316 415 16.7 10.2
== Netherlands 1003 26 615 10.1 2.4
= Austria 1003 34.1 52.9 8 5
= Ppoland 1019 34.3 55.7 75 25
Bl portugal 1001 25.3 53.8 13.4 75
Bl Romania 1012 26.1 50 16.4 75
B Slovenia 1002 35.3 51.6 10.6 25
EE  Sjovakia 1046 29.2 58.5 8.4 4
4= Finland 1002 23.4 65.7 8 3
=  Sweden 1000 39.9 50.8 5.7 36
& United Kingdom 1001 54.7 39.7 3 2.7
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Table 17b. Trust in the press and media — by segment

QUESTION: Q4_G. How much do you trust the following organisations fighting fraud against the European Union
budget? - Pressand media

Total N % Do not % Trust % Trust % DK/NA

trust at all partly completely

EU27 25768 36.6 50.8 8.8 3.8

I\ SEX

| Ly Male 12431 37.3 495 10.2 31
Female 13336 35.9 52 7.6 4.6
AGE
15-24 4188 38.2 48 11.3 2.5
25-39 6100 39.4 50.1 7.7 2.8
40 -54 7098 37.2 52 7.5 3.3
55 + 8160 33 51.8 95 5.8
EDUCATION (end of)
Until 15 years of age 4155 324 50.4 10.2 7
16 - 20 11000 38.4 50.7 1.7 3.3
20 + 6762 37.2 52.1 7.8 29
Still in education 3101 35.7 50.1 11.9 2.4
URBANISATION
Metropolitan 4895 35 51.4 9.4 4.2
Urban 10246 34.9 53.2 8.5 3.3
Rural 10569 38.8 48.3 8.8 4.1
OCCUPATION
Self-employed 2101 41.8 475 7.6 3
Employee 8810 39.7 50.8 6.9 2.7
Manual worker 2127 38.4 47.5 9.7 4.4
Not working 12631 33.3 51.8 10.2 4.7
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Table 18a. Trust in national state auditors — by country

QUESTION: Q4 H. How much do you trust the following organisations fighting fraud against the European Union
budget? - State auditorsin [COUNTRY]

Total N % Do not % Trust % Trust % DK/NA
trust at all partly completely

EU27 25768 13.7 46.9 21 185

COUNTRY
BN Begium 1000 8.9 47.1 255 18.5
B Bulgaria 1031 25.6 25.7 8.5 40.1
B CzechRep. 1000 20.7 51 11.7 16.5
==  Denmark 1004 3.3 42 48.1 6.6
- Germany 1005 8.9 52.7 28.9 9.5
&= Estonia 1046 7.6 425 33.1 16.8
= Greece 1001 375 49.4 75 5.7
= spain 1002 16.9 42.3 23 17.8
IR France 1001 19.7 52.1 12 16.2
BE  reland 1000 10.8 49 305 9.7
Ly 1003 115 41.9 20 26.6

Cyprus 506 19.9 48.1 19 13
= Latvia 1019 15 40 9.9 35
B Ljthuania 1014 16.2 43.2 145 26
== Luxembourg 509 4.9 50.2 37.7 7.2
=—  Hungary 1024 9.6 41.6 25.2 23.7
‘B valta 509 10.4 24.6 37.9 27.1
== Netherlands 1003 4.1 34.2 53.5 8.3
= Austria 1003 71 457 35.6 115
== poland 1019 14 41.7 7 37.3
Bl portugal 1001 19.8 42.9 10.5 26.7
Bl  Romania 1012 21 42 1 26
B Slovenia 1002 23.8 53.9 12.8 95
EE  Slovakia 1046 18.7 48.7 9.3 23.3
4= Finland 1002 5.1 36.3 52.6 6
=  Sweden 1000 7.7 46.9 34.7 10.7
& United Kingdom 1001 10.1 55.3 19.8 14.8
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Table 18b. Trust in national state auditors — by segment

QUESTION: Q4 H. How much do you trust the following organisations fighting fraud against the European Union
budget? - State auditorsin [COUNTRY]

Total N % Do not % Trust % Trust % DK/NA

trust at all partly completely

EU27 25768 13.7 46.9 21 18.5

I\ SEX

| g ) Male 12431 14.5 45.7 244 15.4
Female 13336 12.9 48 17.8 21.3
AGE
15-24 4188 12 53.5 16 18.5
25-39 6100 14.8 52 19.8 13.3
40 -54 7098 13.7 47.5 22.3 16.5
55 + 8160 13.6 39.5 23.1 23.8
EDUCATION (end of)
Until 15 years of age 4155 16.9 38 16.8 28.3
16 - 20 11000 14.2 48.7 19.3 17.7
20 + 6762 11.9 47.5 28 12.6
Still in education 3101 10.8 53.7 17.1 18.4
URBANISATION
Metropolitan 4895 13.3 45.4 24 17.3
Urban 10246 13.7 47.4 215 17.4
Rural 10569 13.8 47.2 19.1 19.9
OCCUPATION
Self-employed 2101 16.7 48.3 221 12.8
Employee 8810 12.7 515 24.1 11.7
Manual worker 2127 18 45.8 13.9 22.3
Not working 12631 13.1 43.6 19.9 23.5
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Table 19a. Trust in national private auditing firms — by country

QUESTION: Q4 _I. How much do you trust the following organisations fighting fraud against the European Union
budget? - Private auditing firmsin [COUNTRY]

Total N % Do not % Trust % Trust % DK/NA
trust at all partly completely

EU27 25768 18.9 47.9 12.6 20.6

COUNTRY
BN Begium 1000 16.8 515 14.1 17.6
B Bulgaria 1031 27.6 20.1 5.1 472
B CzechRep. 1000 23.6 48.4 9.1 18.9
==  Denmark 1004 4.6 54.5 333 75
e Germany 1005 18.9 57.6 12.7 10.9
&= Estonia 1046 12 39.7 15.7 326
= Greece 1001 30.7 42.1 9.7 17.5
= Spain 1002 19.2 43.2 16.7 20.9
BE France 1001 20.6 485 13 18
BE  reland 1000 11.9 52.9 22.7 12,5
Ly 1003 21.1 37.9 8.5 325

Cyprus 506 18.4 47.4 18.7 15.6
== Latvia 1019 19.5 31.9 6.7 41.9
B Ljthuania 1014 20.8 34 12.8 325
== Luxembourg 509 8.6 55.6 23.9 12
—  Hungary 1024 1 41 14 33.9
‘B valta 509 1 30.2 30 28.7
== Netherlands 1003 13.5 61.8 17 7.7
= Austria 1003 12.9 50.2 19.7 17.2
== poland 1019 21 40.7 5.2 33.1
Bl portugal 1001 18 417 1.2 29.1
Bl Romania 1012 26.4 37.3 6.2 30.1
B Sjovenia 1002 24.4 49.3 10 16.3
EE  Slovakia 1046 23.8 44.2 8.4 235
4= Finland 1002 6.3 57 295 7.2
=  Sweden 1000 14.6 53.2 20.6 11.6
& United Kingdom 1001 13.6 57.3 15.4 13.8
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Table 19b. Trust in national private auditing firms — by segment

QUESTION: Q4 _I. How much do you trust the following organisations fighting fraud against the European Union
budget? - Private auditing firmsin [COUNTRY]

Total N % Do not % Trust % Trust % DK/NA

trust at all partly completely

EU27 25768 18.9 47.9 12.6 20.6

I\ SEX

| g ) Male 12431 20.9 47.3 13.9 17.9
Female 13336 17 48.4 11.4 23.2
AGE
15-24 4188 18.6 50.6 12.2 18.6
25-39 6100 19 53.3 13.7 13.9
40 -54 7098 19.7 48.6 12.7 19
55+ 8160 18.3 42.1 11.9 271.7
EDUCATION (end of)
uUntil 15 years of age 4155 19.1 39.4 10.6 30.8
16 - 20 11000 19.3 49 11.3 20.5
20 + 6762 18.7 50.6 16.2 14.5
Still in education 3101 17.3 52.3 11.9 18.4
URBANISATION
Metropolitan 4895 19 475 14.7 18.8
Urban 10246 19 48.7 12.2 20.2
Rural 10569 18.7 47.5 12.1 21.7
OCCUPATION
Self-employed 2101 19.1 51.7 14.1 15.1
Employee 8810 18.4 53.2 14.4 14
Manual worker 2127 23.9 43 10.8 22.3
Not working 12631 18.4 44.3 11.4 25.9
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Table 20a. Trust in the national anti-corruption body — by country

QUESTION: Q4_J. How much do you trust the following organisations fighting fraud against the European Union
budget? - [IF APPLICABLE] NAME OF Anti-corruption body in [COUNTRY]

Total N % Do not % Trust % Trust % DK/NA
trust at all partly completely

EU27 25768 13.9 45.2 185 225

COUNTRY
BN Begium 1000 8.3 46.4 23.2 22.1
B Bulgaria 1031 275 20.3 6 46.2
B CzechRep. 1000 17.6 55.1 18.1 9.3
==  Denmark 1004 2.9 43.6 23.4 30.1
== Germany 1005 12.4 56.7 75 235
&= Estonia 1046 8.9 40.5 38.3 12.3
= Greece 1001 22.9 42.1 7.3 27.7
= spain 1002 17 40.7 30 12.4
IR France 1001 12.2 48 11 28.8
BE  reland 1000 6.9 42.1 45.1 5.9
Ly 1003 10.3 36 212 325

Cyprus 506 14.3 415 34.7 9.5
== Latvia 1019 20 415 20.5 18.1
B Ljthuania 1014 17.3 46.4 19.5 16.8
== Luxembourg 509 9.3 51.1 17.8 21.8
=—  Hungary 1024 175 39.3 13.9 29.3
‘B valta 509 13.4 30.3 35.6 20.7
== Netherlands 1003 3.4 39.4 31.2 26
= Austria 1003 7.7 39.4 14.3 38.5
== poland 1019 27.8 44.6 8.9 18.7
Bl portugal 1001 12.7 39.6 10.3 37.4
Bl Romania 1012 325 37.7 14.4 15.3
B Slovenia 1002 20 415 31.2 7.3
EE  Sjovakia 1046 20.4 55.3 13 11.3
4= Finland 1002 45 405 23.2 31.9
=  Sweden 1000 6.5 41.4 13.6 38.4
2 United Kingdom 1001 55 485 38.3 7.7

page 78



Flash EB N° 236 —Fraud in the EU27 Annex

Table 20b. Trust in the national anti-corruption body — by segment

QUESTION: Q4_J. How much do you trust the following organisations fighting fraud against the European Union
budget? - [IF APPLICABLE] NAME OF Anti-corruption body in [COUNTRY]

Total N % Do not % Trust % Trust % DK/NA

trust at all partly completely

EU27 25768 13.9 45.2 18.5 225

A SEX

| Ly Male 12431 14.6 445 20.2 20.7
Female 13336 13.2 45.9 16.8 24.2
AGE
15-24 4188 13.1 50.7 18.7 17.4
25-39 6100 14.5 48.4 18.6 18.6
40 - 54 7098 13.3 45.8 19.3 21.7
55 + 8160 14.4 39.5 17.5 28.6
EDUCATION (end of)
Until 15 years of age 4155 16.7 39.1 15.4 28.8
16 - 20 11000 14.2 46.8 18.2 20.9
20 + 6762 12.1 45.8 20.3 21.7
Still in education 3101 12.5 48.9 20.7 17.8
URBANISATION
Metropolitan 4895 14.6 44 .4 20.5 20.6
Urban 10246 13.5 46.2 18.9 21.4
Rural 10569 13.9 44.8 17.1 24.2
OCCUPATION
Self-employed 2101 14.7 45.7 19.8 19.8
Employee 8810 11.6 47.8 20.2 20.4
Manual worker 2127 20.7 46.6 14.6 18.1
Not working 12631 14.2 43 17.8 25
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Table 21a. Have respondents been asked to pay a bribe? — by country
QUESTION: Q5. During thelast 12 months did anyone ask you or expect you to pay a bribefor hisservices?

Total N % Yes % No 9% DK/NA
EU27 25768 4 95.1 1
COUNTRY
BE  Beigium 1000 3.8 95.5 0.7
Bl Bulgaria 1031 8.7 87.8 34
B Czech Rep. 1000 6.6 92.2 12
==  Denmark 1004 15 98.3 0.2
== Germany 1005 14 98.2 0.4
B Estonia 1046 4.2 95.6 0.1
= Greece 1001 13 84.9 2.1
==  spain 1002 0.6 99 0.5
IR France 1001 2.3 97.2 0.5
BE  reland 1000 1.8 98.1 0.1
LI T 1003 13 97.1 17
Cyprus 506 3.1 96.1 0.8
== Latvia 1019 6.4 91.2 2.4
= Lithuania 1014 16.2 80.5 3.2
—_ Luxembourg 509 2.6 97.4 0]
=—  Hungary 1024 13.3 85.9 0.7
B malta 509 5 94.1 0.9
== Netherlands 1003 1 985 0.5
= Austria 1003 0.5 98.6 0.9
m=  Poland 1019 8.8 90.4 0.8
Bl portugal 1001 27 96.7 0.6
Bl Romania 1012 23.2 74.1 2.7
B Slovenia 1002 25 97.5 0
EE  Slovakia 1046 7.3 90 2.7
4= Finland 1002 2.2 976 0.2
==  Sweden 1000 14 98.4 0.2
2 United Kingdom 1001 12 97.7 11
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Table 21b. Have respondents been asked to pay a bribe? — by segment
QUESTION: Q5. During thelast 12 months did anyone ask you or expect you to pay a bribefor his services?

Total N % Yes % No % DK/NA

EU27 25768 4 95.1 1

0\ SEX

| Ly Male 12431 4.6 94.2 1.2
Female 13336 34 95.9 0.8
AGE
15-24 4188 4.7 94.1 1.3
25-39 6100 5.4 93.2 14
40 - 54 7098 4.6 94.8 0.6
55 + 8160 2 97.3 0.7
EDUCATION (end of)
Until 15 years of age 4155 2.4 96.5 1.2
16 - 20 11000 4.4 94.9 0.7
20+ 6762 4.5 94.8 0.8
Still in education 3101 3.4 95.1 15

'+ URBANISATION
/' Metropolitan 4895 41 94.8 12

Urban 10246 4.5 94.8 0.7
Rural 10569 34 95.6 1
OCCUPATION
Self-employed 2101 7.8 91.1 1.1
Employee 8810 3.9 95.3 0.7
Manual worker 2127 6.2 92.6 1.1
Not working 12631 29 96 1
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NV

Table 22a. Who asked/expected you to pay a bribe for his/her services? — by country
QUESTION: Q5a. (Thelast timethishappened) Who wasinvolved? Wasit a...?
Base: who were asked or expected to pay a bribe

% of “ Mentioned” shown

i W R

Tl

= 5 3 3 8 9583 05 T 4 3 %
8 £ £ E 3 TE®T® 8 £ £ = S
[S) o S) ° [} 58 3 8’ = 5] a (@] 4
= @ @ x S 585285 © 0 2 o
= S = o ac8as S 2
o© P~ : Q0L o S IS
o g = E05= 5 =
O 8 EcE= = =
5 BE§T 2
— T ® E & c
()] c o c —
E =88 :
. 2 B2 g
87 < % 8 o
E = 5
= @ o
(%7}
EU27 1021 143 33 43 16 30.9 15 03 18 198 6
COUNTRY
B Belgium 38 124 0 0 0 4.4 164 0 482 186
Bulgaria 90 313 16 28 19 25.3 0 0 6.3 267
Czech Rep. 66 345 45 25 0 5.9 05 18 202 232 69
Denmark 15 303 O 0 0 0 0 0 46 281 0
Germany 4 75 189 0 0 0 0 0 508 185 43
Estonia 4 169 07 0 4.3 21.3 11.3 0 298 128 29
Greece 130 3 31 204 15 14.5 2.4 0 73 446 32
2= spain 6 486 O 0 0 16.3 0 124 116 112
IR France 23 224 0 0 3.7 8.2 0 301 231 125
BE  reland 8 61 102 0 10.1 14.8 0 498 0 0
Ll BT 13 0 26 152 0 3.2 135 0 63 2.6 0
Cyprus 6 6.1 0O 88 52 22.5 0 172 403 0
Latvia 65 126 03 14 92 433 0 92 182 57
Lithuania 165 28 52 0 2.2 47 0.7 0 7 9.4 0.5
Luxembourg 13 11 7 0 0 0 14.2 4.4 63.3 0 0
Hungary 137 65 09 29 05 37.9 0 0 22 26 3.3
Malta 25 121 0O 0 2.3 0 255 0 102 377 121
Netherlands 10 0 236 226 0 12 0 47 371 0 0
Austria 5 236 O 0 0 10.7 107 0 55.1 0 0
Poland 90 13 0 06 1 52 0 05 3.3 16 13.6
Portugal 27 88 0o 112 0 0 0 44 251 46 4.4
I Romania 234 181 28 48 26 48.2 1 0 57 126 42
Slovenia 25 112 58 0 7 2.4 5.7 0 325 236 118
Slovakia 76 39 34 11 4 37.8 0 09 169 269 51
Finland 22 o w7 71 0 111 3.9 0 273 31 7.8
Sweden 14 116 52 0 0 25.6 5.8 0 346 115 57
S United 12 0 6.4 0 0 14.1 0 0 47 325 0
Kingdom
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Table 22b. Who asked/expected you to pay a bribe for his/her services? — by segment
QUESTION: Q5a. (Thelast timethishappened) Who wasinvolved? Wasit a...?
Base: who were asked or expected to pay a bribe

% of “ Mentioned” shown

z § & 3 & £2g § T & &8 %2
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e 2585 w
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EU27 1021 14.3 3.3 4.3 1.6 30.9 1.5 0.3 18 19.8 6
U\ SEX
H" ’ Male 573 189 4.9 6.1 1.7 21 2.2 0.1 188 196 6.8
Female 448 8.6 1.3 2 1.5 43.5 0.7 0.5 17.1 20 4.9
AGE
15-24 195 16.7 0.5 5.4 0.2 24.7 0.8 0.3 23 26.1 2.4
25-39 328 202 23 4.1 2.2 34.7 2.6 0.3 11 16.4 6.2
40 - 54 329 123 64 4 1.5 29.9 0.8 0.1 23.3 157 6
55 + 164 4.2 2.6 4 2.2 314 1.9 0.4 159 276 9.9
EDUCATION
(end of)
Until 15 years of age 98 5.6 0.9 2.6 4.2 39.7 1.9 0 156 228 6.7
16 - 20 482 169 2.3 4.1 1.7 33.7 0.7 0.3 18.8 16.1 5.4
20 + 301 122 48 4 1.4 29.6 1.2 0.5 19.5 20 6.9
Still in education 105 168 04 8 0 19.6 1.6 0 175 316 4.6
't URBANISATION
; Metropolitan 199 15.2 3.7 1.4 0.7 25.4 0.2 0 18.3 227 123
Urban 464 15.2 3.2 5 0.6 37 11 0.2 135 205 3.6
Rural 356 12.6 3.2 5 3.4 26.1 2.8 06 239 16.9 5.5
OCCUPATION
Self-employed 164 15.6 1.9 4 2.1 24.4 11 0.5 231 191 8.2
Employee 348 14 4.6 25 1.5 32.3 1.2 0.3 21.2 157 6.7
Manual worker 132 271 9.1 9.1 3.8 28.2 0.4 0 6.2 11.9 4.1
Not working 369 9.1 0.5 4.5 0.8 33.7 2.5 0.3 17.3  26.5 5
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Table 23a. Preferred channels for receiving information about the fight against fraud
in the EU budget — by country

QUESTION: Q6. How would you prefer to receive information about the fight against fraud detrimental to the EU
budget? You can indicate several answers.

% of “ Mentioned” shown

z g 5 285 3& 88 z S5 & s
5 5 S ;22 SE SO 3 R = >
S 2 s 35S 25 > < = @ X
P g g ©Tg& 85 S = cE 2 a)
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>3 oo 2 o S 5
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ko] c @)
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EU27 25769 67 51 24.7 366 10 254 53 11 1.8
COUNTRY
BE  Belgium 1000 591  42.9 17 354 57 243 48 0.7 1.8
B Bulgaria 1031 773 405 14.3 235 64 175 4.6 1.9 4.3
B CrechRep. 1000 604 49 15.1 406 85 222 7.7 3.1 45
==  Denmark 1004 668 415 185 319 41 17.1 2.2 0.4 24
= Germany 1005 738 657 36.6 386 11 252 39 0.1 1
= Estonia 1051 585 465 14.6 35.2 4 18 11.3 1 2.4
= Greece 1001 617 451 18.7 45 115 321 17 2.9 3.9
Z— spain 1003 631 40 7.2 256 44 139 101 17 15
BE  France 1001 538 398 19 35 6.6 254 5 0.6 0.9
BE  reland 1000 79 721 58.7 531 357 569 38 15 12
LI NPT 1003 675  52.2 145 33 57  14.9 3.1 0.9 26
Cyprus 506 672 481 17.8 348 87 333 1 0.1 1.9
== Latvia 1019 529  37.3 9.7 262 25 4.8 16.9 16 6.8
= |ithuania 1014 548 493 353 359 84 175 8.5 17 2.8
= Luxembourg 509 77.3 735 471 501 209 447 14 0.6 0.6
—  Hungary 1024 718 435 12.7 355 45 182 9.1 0.8 2.2
‘B Malta 509 486 237 26.8 313 6 21.2 57 1 2.3
== Netherlands 1003 602 552 215 395 72 335 6.1 0.5 1
= Austria 1003 635 511 153 28.9 3 15.8 75 14 3.1
== Poland 1019 625 347 10.2 35.1 4 135 7.8 1.9 17
Bl rortugal 1001 765  57.3 17.7 442 103 19.2 3.1 0.5 26
Bl Romania 1012 692 362 23.1 247 121 269 7.2 26 2
B  S|ovenia 1002 644 453 12 406 7 19.5 45 0.9 24
EE  S|ovakia 1046 679 537 23.1 352 79 268 83 15 2.6
4+ Finland 1002 645 533 13.3 335 2 14.9 24 0.8 14
==  Sweden 1000 679 515 22.9 322 72 323 26 1.2 2.7
S L H
St United 1001  77.3 67 57.2 522 283 54 3.9 1 1.4
Kingdom
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Table 23b. Preferred channels for receiving information about the fight against fraud
in the EU budget — by segment

QUESTION: Q6. How would you prefer to receive information about the fight against fraud detrimental to the EU
budget? You can indicate several answers.

% of “ Mentioned” shown

+ o + c
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EU27 25769 67 51 24.7 36.6 10 25.4 5.3 1.1 1.8
O\ SEX
| 1, Male 12432 64.9 50 23.9 40.4 104 23.6 5.3 1.2 1.3
Female 13338 68.9 52 25.4 33 9.7 27.2 54 1 2.2
AGE
15-24 4189 61.7 48.2 29.6 56.6 12.9 27.7 3.9 0.5 0.9
25-39 6100 65.6 49.8 23.3 46.9 10.1 26.6 3.9 1 1.2
40-54 7098 69.1 51.3 24.9 36.6 11 26.6 4.5 1.3 1.8
55+ 8161 69 52.9 22.8 18.8 7.5 22.2 1.7 1.2 2.7
EDUCATION (end
of)
Until 15 years of age 4156 71 46.8 23 14.2 9.2 21.4 9.3 1.1 35
16 - 20 11000 67.8 51.6 25.7 34.2 10.7 27.1 5.1 0.9 1.4
20 + 6762 65.8 55.7 23.4 45.9 9.2 25.9 34 1.3 1.2
Still in education 3102 62.7 475 26.7 58.1 11.6 26.5 3.7 0.8 0.8
'+ URBANISATION
: Metropolitan 4895 65.8 54.3 25.1 39.2 9.9 23.9 4.3 1.5 1.8
Urban 10246 67 51.8 23.8 39.1 10.9 27.3 5.3 1 1.6
Rural 10570 67.5 48.7 25.2 32.8 9.1 24.2 5.9 1 2
OCCUPATION
Self-employed 2101 65.3 51.8 23 43.7 10 23.1 5.6 1 1.1
Employee 8810 66.7 55.3 26.6 45.8 11.6 29 3.7 0.9 1.3
Manual worker 2127 66.6 41.3 21.9 311 10.5 22 5.3 1.7 1.7
Not working 12632 67.7 49.5 24.1 30.1 8.9 23.9 6.4 1 2.2
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Il. Survey details

This survey on the General population on “Citizens' perception of fraud and the fight against
fraud in the EU27” was conducted for the European Commission, European Anti-Fraud
Office (OLAF) — Directorate D / Unit D.1 “Spokesman, Communication, Public Relations”

Telephone interviews were conducted in each country with the exception of the Bulgaria,
Czech Republic, Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, Hungary Poland, Romania and Slovakia where
both telephone and face-to-face interviews were conducted (70% webCATI and 30% F2F
interviews).

Telephone interviews were conducted in each country between the 6/26/2008 and the
6/30/2008 by these I nstitutes:

Belgium BE Gallup Europe (Interviews : 06/26/2008 - 06/30/2008 )
Czech Republic Ccz Focus Agency (Interviews : 06/26/2008 - 06/30/2008)
Denmark DK Hermelin (Interviews : 06/26/2008 - 06/30/2008)
Germany DE IFAK (Interviews : 06/26/2008 - 06/30/2008)
Estonia EE Saar Pall (Interviews : 06/26/2008 - 06/30/2008)
Greece EL Metroanalysis (Interviews : 06/26/2008 - 06/30/2008)
Spain ES Gallup Spain (Interviews : 06/26/2008 - 06/30/2008)
France FR Efficience3 (Interviews : 06/26/2008 - 06/30/2008)
Ireland IE Gallup UK (Interviews : 06/26/2008 - 06/30/2008)
Italy IT Demoskopea (Interviews : 06/26/2008 - 06/30/2008)
Cyprus CY CYMAR (Interviews : 06/26/2008 - 06/30/2008)
Latvia LV Latvian Facts (Interviews : 06/26/2008 - 06/30/2008)
Lithuania LT Baltic Survey (Interviews : 06/26/2008 - 06/30/2008)
L uxembourg LU Gallup Europe (Interviews : 06/26/2008 - 06/30/2008)
Hungary HU Gallup Hungary (Interviews : 06/26/2008 - 06/30/2008)
Malta MT  MISCO (Interviews : 06/26/2008 - 06/30/2008)
Netherlands NL Telder (Interviews : 06/26/2008 - 06/30/2008)
Austria AT Spectra (Interviews : 06/26/2008 - 06/30/2008)
Poland PL Gallup Poland (Interviews : 06/26/2008 - 06/30/2008)
Portugal PT Consulmark (Interviews : 06/26/2008 - 06/30/2008)
Slovenia Sl Cati d.o.o (Interviews : 06/26/2008 - 06/30/2008)
Slovakia SK Focus Agency (Interviews : 06/26/2008 - 06/30/2008)
Finland Fl Hermelin (Interviews : 06/26/2008 - 06/30/2008)
Sweden SE Hermelin (Interviews : 06/26/2008 - 06/30/2008)
United Kingdom UK Gallup UK (Interviews : 06/26/2008 - 06/30/2008)
Bulgaria BG  Vitosha (Interviews : 06/26/2008 - 06/30/2008)
Romania RO  Gallup Romania (Interviews : 06/26/2008 - 06/30/2008)

Representativeness of the results

Each national sample is representative of the population aged 15 years and above.
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Sizes of the sample

In most EU countries the target sample size was 1000 respondents.
The below table shows the achieved sample size by country

A weighting factor was applied to the national results in order to compute a marginal total
where each country contributes to the European Union result in proportion to its population.

The table below presents, for each of the countries:

(2) the number of interviews actually carried out in each country
(2) the population-weighted total number of interviews for each country

TOTAL INTERVIEWS

Total Interviews

0 % on
Conducted T/(Z) t%fl quﬁz od Total

9 (weighted)
Total 25770 100 25770 100
BE 1000 3.9 547 2.1
BG 1031 4.0 425 17
(74 1000 3.9 553 2.1
DK 1004 3.9 277 11
DE 1005 3.9 4518 17.5
EE 1051 4.1 72 0.3
EL 1001 3.9 591 2.3
ES 1003 3.9 2221 8.6
FR 1001 3.9 3057 11.9
IE 1000 3.9 203 0.8
IT 1003 3.9 3161 12.3
cY 506 2.0 39 0.1
LV 1019 4.0 125 0.5
LT 1014 3.9 181 0.7
LU 509 2.0 23 0.1
HU 1024 4.0 532 2.1
MT 509 2.0 21 0.1
NL 1003 3.9 844 3.3
AT 1003 3.9 425 1.6
PL 1019 4.0 2022 7.8
PT 1001 3.9 553 2.1
RO 1013 3.9 1136 4.4
Sl 1002 3.9 109 0.4
SK 1046 4.1 284 11
FI 1002 3.9 275 1.1
SE 1000 3.9 472 1.8
UK 1001 3.9 3104 12.0
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Questionnaires

1. The questionnaire prepared for this survey is reproduced at the end of this results volume,
in English (see hereafter).

2. The institutes listed above trandated the questionnaire in their respective national
language(s).

3. One copy of each national questionnaire is annexed to the datatables’ results volumes.

Tables of results

VOLUME A: COUNTRY BY COUNTRY
The VOLUME A presents the European Union results country by country.

VOLUME B: RESPONDENTS DEMOGRAPHICS
The VOLUME B presents the European Union results with the following socio-demographic
characteristics of respondents as breakdowns:

Volume B:

Sex (Male, Female)

Age (15-24, 25-39, 40-54, 55 +)

Education (15&-, 16-20, 21&+, Still in full time education)

Subjective urbanisation (Metropolitan zone, Other town/urban centre, Rural zone)
Occupation (Self-employed, Employee, Manual worker, Not working)

Sampling error

The results in a survey are valid only between the limits of a gatistical margin caused by the
sampling process. This margin varies with three factors:

1. The sample size (or the size of the analysed part in the sample): the greater the number of
respondents is, the smaller the statistical margin will be;

2. The result in itself: the closer the result approaches 50%, the wider the statistical margin
will be;

3. The desired degree of confidence: the more "strict" we are, the wider the statistical margin
will be.

As an example, examine thisillustrative case:

1. One question has been answered by 500 people;

2. The analysed result is around 50%;

3. We choose a significance level of 95 % (it is the level most often used by the statisticians,
and it is the one chosen for the Table hereafter);

In thisillustrative case the statistical margin is: (+/- 4.4%) around the observed 50%. And as a
conclusion: the result for the whole population lies between 45.6% and 54.4 %.

Hereafter, the statistical margins computed for various observed results are shown, on various
sample sizes, at the 95% significance level.
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Annex

STATISTICAL MARGINS DUE TO THE SAMPLING PROCESS (AT THE 95 % LEVEL

OF CONFIDENCE)

Various sample sizes are in rows;

Various observed results are in columns:

5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35% 40% 45% 50%
N=50 6.0 8.3 9.9 111 12.0 12.7 13.2 13.6 13.8 13.9
N=500 1.9 2.6 3.1 3.5 3.8 4.0 4.2 4.3 4.4 4.4
N=1000 14 1.9 2.2 2.5 2.7 2.8 3.0 3.0 3.1 3.1
N=1500 1.1 15 18 2.0 2.2 2.3 24 2.5 2.5 2.5
N=2000 1.0 13 16 18 1.9 2.0 2.1 2.1 22 22
N=3000 0.8 11 13 14 15 16 17 18 18 18
N=4000 0.7 0.9 11 12 13 14 15 15 15 15
N=5000 0.6 0.8 1.0 11 12 13 13 14 14 14
N=6000 0.6 0.8 0.9 1.0 11 12 12 12 13 13

page 89



Flash EB N° 236 —Fraud in the EU27 Annex

I11. Questionnaire

D1. Gender [DONOT ASK - MARK APPROPRIATE]
[1] Male
[2] Female

D2. How old areyou?

[[] yearsold
[00] [REFUSAL/NO ANSWER]

D3. How old wereyou when you stopped full-time education?
[Writein THE AGE WHEN EDUCATION WAS TERMINATED]
[I[] yearsold
[00] [STILL IN FULL TIME EDUCATION]
[01] [NEVERBEEN IN FULL TIME EDUCATION]
[99] [REFUSAL/NO ANSWER]

D4. Asfar asyour current occupation isconcer ned, would you say you are sglf-
employed, an employee, a manual worker or would you say that you are without a
professional activity? Doesit mean that you area(n)...

[IF A RESPONSE TO THE MAIN CATEGORY IS GIVEN, READ OUT THE
RESPECTIVE SUB-CATEGORIES - ONE ANSWER ONLY]

- Self-employed

ai.e: -farmer, foreger, fiSherman. ..o 11
- owner of ashop, CraftSMaN .........ccceeeieririie e 12
- professional (lawyer, medical practitioner, accountant, architect,...) 13
- MaNagEr Of 8 COMPANY ......ceirieririeieeeiie st 14
S OtNEY e 15

- Employee

aie: - professional (employed doctor, lawyer, accountant, architect)....... 21
- general management, director or top management ............cc.cceeeeee. 22
- MiddIe MANBGEMENT ... 23
= CIVI SBIVANT ...t 24
= OffICRCIEOIK e 25
- other employee (salesman, NUISe, EfC...).....oovveeeieerieenieeee e 26
S OtNEY e 27

- Manual worker

aie: - supervisor / foreman (team manager, €fC...) ....ooovvereeriieenieeieeee 31
= MaANUEl WOTKEY ......ooieiieeie e 32
- unskilled manual WOTKEX ............ooueeeiiieiiie e 33
S OtNEY e 34

- Without a professional activity

ai.e:  -looking after the hOmMe........ccooiiiiiiiiiiee e 41
- student (FUll TIME) ......oveeeieeeee e 42
e (= 1] €= R SPSTSRSRI 43
= SEKING AJOD ... 44
S OtNEY e 45

= [REFUSAI] e 99
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Annex

D6. Would you say you livein a...?

- MELTOPOIITAN ZONE........eiiiieiiie s 1
- other town/urban CENIE..........ooo e 2
101 (0] 1R 3
= [REFUSAI] ... 9

Q1. Do you think the scale of the problem in the following areagd/institutions: is
rather frequent or rather rare?

RANEr FrEQUENT ... e 1
e 10 G = = U 2
1L A PSS RRR 9
a) Defrauding the [COUNTRY] State Budget (customs fraud, VAT fraud,
fraud With SUDSIIES EIC.) ....ooveeiiieiccee e 129
b) Defrauding the European Union budget (customs fraud, misappropriation
Of @S AN Grants, EC.) ....cueeiueiieieiieiie e 129
¢) Corruption/Wrongdoing in [COUNTRY] national government and
INSHEULIONS. ... e e e nee e e nneeeenees 129
d) Corruption/Wrongdoing in European Union ingtitutions ..................... 129
€) Corruption/Wrongdoing in international organisations (like United
Nations, World Bank €tC.) ........cccceveeriiieriiiee e 129

Q2. For each of the following statements about defrauding the European Union
budget, could you please tell meif you tend to agree or tend to disagree?

= 00 o= | = 1
TENA L0 AISAGIEE. ...t 2
1L A PSS RRR 9
a) [OUR COUNTRY] should co-operate more with anti-fraud services of the
European Union iNSttULIONS ..........cocvevieiienieeeeseesee e 129
b) [OUR COUNTRY] should co-operate more with anti-fraud services of the
other EU Member SEAteS.........cevviieeeie e 129
¢) The European Union should coordinate national investigations of
defrauding the European Union BUAQEL .............cocveeieeiieiieeiieieceee 129
d The EU needs its own European Union level anti-fraud
organisation/institution to fight fraud............cccceeeeeiiene e 129

Q3. Have you ever heard of OL AF - European Anti-Fraud Office that fights fraud,
corruption and any other irregular activity affecting financial interests of the
European Union?

D =TT 1
1 2
105NN SR 9
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Q4. How much do you trust the following organisations fighting fraud against the

European Union budget?
TrUSt COMPIELEIY ... e 3
TRUSE PAITIY e 2
[0 1 01 £ 0 = | U 1
1L A PSS RRR 9
a) Thepoliceforcein [COUNTRY]....cooiiiiiiiiiiieeieesiee e 1239
b) Customs servicesin [COUNTRY] ..cc.oooiiiriiniiiiiiieneseeseesee e 1239
c) Thetax authoritiesin [COUNTRY] ....ccooiiiiiiiiieiieiee e 1239
d) Thecourts, thelegal system in [COUNTRY] .....cccoeiiiiiiiieenicinens 1239
€) TheEuropean anti-fraud office (OLAF).......ccooiiiieniiiieeeeieceiens 1239
f) Other European bodies (Eurojust, Europol, Court of Auditors, Court of
JUSHICE EC.) ..ttt 1239
Q) Pressand Media........cccooeeiiiiiiiiiesiceeeee e 1239
h) State auditorsin [COUNTRY]....cooiiiiiiiieiieiee e 1239
i) Privateauditing firmsin [COUNTRY] ....ccooiiiiiiiiieieceeeeeee 1239
}) [IF APPLICABLE] NAME OF Anti-corruption body in [COUNTRY]12 39
Q5. Duringthe last 12 months did anyone ask you or expect you to pay a bribe for
his services?
D = T PRSP 1
N[ T PR 2
1L A PSS RRR 9
IF Q5=1
Qb5a. (Thelast timethis happened) Who was involved? Wasit a...?
[0 [T o= o i T o= S .01
LTS (0] 0.0 o= SO 02
TAX OFfICEE ettt eenaeeen 03
Judge, MagiStrate, PrOSECULON .........ccuvirreeieeriee st eree et eneas 04
Any kind of inspector (e.g. health, construction, employment, food quality, sanitary
CONLrOl, lICENSING BC.)  .oeiiieiieiiieee et 05
0] o= o 06
European institutions’ OffiCial ..........coeiieiieiieeeeeeee e 07
Privale DUSINESS.......oo o e 08
[OINEIT .t nreennaeen 09
1L A ST PSSRR 99
ASK ALL

Q6. How would you prefer to receive information about the fight against fraud
detrimental to the EU budget? You can indicate sever al answers.

(=0 (1o T Y AU TRRRR 1
NS 022 o= PSP PRPTPR 2
TV mini-series, TV drama/short moviefor televiSion .......ccoeeeeeveeeiiiiieiiccec, 3
Internet or other web based tools like You TUubg, EC. .......vvveeeeeeiiiiciiiieeiee e, 4
CD-ROM / DVD / VIOEO tAPE.....ccceeieieitie ettt 5
A brochure or 16aflet ..o 6
[I do not want SuUCh iNfOrMatioN J.........coouieiiiiieee e 7
[NONE Of tNESEWAYS ] ... 8
1L A PR 9
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